TETON COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes from July 12, 2016
County Commissioners Meeting Room, Driggs, ID

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Mr. Dave Hensel, Mr. Cleve Booker, Mr. Bruce Arnold, Mr.
Chris Larson, Mr. Jack Haddox, Mr. Pete Moyer, Ms. Sarah Johnston, and Mr. David
Breckenridge.

COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: Ms. Kristin Rader, Planning Administrator, Ms. Kathy Spitzer,
County Attorney

ELECTED OFFICIALS: Mr. Bill Leake and Ms. Cindy Riegel.
The meeting was called to order at 4:10 pm.

4:00 PM - ltem #1 — WORK SESSION: Draft Code: Discussion of Draft Land Use
Development Code with the Board of County Commissioners.

Ms. Rader started with the Executive Summary that was requested. She felt a double sided one
page summary would be more effective for a quick reference to mail out to property owners, and
a longer more detailed summary could be done for the website. She put together a one page flyer
for an executive summary with the why, how and what parts of the code are being updated on the
front and compliance with the comp plan information on the back. It would have less information,
but would be more reader friendly and could have multiple uses as a one page double sided flyer.
Mr. Larson commented he liked the idea of a one page document, and Ms. Johnston agreed. Ms.
Riegel wanted all the goals included so the public would not think any of the goals were being
skipped.

Mr. Leake commented if the summary was 11 x 17 you could include the zoning map, which he
believed was what most people were most interested in. He also suggested listing only the key
goals rather than all of them and thought a scheduled for future meetings was a good addition.

Mr. Larson was in favor doing a one page small document and then another more detailed
executive summary that would be available on the website. Mr. Breckenridge felt that a document
any bigger than 8 1/2 x 11 would not be read and he felt the references to documents on the website
would lead people there who wanted more information. Mr. Hensel wondered if the map on the
back might be of more interest than the goal comparisons to the comp plan.

Mr. Larson suggested having the flyer printed by a professional printer so it would be really legible
if a map were added. Mr. Hensel asked the group if they felt page 2 should be a map or the goal
comparison. It was the consensus that it should be a map on the back and professionally printed
to obtain the highest quality in regards to the map and identifying the different zone districts.

Regarding the first page, Mr. Leake suggested rather than using a meeting schedule on the flyer,
it should refer to the most current schedule reflected on the website. Ms. Rader suggested a
reference to the full timetable online to send them to the website in order not to clutter up the flyer.
Ms. Riegel commented she wanted to see the word “draft” before the word “Code” so people
wouldn’t think it was already adopted. Mr. Breckenridge suggested the density/lot size paragraph
be revised to make it easier to understand.
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Mr. Moyer asked about the scenario tool and if that would be used to bring people to the website.
Ms. Rader commented she is still finishing up the scenario tool and will update it after the next
meeting. Mr. Leake suggested some kind of banner ad on the county website home page to send
people over to the Teton Valley Code website if that is the information they are looking for. Ms.
Rader commented she could add something to the county website home page that would be bright
and hard to miss that would direct people to the Teton Valley Code website to find the most current
information and history about the process so far. Mr. Larson suggested archiving the old stuff so
only the most relevant items appeared first. He offered some assistance with the process when he
IS in town.

Regarding the FAQ sheet, Ms. Rader explained that she designed it to be oriented to draft code
questions and would also be adding a general planning & zoning FAQ page to the county website.
Mr. Arnold asked about adding the land use table to the list somewhere. Ms. Rader suggested a
paragraph that explains how the draft code meets the comp plan goals as another question that
refers people to the code website. Mr. Leake suggested a questions on how the code changes affect
my CC&Rs. Ms. Johnston suggested referring to the draft code rather than the new code in the
Right to Farm Act question and a change to the tiny homes question referring to building code
regulations. Mr. Breckenridge suggested a question about the wildlife overlays.

The next topic discussed was controlling short term rentals to try and support the long term rental
market for employees of local businesses. Ms. Rader commented she felt it was a good idea to
have some guidelines for safety reasons and some mechanism to collect a lodging sales tax. She
suggested possibly requiring a CUP for short term rentals with conditions for inspections of the
rental and some type of outdoor signage so that a code enforcement inspector could recognize from
the street that the home had a permit. Ms. Rader was not suggesting banning short term rentals in
every zone but adopting some type of permitting process to offer the option of a short term rental.

Ms. Riegel commented that the lodging tax collected goes to the state and they distribute it to the
cities, but not the county. She wanted to know how the county could collect some income from
that type of rental. Mr. Arnold commented that Freemont County and the city of Island Park both
have a lodging tax for rentals. Mr. Arnold did not want to see the nightly rental market taken
away, he felt it was a good option for the valley, but he also wanted to try and help the long term
rental market. Ms. Riegel found some information online about short term or transient rentals and
commented in Freemont county you have to get a permit that has conditions for health, safety and
welfare that you can attach conditions to. The process also requires the applicant to provide their
sales tax license information to prove they have registered with the state as a business.

Mr. Haddox asked who would do the inspections on short term rentals in Teton county to ensure
maximum occupancy isn’t exceeded and things like adequate parking provided and fire safety
precautions addressed. Ms. Rader commented it would probably be done by the various
departments at the same time through a joint inspection process. Mr. Arnold commented each
permit in Freemont county has a maximum occupancy included in the permit conditions. Ms.
Rader commented she could email the sheriff’s office & fire marshal to ask if they would be able
to enforce the maximum occupancy limit.

Mr. Booker commented a VRBO is a business and they can be disruptive to the neighbors. He
commented he did not to want to stop people from having short term rentals, but wanted to have
some regulations in place to protect the owner and renters. Ms. Johnston suggested adding a
parking requirement to the permit so as to minimize the impact on the neighbors. Ms. Riegel
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commented she understands someone renting out their house through VRBO when they aren’t in
town, but wondered about the accessory dwelling unit and if the intent for that dwelling is to
encourage long term rentals or would short term rentals be allowed as well.

Mr. Hensel suggested Ms. Rader write up something on the short term rental options to go along
with the new draft code. Ms. Rader suggested adding it to Article 10. Mr. Leake was concerned
with the impact on adopting the new code if short term rental restrictions are added and a lot of
people are against the control of short term rentals. He believed that short term rental restrictions
were worth pursuing, but thought it would be a good idea to wait until after the new code is
adopted.

Mr. Hensel asked for a consensus of whether or not it should go in the new code. Mr. Arnold
thought it might be easier to wait rather than add something new that is potentially controversial.
Ms. Riegel thought now would be a good time and that it would be easy to add to the draft code.
Mr. Breckenridge commented he felt if it isn’t added to the draft code now, it would be a long time
before it gets addressed. Mr. Leake then agreed that maybe now would be a good time to get it
started and changed his mind about waiting. Mr. Leake wanted to also add something about ad
hoc campgrounds like camping at the rodeo grounds, which is not legal, and include that in FAQ
sheet as well about using your land for camping. Mr. Leake thought because of the event next
summer with the eclipse, it would be a good idea if it could be done on a permit basis before then.
Ms. Rader commented the temporary use permit section could be a spot for it. Mr. Hensel asked
Ms. Rader to come up with a proposal for them.

Ms. Rader then discussed some of the points in the table of changes she put together for the draft
code. Ms. Johnston wanted to see a “defined term” placed in italics so that it would stand out and
you would know how to find it in the definition section, especially in the FAQ section. Mr. Hensel
wanted to have more time to go over the proposed changes list and suggested another meeting to
go over them. It was decided the next draft code work session meeting would be in August. Ms.
Rader pointed out she would be leaving on the 9™ so it will need to be sooner and that the public
hearing in August will be on the 16"

The Work Session was adjourned at 5:45 pm and the Public Hearing was called to order at 6:00
pm.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Motion: Mr. Arnold moved to approve the Minutes from June 14, 2016, as amended. Mr. Booker
seconded the maotion.

Vote: The motion was unanimously approved.
CHAIRMAN BUSINESS: There was no Chairman’s business.

ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS: Ms. Rader informed the Commission that Ms. Fox has been
hired for the Planning Services Assistant position and that she has accepted the position of
Planning Administrator.

6:00 PM - Item #2 — PUBLIC HEARING: Concept Approval for Mountain Legends Ranch
Subdivision. Peacock Property LLC is proposing a subdivision on two parcels of land
(approximately 197 acres) north of Driggs. The lots will be 2.5 acres, with approximately 100
acres in open space easements. These parcels are zoned A-2.5.
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Legal Description: RPO5N46E084500 - TAX #6485 SEC 8 T5N R46E FKA Mountain Legends
Ranch; RPO5N46E078250 - TAX #6484 SEC 7 T5N R46E FKA Mountain Legends Ranch

Mr. Hensel reviewed the process for the public hearing and the order of presenters. He also
emphasized that the applicant has 15 minutes to present and that the public must limit their
presentation to three minutes. Ms. Johnston recused herself from the hearing because she is
working with the applicant.

Staff Introduction:

Ms. Rader reminded the Commissioners that if they have had any communication with anyone
regarding the application or have gone to the site, that needs to be disclosed. The application is
for a Concept Review for a subdivision on a property owned by Peacock Property, LLC. The
property was formerly platted as Mountain Legends Ranch PUD in 2008 and vacated in 2012. The
new application is for a subdivision of 76 lots, not a PUD.

Applicant Presentation:

Ms. Sarah Johnston with Arrowleaf Engineering, representing the applicant Harry Statter from
Peacock Properties, LLC, gave an overview of the proposed subdivision and location of the project
and commented the zoning for the site is Agricultural/Rural Residential 2.5 and the comp plan
designates the area as a Rural Neighborhood area. She presented a map of the site showing existing
roads, borders, ROWSs and existing topography. She commented there is a sliver in the corner of
the property that is in the wetlands and waterways overlay, approximately 700 sq. ft., because it is
within 300’ of the Dry Creek high water line, and there are no floodplains or designated wildlife
habitat overlays on the property. Ms. Johnston next pointed out the layout of the lots and the
roadways.

Mr. Harry Statter with Stateline Management, who is the manager for Peacock Properties, LLC,
showed photos of the site and commented on the work done on the site in the past to maintain the
agriculture use. He discussed the previous PUD approval with the concept of an agricultural
subdivision that had all open space farmed, proposed defined building envelopes, placement of
driveways, and continued ag use in open areas. He emphasized the farming component to manage
the open space throughout the subdivision and noted that the property is designated in the comp
plan as Rural Neighborhood which includes medium density single family neighborhoods. He
also commented that the CIP assumes an average density of 50 to 80 units per 100 acres and the
density proposed for Mountain Legends is 38.6 units per 100 acres. He discussed how the site is
located in relation to the land use map, proposed phasing, his intent to work with the adjacent
neighbors and previous contributions to numerous local non-profit organizations. He emphasized
he was at the meeting to find out if the proposed development meets the requirements of a concept
hearing only. Regarding the public comment letters received, Mr. Statter pointed out the property
is not in any designated wildlife corridor or wetlands area and there are no trees on the property.
It is completely agriculture land at this time. He commented on the studies that will be done for
the preliminary approval phase and based on the findings of those studies they will have tangible
data to use to further plan the development, even if it means reducing the density of the
development or revising the design. Mr. Statter once again stated he felt that the concept plan
requirements have been met.

Staff Presentation:
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Ms. Rader gave an overview of the proposal and commented the access will be from Stateline
Road and N 1500 E, which has access off Grand Teton Road that goes through Teewinot
Subdivision. She identified some key issues like lot area which cannot include the road ROW,
the number of lots proposed, road easements versus dedicated roads, the requirement for a
driveway that accesses more than two parcels to have road names, and the various studies and
plans that will be required at the preliminary phase. Ms. Rader also commented that the Public
Works Director asked her to add a condition that the applicant address through the traffic impact
study the distribution of vehicles on Grand Teton Road because it is a county road, not a private
road. She commented that Teton County Wyoming is responsible for maintaining Stateline Road
and were noticed as a political subdivision but did not provide formal comment. She did send the
application to the Planning Dept. and the county engineer for review. The engineer, Shawn
O’Malley, told Ms. Rader that he was interested in seeing the results of the traffic impact study on
Stateline Road before he makes any official comments. Ms. Rader reviewed the staff conditions
for approval and required studies for the preliminary review.

Mr. Hensel asked if there is a connection between the two phases. Ms. Rader commented there is
road proposed across the easement that separates the two proposed phases. He also asked about a
road adjacent to Teewinot and the western boundary of the property. Ms. Rader commented there
is some type of ROW easement but it is unclear if it is an official easement and what it is for.

Mr. Booker asked Ms. Rader if the lots would be tax exempt because they have ag use besides the
residential. Ms. Rader commented they need five acres or more to be tax exempt unless approved
by the county commissioners. Ms. Spitzer commented if you can create more than five contiguous
acres you could apply for an ag exemption.

Mr. Breckenridge asked if the open space provided was counted since it wasn’t contiguous. Ms.
Rader commented the subdivision process does not require open space so it is up to the applicant
on how they want to locate it. Ms. Spitzer commented open space requirements only applied to
PUD applications.

Mr. Moyer asked about the need for open space to be well defined. Ms. Rader pointed out open
space was not a requirement of approval but the Commission could ask for clarification of any
open space provided.

Mr. Hensel asked Ms. Spitzer to clarify the review process as it applies to the comp plan. She said
the comp plan should be considered, but subdivisions are only required to comply with current
zoning laws. She commented they could not deny a subdivision application based solely on not
complying with the comp plan. She emphasized that current zoning laws were all that could be
used to judge a subdivision application.

Mr. Booker asked about page 10 of 10, about a statement that says there is no surface water on-
site but there is some depicted on the site plan. Mr. Statter commented there is something
identified in the wetlands inventory but stated there is no surface water on-site. He explained the
remote sensing and topographical differences used to generate a wetlands inventory but insisted
that there is no surface water on the site. Mr. Booker asked if that would mean it is a dry swell,
and Mr. Statter agreed it was. Mr. Booker next asked about the ability to harvest the ag open space
between the lots and how functional the space would really be. Mr. Statter commented he agreed
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with the difficulties to farm some of the depicted areas, but did not expect houses to be built close
to the lot lines and stated adjustments may be made in the next phase.

Public Comment:

In Favor:

There was no public comment in favor of the application.
Neutral:

Mr. Fred Dormeier, a Teewinot resident, commented he was speaking for the HOA Board of
Directors and they are concerned about increased use on Grand Teton Road. It accesses all 32
existing structures in Teewinot and as a Board, they would like to be included in the traffic count
since the road is the main access for Teewinot and all owners will be affected by the traffic
increase.

Opposition:

Ms. Georgina Worthington, a Teewinot resident, commented that she cross country skis and walks
throughout the adjacent property year round. She has elk grazing in her front yard and has followed
their tracks right through the proposed subdivision, along with tracks from other various wildlife
species. She was concerned what would happen to the wildlife using the land if the subdivision is
developed.

Mr. John Greenwood, a Teewinot resident, commented that there are numerous wildlife species
living on the site and felt it should be protected for their sake and for the economic value of the
wildlife remaining in the area. He did not want to see his real estate values go down because a
developer wants to build more lots.

Mr. Chuck Kunz, who is living in the old Peacock home, commented 1500 E. connects to Grand
Teton Road, but needs improvements if it is going to be used as access to the proposed subdivision
because of visual impairments and the narrow width of the road. He was also concerned that there
was no open space required.

Mr. John Unland, adjacent property owner, commented on the legal, financial, and compatibility
with Teton county. He referred to Title 9, Consideration for Approval, and felt the comp plan
should be used in consideration for approval. He did not want to see more subdivisions approved
or lose valuable wildlife habitat. He did not believe the application conformed with the comp plan
and felt it should be denied.

Ms. Jan Betts, adjacent property owner, commented she and her husband have lived in their home
for 30 years adjacent to Mountain Legends. She talked about the adjacent Bridger Ridge
Subdivision that has lots that range from 9 to 20 acres which she felt set a precedence for larger
lots in that area. She also had a problem with the two separate parcels being connected by a two
track road, and with the open space proposed. She mentioned meeting with Mr. Statter during the
PUD process and did not feel the applicant was listening to the neighbors he met with.
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Mr. Robert Emerson, a Saddlehorn Subdivision resident, was concerned with the access being
Grand Teton Road, which is a school bus route. He was concerned with the lack of buildout in
Saddlehorn and Teewinot and did not understand the need to develop more lots. He was also
concerned with the ag use adjacent to his property considering it to be disruptive to the residential
neighbors. He also suggested a workforce housing fee be assessed.

Mr. Felix Zajac, a resident in nearby Darby Creek, commented his interest is in Teton County as
a whole and wanted to support the comments of the adjacent property owners. He did not feel the
application was consistent with the comp plan and he wanted to see the application denied because
he did not approve of the layout proposed. He also did not feel the open space proposed was viable
for farming.

Mr. Richard Welch, a Tetonia resident, commented he is not a neighbor but he did not want to see
the project approved, and felt it should be denied based solely on the comp plan. He felt there
were other reasons for denial such as increased traffic on existing roads, wildlife habitat
destruction, and water quality issues due to the increase in wells in the area.

Ms. Linda Unland, adjacent property owner, commented her 52 acre property is directly adjacent
to the subject property. She stated she believes the property is within a wildlife corridor because
the overlays are within 300 feet of the northern portion of the site. She believes there is a raptor
and songbird overlay as well because she has seen their nests and does not want to see the riparian
corridor destroyed. She also commented on the lack of compliance with the comp plan.

Ms. Joy Sawyer Mulligan, a resident on N. Stateline Road for 25 years, urged the Commission to
encourage open fields in this type of rural neighborhood and wanted to see the land left
undeveloped.

Mr. Mike Mulligan, who lives on Cross Creek Ranch in Alta, commented he was concerned how
the interior roads will be maintained and the damage construction equipment will do to Stateline
Road and other county roads during construction. He also commented he did not support the use
of open space between houses for farming.

Mr. Shawn Hill read a comment from Clint Van Syclen, a Tetonia resident who did not want to
see high density housing in the rural areas of the county and wanted to see the comp plan upheld
because he felt high density housing should be confined to the vicinity of the towns. Daniella
Cotler from Victor also asked Sean to read her letter. She did not want to see a poorly designed
subdivision that doesn’t consider what is best for Teton Valley and was concerned with wildlife
habitat, water quality, and the health of the Teton River. Mr. Hill emphasized that those letters
did not reflect the views of VARD. He next discussed his position as Executive Director of VARD
and the criterion for approval. His first criterion was with the application’s non-conformance to
the comp plan and did not feel the criteria expressed in the plan should be ignored. His next point
was regarding the availability of public services. He stated on June 30" Teton County Idaho
confirmed that Teton County, WY is responsible for maintaining the portion of Stateline Road that
appears to be the primary access to the subdivision. He stated Mr. O’Mally told him that he was
concerned with the number of units accessing Stateline Road with this application and felt that the
improvements needed for Stateline Road to absorb the additional traffic were not in place or funded
at this time. Mr. Hill felt it was an issue that should be addressed at the concept plan stage. His
next criteria was the conformity with the Teton County Idaho Capital Improvements Plan and the
fiscal impacts created by the development. He felt existing taxpayers are subsidizing the
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developments that impact community services. His fifth criterion was to listen to the public
testimony expressing their concerns as a way to gauge the impact on health, safety and welfare
and as a reason to deny the application. He next voiced his concern with where exactly the wildlife
boundaries lie and felt that the boundaries should be studied more thoroughly before approval of
a concept plan. His last comment was that in his opinion a concept plan can be denied if it does
not meet the all the criteria established in Title 9.

Ms. Rader read into the record five different statements in opposition who did not want to read it
themselves. The first letter was from Mr. Robert Whipple who was concerned with 76 new septic
tanks and the elevated N-P levels that will come with them. The second letter was from Lynn
Lebolt who opposed the application based on the increased traffic on the road and the
infrastructure. The next letter was from Kenneth & Diane Murphy who were concerned with plans,
costs, projected buildout, and traffic on Stateline Road. In the letter he submitted he suggested a
plan used in Ada County, Idaho to deal with road impacts and improvements as the project is built
out. The fourth letter was from Mr. Michael Peters who was not in favor of the project based on
density and wildlife corridor impacts and wanted to see the application delayed until after the Land
Use Plan is finalized and made official. The last letter was from Jeri Lockman who was opposed
based on impact on water, roads, water pollution (air & light) and wildlife impacts.

Mr. Tom Booth, living on Middle Teton Road, wanted to echo the comments of previous speakers.
He was concerned with the water supply because of the 76 potential septic systems and additional
traffic on the existing roads. He wanted to see the final application delayed until after the draft
code is approved.

Applicant Rebuttal:

Mr. Herbert Heimerl, legal council representing the applicant, commented the concept application
phase was not the place for the public to try and further their personal views and values. He pointed
out there is no requirement for open space in the subdivision process and that it was included to
improve the development. He also talked about Title 9 and references to the comp plan. He
believed case law supports the fact that a subdivision application does not have to comply with the
comp plan, only the existing zoning. He quoted the purpose of the conceptual review as stated in
Title 9, which is to discuss in general the feasibility and possibility of the proposed subdivision in
the conceptual stage. Mr. Heimerl also commented on the workforce housing tax suggested by
someone and encourage people to take that concept to the BoCC. Regarding an existing wildlife
corridor, Mr. Heimerl commented that the property is not within any established wildlife corridors
and the applicant will be doing a natural resource analysis before the preliminary phase that will
address wildlife and other natural resources issues at that time.

Ms. Megan Smith, wildlife ecologist, stated she was asked to write the natural resource analysis
for the applicant and will do that once the application is approved. She emphasized that the natural
resource analysis will be done at the next step because it requires an in-depth study. She pointed
out there is a difference between designated habitat and areas that are used by wildlife, and all that
will be considered in the natural resource analysis. She will investigate the public comments made,
contact Fish & Game for their thoughts, and incorporate environmental priorities and analysis into
the next phase of the plan. Ms. Smith also commented on the Dry Creek corridor and pointed out
that the habitat is different than the habitat in the uplands agriculture meadow and that difference
is significant between the two habitats.
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Ms. Johnston addressed the right of ways question and the road issue. She stated she did not find
any proof of an existing easement or right of way on the property for Grand Teton Road, which
turns into 1500 E. A prior approval involved granting an easement there, but it was her
understanding that the additional easement granted for 1500 E. was vacated with the original
approval of Mountain Legends PUD. She commented the surveyor will verify the easements
through a deed check at the next phase. In her opinion all lot areas shown do not include road
easement areas. Regarding shared driveways needing to be roads, she commented they understand
the need for the driveways not to access more than two parcels, so no driveways will need to be
roads. She verified that 1500 E. is a county road and the applicant will work with the county
engineer to meet all requirements at the next stage. Regarding the wetlands overlay, she
commented that the amount of land in the overlay is only 700 sq. ft. of the property, which is only
. 008% of the project area, and that is why they are doing an N-P analysis and natural resources
analysis to address any potential issues.

Mr. Statter commented he wanted to address zombie subdivisions. He agreed that there were a
majority of lots in Teewinot and Saddlehorn subdivisions that are not built on, and pointed out
there is not an open space management plan for either subdivision to address the weeds prevalent
in the open spaces in either subdivision. His felt his proposed subdivision was a better plan because
of the ag component of the open space alone. He pointed out that regardless of how many lots
are sold in the subdivision, the remaining lots will be part of the open space management plan and
will be taken care of. Mr. Statter commented he believes that his subdivision is in a unique area
with full Teton views and he believed his subdivision would sell better than most areas on the
north part of the valley because of the unique location. He emphasized the studies that will be
undertaken before the preliminary application and insisted they will be adhered to based on their
results. He stated he would reconfigure the application if all the studies indicate the need, but he
cannot make decisions on changing the design until after more information is obtained.

Mr. Arnold asked how many acres are in the farming easement being designated as open space.
Mr. Statter commented there are approximately 130 acres that could be farmed, but will not all be
used for farming.

Mr. Breckenridge asked if there was an actual road easement through that bisects the property.
Mr. Statter stated there was an access/utility easement in place when the property was purchased.
Mr. Breckenridge then asked if someone could fence off their 2.5 acre completely. Mr. Statter
stated they could not, and that is addressed in the CC&Rs.

Mr. Booker asked for clarification of the natural resource overlay not requiring a wildlife study.
Ms. Rader commented that the wildlife habitat portion of the natural resource assessment is only
required if they are in one of the habitat overlays, per Title 9. The natural resource assessment
will not include the wildlife habitat section.

Mr. Moyer asked about the road overlapping the lot boundaries and possibly requiring some
adjustments. Ms. Rader said more clarification is needed to determine if it is just a road easement
through two lots or a dedicated ROW easement that would split the lots. The lots have to be a
minimum of 2.5 acres and none of that can be part of the subdivision road.

Mr. Hensel asked the Commission how they wished to proceed. They agreed to take a break and
come back and deliberate. They took a break at 8:25 pm and returned at 8:35 pm.
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The Commission discussed how to proceed since there is a Scenic Corridor application to be heard
as well. The consensus was to continue deliberations for Mountain Legends Ranch and then hear
the Scenic Corridor application after that.

Commission Deliberation:

Mr. Arnold asked if the applicant would be required to do a wildlife study as part of the natural
resources assessment. Ms. Rader said it is not required because the site is not in a habitat overlay
area, but it could be requested. Mr. Arnold felt a wildlife study should be required as part of this
application prior to the preliminary hearing due to the amount of wildlife in the area. He also did
not feel the proposed ag use was compatible with the subdivision design. Mr. Arnold also
commented that he didn’t believe the site needed to be designed at maximum density.

Mr. Breckenridge commented he felt the application did meet the concept criteria, but he did not
feel the ag part would work well as proposed. He suggested relocating some of the building
envelopes in some of the more critical farming areas to create more workable ag space. Regarding
the wildlife study suggested, he commented he was not concerned with studying the wildlife just
because they are there, especially since it isn’t in a currently designated wildlife overlay area. He
was in favor of a natural resource assessment and the other studies recommended.

Mr. Moyer commented he understood the application was for a concept plan approval, but did not
feel the application was in compliance with the comp plan that encourages more open space. He
was concerned with the impact 76 individual home sites will have on the property and on the
neighbors the way it is being proposed. He was also concerned with the difficult accesses off of
1500 N., Grand Teton Drive and Stateline Road. Mr. Moyer was also concerned with water quality
issues because of so many individual wells and septic systems so close together and the fact that
there are already documented high levels of nitrates in the soil along Grand Teton Drive. He felt
the results of the N-P study alone would likely require a reduction in density and a redesign before
the preliminary application is submitted.

Mr. Haddox commented he wanted to be sure information was obtained from Teton County, WY
regarding the traffic study since Stateline Road will be the main access for the proposed Phase I.
He asked about a fiscal analysis and wanted to see how it would tie into the capital improvement
plan, and wanted to have a time frame for buildout. Mr. Haddox was also concerned about the N-
P levels existing in that area. Regarding the open space easement for farming, he also did not
think that was practical. His last comment was to request more information about the CC&Rs
regarding fencing restrictions and open space management.

Mr. Larson commented he was disappointed in the application because of how it does not relate to
the comp plan and the new draft code. He agreed with the previous comments regarding the
proposed ag operation’s potential for success, and felt the site would need some redesign to make
it work. His last comment was to encourage the applicant to try and be more in compliance with
the comp plan going forward.

Mr. Booker commented he did appreciate the developer’s plan from a business standpoint wanting
to make a profit on his land, but he still believed the application should be more in line with the
comp plan. He supported asking for studies that will help with the final design at the preliminary
stage, but wasn’t sure a wildlife study was necessary. He felt the wildlife will adapt to their
environment. He was also concerned with the ag use proposed on open space areas because he
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did not feel it was functional farm ground. Regarding fencing, he commented he would not to
want to have restrictions preventing him from putting up fencing on his property, and with the
proposed ag use it cannot be fenced.

Mr. Hensel commented he felt the application was a bad concept plan. He was troubled by the
road layout and would not be able to vote in favor of a subdivision laid out in the manner proposed.
Regarding open space usage for farming, he felt that it was a good idea using a management plan
to maintain open space before the subdivision reaches buildout. He also voiced concern for the
fiscal viability for the proposed design because it was no different than existing subdivided
property that has yet to sell. He felt they had a responsibility to the tax payers and other residents
to look at the fiscal viability of the project when considering approval. He was disappointed that
Teton County, WY did not provide comments since they are responsible for maintaining Stateline
Road in that area and he felt they should be actively involved in the review process. Regarding
fencing, he did not want to see any on individual lots and he was in favor of a wildlife study. He
wanted to make sure the road ROWSs and easements were identified correctly before the
preliminary phase. He restated his biggest concern was the fiscal responsibility concerns
approving another large subdivision in this area.

Mr. Larson commented he did not have a big problem approving the concept plan but wanted to
make sure the developer has listened to their comments going forward. Mr. Booker was concerned
the developer would be wasting his time going forward unless he is willing to address the concerns
of the Commission and consider redesigning the site based on the results of the studies required,
especially the access and traffic concerns with Stateline Road.

Mr. Statter commented he heard what the Board is saying, and committed that the work will be
done at the preliminary plat stage if he can get a concept approval to move forward. He stated he
believed he would be able to address the concerns voiced if he is allowed to move forward. If
major redesign is warranted, especially after a fiscal analysis is done, he insisted he will do what
is necessary to develop a quality subdivision.

Ms. Rader reminded the Commission that whatever decision they make it must be followed by a
reason statement addressing the approval criteria in the code. A wildlife study is not part of the
approval criteria in Title 9 because it is not in an overlay area, and in the existing code it would
not be required but could be requested.

Mr. Hensel commented they do have the ability to ask for additional studies that are not required
by Title 9 and he would like not only to see a wildlife study done, but also a fiscal analysis showing
the viability of the project and a project buildout timeline.

MOTION: Mr. Larson moved that having concluded that the Criteria for Approval of a
Subdivision Concept Plan found in Title 9-3-2(B-4) can be satisfied with the inclusion of the
following conditions of approval:

1. Provide an updated plan with the public road right of ways of N. Stateline Road and N
1500 E shown and removed from the lot areas, show the addition to the subdivision road
with the road surface removed from the lot area, and include an updated number of lots
proposed for this subdivision.

2. Provide an open space management plan as part of the preliminary plat application stating
how much open space will be dedicated to agriculture, wildlife habitat, and pedestrian use.
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Also include a map of where these uses will be located and elaborate on what pedestrian
use means. Include in this plan how the open space easements will be managed. If no open
space is proposed a management plan will be provided for all vacant lots.
3. Obtain access approval from Teton County, ID Road & Bridge for N 1500 E and N.
Stateline Road.
Begin working with EIPH for septic approval.
Begin working with Teton County Fire District for fire suppression approval.
Conduct/update required studies/plans for Preliminary Review: Traffic Impact Study,
Public Service/Fiscal Analysis, Landscape Plan, Stormwater and Infrastructure Plans,
Phasing Plan (if required), Natural Resource Analysis, and Nutrient Pathogen Study. The
traffic impact study will include the distribution of traffic on Grand Teton Road.
7. We request a year round wildlife study and a fiscal viability analysis.

o o &

= and having found that the considerations for granting the Concept Plan Approval to Peacock
Property LLC can be justified and have been presented in the application materials, staff report,
and presentations to the Planning & Zoning Commission,

= and having found that the proposal is generally consistent with the goals and policies of the
2012-2030 Teton County Comprehensive Plan,

= | move to APPROVE the Concept Plan for Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision as described
in the application materials submitted June 7, 2016 and June 21, 2016 and as supplemented
with additional applicant information attached to this staff report.

Mr. Arnold seconded the motion.

VOTE: After aroll call vote the motion was approved 6-1 with Mr. Moyer voting no.

Mr. Hensel closed the public hearing at 9:45.

7:00 PM - Item #3 - SCENIC CORRIDOR DESIGN REVIEW: Halsey Hewson. Building a
storage shed on his property south of Victor, in the Victor Area of Impact, located at the corner

of Highway 33 and E 9500 S. The property is completely within the Scenic Corridor Overlay.
Legal Description: RPO3N45E134210; TAX #6795 SEC 13 T3N R45E

Ms. Rader stated it is a Scenic Corridor application and Mr. Halsey Hewson is requesting to build
a storage shed on his property south of Victor, in the Victor Area of Impact, located at the corner
of Highway 33 and E 9500 S. The property is completely within the Scenic Corridor Overlay and
borders the city limits. Mr. Hewson submitted a completed scenic corridor design review
application on June 28, 2016, and is currently working on getting his building permit application
together. Before the building permit can be approved, a scenic corridor design review must occur
and be approved for the structure. The proposed storage shed will be 50 feet from the outer edge
of Highway 33’s right of way, and this proposal complies with all required setbacks. Construction
of the addition has not begun. Some photos of design options were included in the application and
Mr. Hewson has submitted his two color choices for the building as well.

Applicant Presentation:
Mr. Hewson, applicant, commented he is aware of how high profile the property is and stated he

wants to build a storage shed in a spot with as little visual impact as possible. He explained he
will be building a Mormon style barn/house on the sagebrush flats after the new Comp Plan is
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adopted and will be building the shed tucked away in the trees. He has located it in the trees for
screening, and will plant additional landscaping once water is installed. He explained his color
selection for the shed was based on colors that will blend well in the trees. He also pointed out
that the shed will be around 5° to 6” below the surface of the road so it will be well hidden.

Commission Deliberation:

Mr. Larson asked if there were any water concerns on the site. Mr. Hewson commented there is
an irrigation ditch on the site that flows in the spring. Mr. Hensel asked Mr. Hewson if he will be
putting in additional landscaping when he builds his house. He stated he would once he has water
available. Ms. Rader explained the shed didn’t require additional landscaping and his building
plans will be reviewed when he is building the house so landscaping could be a condition of
approval at that time.

MOTION: Mr. Arnold moved that having found that the proposed development for Halsey
Hewson is consistent with the Teton County development ordinances, specifically Title §-5-2-D,
and Idaho State Statute, [ move to approve the scenic corridor permit with the following conditions

of approval:

1. Must comply with all federal, state, and local regulations.
2. All structures require a Teton County Building Permit and must comply with the Teton

County Building Code.
3. If outdoor lighting is desired, it must comply with Teton County Code lighting

requirements.

4. Building materials shall not be highly reflective materials.
Mr. Larson Seconded the motion.
VOTE: After aroll call vote the motion was approved 7-1 with Mr. Moyer voting to deny.
MOTION: Ms. Johnston moved to adjourn. Mr. Larson seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved.
The meeting was adjourned at 10:05 pm.
Respectfully submitted,

Sharon Fox, Scrlbe //’

/

() e s Iorf

Hensel Chalrman Sharon Fox, Scribe

Attachments:
1. PZC July 12, 2016 Meeting Packet

2. July 12,2016 Public Comment
3. Written Decision for Mountain Legends Ranch
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AGENDA
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
WORK SESSION (with Board) & PUBLIC HEARINGS
July 12, 2016
STARTING AT 4:00 PM

LOCATION: 150 Courthouse Dr., Driggs, ID
Commissioners’ Chamber — First Floor (lower level, SW Entrance)

1. Approve Minutes

o June 14,2016
2. Chairman Business
3. Administrator Business

4:00 PM — Item #1 — WORK SESSION: Draft Code: Discussion of Draft Land Use Development Code with the Board of
County Commissioners.
No public comment will be taken regarding the Draft Land Use Development Code.

6:00 PM - Item #2 — PUBLIC HEARING: Concept Approval for Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision. Peacock
Property LLC is proposing a subdivision on two parcels of land (approximately 197 acres) north of Driggs. The lots will be 2.5
acres, with approximately 100 acres in open space easements. These parcels are zoned A-2.5.

Legal Description: RPOSN46E084500 - TAX #6485 SEC 8 T5N R46E FKA Mountain Legends Ranch; RPO5N46E078250 -
TAX #6484 SEC 7 T5N R46E FKA Mountain Legends Ranch

7:00 PM - Item #3 - SCENIC CORRIDOR DESIGN REVIEW: Halsey Hewson. Building a storage shed on his property
south of Victor, in the Victor Area of Impact, located at the corner of Highway 33 and E 9500 S. The property is completely
within the Scenic Corridor Overlay

Legal Description: RPO3N45E134210; TAX #6795 SEC 13 T3N R45E

The River Rim Public Hearing has been canceled. The applicant withdrew this application on June 24, 2016.
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ADJOURN

e Written comments received by 5:00 pm, July 5, 2016 will be incorporated into the packet of materials provided to the
Planning & Zoning Commission prior to the hearing.

* Information on the above application(s) is available for public viewing in the Teton County Planning and Zoning Office at the
Courthouse between the hours of 9am and 5pm Monday through Friday.

*  The application(s) and related documents are posted, at www.tetoncountyidaho.gov. To view these items, select the Planning &
Zoning Commission department page, then select the 7-12-2016 Meeting Docs item in the Additional Information Side Bar.

e Comments may be emailed to pz@co.teton.id.us. Written comments may be mailed or dropped off at: Teton County Planning &
Building Department, 150 Courthouse Drive, Room 107, Driggs, Idaho 83422. Faxed comments may be sent to (208) 354-8410.

e Public comments at the public hearing are welcome.

Any person needing special accommodations to participate in the above noticed meeting should contact the Board of County
Commissioners” office 2 business days prior to the meeting at 208-354-8775.

Rader commented she was committed to the process and did understand the time constraints. Mr.
Booker commented he felt the December adoption schedule was more appropriate in order to
accomplish the outreach required and to give the staff time to incorporate the comments. It was
the consensus of the Commission that the December adoption timeline would be the appropriate
one to use, as long as the adoption does not get pushed into the January 2017.

The Commission next discussed the public meetings and the need to present any changes to the
public more than once. Ms. Rader walked through the process and possible scenarios for
presenting revisions and noticing the public about the changes. The Commission felt the majority
of changes based on the public comment would happen before the final version of the proposed
Code gets to the BoCC. The input from the first and second BoCC public comment hearings will
be addressed and available to the public before the final BoCC public hearings in November and
December.

The Commission also discussed presenting the proposed Code as it compares to the existing Code
versus emphasizing how the proposed Code accomplishes the goals of the approved Comp Plan.
Mr. Hensel commented that he thought the Executive Summary was more geared toward that type
of comparison.

Ms. Rader asked for specific guidance regarding the timeline agreed upon. The Commission was
concerned that the public outreach timeframe was in the middle of the harvesting season, but felt
it was important to move the Code forward to the BoCC as soon as possible to get the second
public outreach session started. It was decided that the public notice for the first P&Z hearing on
September 13" would go out on August 19" and that would be the beginning of the public outreach
sessions. The first P&Z meeting on September 13" would be completely open to public comment.
The second meeting on September 20" would be continued public comment if necessary and
Commission discussion. The third meeting on September 27! would be continued Commission
discussion, revisions, decisions on the recommended Code. It was also decided that the first joint
work session proposed for June 21 would be moved to June 23 because Mr. Leake will be unable
to attend on the 21%. Neither the Commission or the BoCC had a problem with the other dates
prior to beginning the stakeholder meetings.

The work session was closed at 5:49pm. The Commission took a short break.

The Public Hearing was called to order at 6:00 PM.

Continuation of 5/17/2016 PUBLIC HEARING: Amendment to Title 9, Teton County
Subdivision Ordinance — Proposing amendments to Title 9 to add CHAPTER 11 - BUILDING
PERMIT ELIGIBILITY OF PREVIOUSLY CREATED PARCELS. This amendment is intended
to establish procedures for placing purchasers of illegally split parcels on notice that such parcel
split occurred in violation of the LLUPA (ldaho State Code 67-65) and the requirements of Teton
County Code-Title 9, and to provide a means for certifying that the real property does comply with
the provisions of LLUPA and Teton County Code-Title 9.

Mr. Hensel asked the Commission for their input on the changes incorporated into the new draft
from the previous meeting since he was not present at that time. Ms. Johnston asked if they were
going to open the hearing up to the public or moving on to deliberation. Mr. Hensel commented
the public comment section of the hearing was closed before at the previous hearing. Mr. Arnold
commented that was his understanding and Mr. Booker, who chaired the last meeting, commented
that the public comment was closed before the Commission deliberation.

Ms. Johnston commented that there were three outstanding items in the ordinance, in her opinion.
The first point she discussed involved definitions. She was concerned that the ordinance contained
too many different terms that were confusing on their meaning. She felt there was a need to clarify

Planning & Zoning Commission Hearing 6/14/2016 20f5

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016

ATTACHMENT 1

DRAFT TETON COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes from June 14, 2016
County Commissioners Meeting Room, Driggs, ID

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Mr. Dave Hensel, Mr. Cleve Booker, Mr. Bruce Arnold, Mr.
Chris Larson, Mr. Jack Haddox, Mr. Pete Moyer, Ms. Sarah Johnston, and Mr. David
Breckenridge.

COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: Ms. Kristin Rader, Interim Planning Administrator, Kathy
Spitzer, County Attorney

ELECTED OFFICIALS: Bill Leake, Cindy Riegel, and Kelly Park.
The meeting was called to order at 4:03 pm.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

MOTION: Mr. Arnold moved to approve the Minutes from May 17 as amended. Mr. Booker
seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved. Mr. Hensel abstained from voting because he
did not attend the May meeting.

CHAIRMAN BUSINESS: Mr. Hensel commented he did not have any specific business other
than recommending going back to a once a month meeting schedule, if possible.

ADMINISTRATIVE BUSINESS: Ms. Rader asked the Commission if the 13" of July at 5:30
PM would work for a joint Teton County-Driggs Planning Commission meeting for an application
in the Driggs Area of Impact. The County has to provide two Commissioners for this meeting.
Mr. Larson & Ms. Johnston volunteered to attend the meeting.

The Work Session started at 4:07 PM. Mr. Marlene Robson was not in attendance for the meeting.
Mr. Moyer and Mr. Breckenridge arrived after the work session started.

4:00 PM - Item #1 - WORK SESSION: Draft Code: Discussion of Draft Land Use Development Code with
the Board of County Commissioners.

Ms. Rader presented two different schedules for adoption of the new Code by the end of the year.
The first timeline showed the final adoption of the Code in October and the 2" timeline presented
showed final adoption in December. Both timelines showed a joint work session on June 21% to
discuss Frequently Asked Questions and community outreach schedules. Notice dates for the P&Z
public hearings and BoCC public hearings for public comment on the Code were also discussed.

Different approaches were discussed for public outreach including newsletters, flyers around town,
the local newspaper, the County website and Facebook. Mr. Rader also commented she would
work with the local farmers to try and accommodate their harvest schedules in the Fall. Mr. Arnold
suggested reaching out to the farming community before the harvest season and ask them about
the timing before deciding on the public comment meeting dates. Stakeholder meeting options
were also discussed as far as scheduling and suggested participants, along with informal open
house meetings throughout the valley.

Ms. Johnston asked Ms. Rader about the process for collecting the public comments at the outreach
sessions and stakeholder meetings and presenting them collectively to the Commission. Ms. Rader
commented she would organize the comments and include her responses as well. Mr. Larson was
concerned with the amount of time required to accomplish that considering the staff shortage. Ms.
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with definitions for things like “lot of record”, “legal”, and “buildable”. Mr. Breckenridge asked
about a “lot of record” definition. Ms. Johnston commented that a “lot of record” is buildable, but
there are other legally created parcels that are not necessarily a lot of record. She wanted a
consistent term to talk about lots. The next item Ms. Johnson discussed was her opinion that if a
building right has been issued for a parcel, it should be deemed a buildable parcel. She felt that if
a permit for physical development was issued by the County since the parcel was created, it should
be a part of the determination to deem the parcel a lot of record. Mr. Hensel asked if a building
permit constitutes a lot of record in her opinion. He was wondering about the lot that was split off
and it’s rights. Ms. Johnston felt it should, and felt that there were numerous other jurisdictions
and counties that have ordinances regarding that problem and they could learn from researching
existing ordinances. The third item she discussed was regarding the parcel rectification process.
She was concerned with the complication of the process and the time involved to rectify it. She
stated she doesn’t see the process outlined in 9.11.7 C as necessary and felt that it just muddies the
water and should be eliminated. There were already plenty of options outlined that would be
appropriate. She was also concerned with 9.11.8 titled Denial of Application and wondered if that
should go away as well.

Mr. Hensel asked Ms. Spitzer about her objection to the lot of record definition. Ms. Spitzer
explained the need for both sides of a parcel lot split to cooperate to rectify the situation.  If
someone had used the one time only lot split signed off by the Planning & Zoning Administrator,
that would create a lot of record. However, if someone just deeded off two pieces of land and did
not go through any process, and one of the new lot owners got a building permit, the other owner
would have a lot without any building rights because the entire parcel has to go through the process
and requires the cooperation of both owners. Mr. Hensel asked Ms. Rader’s opinion on that part
of the ordinance. Ms. Rader explained that section 9.11.7 C. was there because in the original
draft the option of making all one time only surveys buildable wasn’t there, and since that option
is now there she has not been able to come up with an actual example from the inquires that she
has done that would meet the requirements of the parcel rectification process. She stated that she
was not sure that section would be necessary with the other options that are available with this
ordinance.

Mr. Booker asked if all of the parcels that were found to be illegal were issued parcel numbers and
have been paying taxes? Ms. Rader commented that some people have split parcels that do not
have a legal parcel number attached to their lot and some have parcel numbers that were never
legally split, and paying taxes on a lot has nothing to do with building rights. Ms. Spitzer
commented the lots still have value, and that assessed value is up to the Assessor.

Ms. Johnston asked if everyone was OK with getting rid of 9.11.7 C and the Commission agreed.
Mr. Larson commented when he read that section he was confused as to what it applies to. Mr.
Booker agreed. Ms. Johnston asked about adding on or making improvements or building a garage
on a non-conforming lot. Mr. Larson commented that some of them were done by the county as
one time only lot splits and they thought were creating buildable lots, so he felt the county should
you let them go.

Mr. Breckenridge felt if the county deeded it off and issued a building permit, they can’t take back
rights or refuse to allow an improvement on the lot. Ms. Johnston agreed that it was difficult to
address each individual case with one ordinance. Ms. Spitzer commented that the lot split process
can be agreed upon within the family without giving the other split any rights, and need the
cooperation of all owners to accomplish the short plat process giving the new lot building rights.
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She felt this was a way to accommodate a person who has only one other person involved in the
lot creation.

Ms. Johnston agreed with Ms. Spitzer on the inequities of the situation. She was also concerned
with the lack of good records, and a lot of building permits are not on record in the county. That
makes enforcement much more complicated.

Mr. Booker asked what the harm to the county is if they admit they made a mistake and moved
forward. He didn't want people to have to go through process if they didn’t make a mistake or do
anything wrong in the first place. Ms. Spitzer commented you would be violating a state law
allowing illegal lots to have building rights. Ordinances that are adopted have to be enforced.
She said what was not OK is if they did not go through the appropriate planning process, even if
it was wrong or the code was misinterpreted. Mr. Hensel asked if he bought a 20 acre parcel in a
subdivision and another 20 acre parcel was split into 3 parcels, could he sue the county for allowing
the split? Ms. Spitzer commented he probably could do that.

Mr. Moyer said during the public comment at the last meeting people had lot splits that went
through the process. They thought they did the right thing and ended up with a non-buildable lot.
Ms. Spitzer commented they ended up with lots that were still Ag designated, that is why they are
non-buildable. Ms. Rader commented the Ag split process is an exemption from the subdivision
process with no notice to the public. It has been clearly defined since 1969 that is for Ag purposes
only and does not involve residential rights.

Mr. Hensel asked about addressing non-conforming lot problems on an individual basis. Ms.
Johnston agreed putting the non-conforming issue somewhere in the new code would be better.

Mr. Booker asked about the few lots that had no options. He asked if there are still lots out there
like that. Ms. Rader commented she felt there were only a few lots that have a survey that she has
seen with the problem, and most of them were fixable. He wanted to know that those small
problems were fixed and that the proposed ordinance wouldn’t change that.

Mr. Larson commented on Page 2 E, and wanted to add one word. He wanted to add verifying the
“final” approval just to make it more clear.

MOTION: Ms. Johnston moved that as the Planning & Zoning Commission we recommend
approval of Ordinance No. 2016-9-11 more or less as drafted with the inclusion of a lot of record
definition that is used consistently throughout the Ordinance and defined clearly, and with the
removal of 9.11.7 C. in its entirety, and with the removal of 9.11.8, and with the removal of 9.11.2
Part F. which also references the other part deleted. Also, on line 66 adding the word “final” prior
to the word “approval”. Mr. Larson seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved after a roll call vote.

7:00 PM — Item #3 — Continuation of 5/10/2016 PUBLIC HEARING: Application for River
Rim Ranch PUD Division I1 to amend the Phase | Plat and Development Agreement. GBCI
Other Real Estate, LLC & 211 West Rim, LLC, is proposing an amendment to the River Rim
Ranch PUD Division 11, Phase I, Final Plat that would return the golf course portion of the PUD
and the “incidental uses” associated with the golf course. The proposed amendment includes the
following changes to the West Rim Village (entrance) Area: office, conference space, and spa uses
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TETON COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
JOINT MEETING WITH THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIOENRS
Meeting Primer — July 12, 2016
Commissioners’ Chambers - Driggs, ID

ATTACHMENT 1

in the existing headquarters building; A commercial support center with a gift shop, coffee shop,
and convenience store uses; A recreation center; 12 work force housing units; and storage facility.
The proposed amendment also includes the following changes to the Golf Village Area: Modifying
Tract D from 45-Cluster Chalets to 48- two room “Hospitality Suites”; Modifying Tract E from
12 residential lots to 48- two room “Hospitality Suites” and Pro Shop, dining and spa uses;
eliminating the 3 residential lots on Tract G for the O&M facilities; removing the 6 lots from Tract
J for the driving range. The Development Agreement would be modified to: allow the golf course
and associated incidental uses, identify the uses of each lot/tract in Phase I, and update the cost
estimate and timelines.

MOTION: Ms. Johnston moved to continue Item #3 to July 12" based on insufficiency of the
materials the applicant turned in. The applicant will have until the end of the day on June 27" to
resubmit information. Ms. Rader commented that there was already a two hour work session with
the BOCC beginning at 4 pm scheduled for that date and a subdivision application to hear starting
at 6 pm. River Rim application will begin at 7:30 pm. Mr. Larson seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved.

MOTION: Ms. Johnston moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Larson seconded the motion.
VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved.

The meeting was adjourned at 7:10 pm. The public had some questions about what exactly was
being requested that was not presented and the applicant wanted some specific guidance from the
Commission.

MOTION: Mr. Booker moved to cancel the previous motion to adjourn the meeting in order to
explain to the applicant what information is being requested. Mr. Breckenridge seconded the
motion.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved to reopen the meeting.

Mr. Hensel apologized for the lack of discussion before adjourning the meeting. The Planning
Commission, staff and the applicant discussed what specific information they would like to see for
the next meeting. The motion from the previous hearing was displayed on screen and the
Commission members went through the requested information and provided their input.
MOTION: Mr. Larson moved to adjourn. Mr. Booker seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously passed. The meeting ended at 8:00 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Sharon Fox, Scribe

Dave Hensel, Chairman Sharon Fox, Scribe
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WHAT YOU NEED TO KNOW

about the Teton County, Idaho Land Use
Development Code Update

Documents to Review

e Draft Summary of Code Update for public outreach
0 This is a 2-page flyer that could be used for different outreach events that helps the
public understand the process and the code changes.
= The intent of this document is to provide enough information to spark
someone’s interest to look into the code or ask question without providing so
much detail that it is confusing or too much for anyone to continue reading.
®=  We have discussed doing a 5-10 page summary of the code process and how it
complies with the comp plan. This is still something we can do, but it may not be
the best option for public outreach.
0 The first page focuses on why we are updating the code, the process, and some of the
major changes.
0 The second page focuses on how the code complies with the Comp Plan. This page isn't
finished in this draft.
= The proposed idea for this page is to list the goals from the comp plan and
include a few sentences each to summary how the code is meeting those goals.
= Another option would be to provide a summary of the goals and how the code is
meeting them.
0 The formatting and general look of this document can change to be more “eye-catching”
or remain simple.
e Frequently Asked Questions
0 This FAQs sheet is intended to relate to the draft code, not to planning topics in general.
e Code Changes
0 Thisis a list of code changes | have identified so far. | plan to continue going through the
code in more detail to identify more. There are also some areas that need to be
clarified/added and discussed with the PZC/BoCC before changing but need some more
information that available at this time —i.e. short term rental regulations, restrictions to
sleeping units/recreational residences, etc.

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016

Why is the Code being Updated?

From 2010-2012, Teton County went through an extensive rewrite of the County’s Comprehensive Plan. The rewrite presented a clearer
understanding of the goals, desired policies, and the character of Teton County after the development boom in the mid-2000s.

This new Comprchensive Plan created a need to update the County’s Land Use Codes (Subdivision and Zoning) because Idaho’s Local
Land Use Planning Law (§67-65) specifics that county zoning ordinances, subdivision regulations, and official zoning map must not be “in

conflict with the policies of the adopted comprehensive plan” (§67-6511-c).

How does the Code Update get Approved?

First, the Planning & Zoning Commission must hold a public hearing on the Draft Code, get public input, then make a recommendation
to the Board of County Commissioners.

The Board of County Commissioners can hold public meetings to review the recommended code. After material changes are made, the
Board has to hold a public hearing, get public input, then approve the code. The Board has to pass a Resolution to officially adopt the
code.

What parts of the code are being updated?

Zoning Districts
Currently, most of Teton County is zoned A-25 or A-20. One of the biggest differences between the current code and the updated code is the change
in Zoning Districts. The new residential districts include Rural Agriculture, Lowland Agriculture, Foothills, and Agricultural Rural Neighborhood. These
new zoning districts are based on the character of the land, identify priority open space areas unique to cach district, and identify ways that development
should be designed to reflect the character of each zoning district.

Land Split Options
‘The updated code is providing new options to split your lan

¢ One Time Only land split is still available. There is also a Land Division option, which
has been split into two process: a Short Plat option, which allows you to create up to 5
lots, total, and a Full Plat option, which allows you to create larger subdivisions. The Land Division option does not require the dedication of  public

allows you to create up to 4 lots, total. The subdivision pro

right-of-way or the extension of utilitis.

Density & Minimum Lot Size
In the updated code, density and minimum lot size are different. Density is the number of lots allowed per acre, and minimu lot size is the minimum
acreage allowed for a lot. If your density is 1 lot per 20 acres and you have 100 acres, you would be eligible for 5 lots. Those 5 lots could range in size as
long as they arc not smaller than 1 acre. This means you could have 5, 1 acre lots with 95 acres of open space or 5, 20 acre lots, or a variety of lot sizes
“This code also provides three different density options for the Short Plat and Full Plat processes. This means you can choose how many lots you're
cligible for and how much open space you will have to provide. For example, if you provide 75% open space, your density may be 1 lot per 10 acres, but
if you only provide 25% open space, your density may only be 1 lot per 30 acres.

Open Space

The updated code requires open space with the Short Plat and Full Plat processes. Your zoning district will determine what your open space will be (i.c.
agricultural land, steep slopes, wildlife habitat, wetlands and floodplain, etc.). You can also choose how much open space you want to provide (2
75% in Rural Districts or 20%, 40%, 60% in Ag Rural Neighborhood). As more open space is provided, the density allowed is increased.

o, 50%,

How You Can Be Involved
+ Stop by the planning office to ask questions
+ Check out wwwtetonvalleycode.org/teton-county/ and wwwtetoncountyidaho.gov
+ Watch for public outreach events around town and meeting notices in the newspaper,
online, or at the Courthouse
+ Attend meetings, provide written public comment and/or oral public comment. You
can even comment dircctly from the Teton Valley Code website!
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Compliance with

the Comprehensive Plan

Goals & Policies

natural resources + outdoor recreation

Conserve our public lands, trail systems, and natural resources
(air, water, wildlife, fisheries, wetlands, dark skies, viewsheds,
soundscape, soils, open space, native vegetation)

Enhance and preserve access to public lands and recognize
the need to accommodate different user groups in a way that
‘minimizes user conflict and damage to natural resources.

agticulture + rural heritage

Preserve and enhance Teton Valley’s small town
feel, rural heritage and distinctive identity.
Balance property rights and rural character.
Support and enhance agriculture and ranching.
Respect cultural heritage sites.

Reduce infestation/introduction of invasive
species.

Provide and promote pportunities for
all types of users (including but not limited to biking, skiing,
fishing, off-highway vehicle use, target practice, hunting, trail
users, equestrians, boating, non-motorized flight) as a means for
economic development and enhanced quality of life.

Balance private property rights and protection of our natural
resources.

Recognize, respect and/or mitigate natural hazards, including but
not limited to flooding, earthquakes, landslides, radon and fires.
Promote natural resource protection by a variety of means
including financial compensation for willing buyer/willing seller
agreements that promote open space acquisition and land and
water easements.

On public lands and accesses, balance recreation with protection
of natural resources.

Respect sensitive habitat and migration areas for wildlife.

economic development

Encourage, promote and support locally-owned businesses and create a

hospitable and attractive environment for businesses and tourists.

Thbis code allows for a variety of de 10. This code alvo allows for a

Preserve our rural character and heritage and promote local agricultural
industries.

Recognize that tourism and lifestyle are fundamental components of our
ind are dependent on healthy natural resources.

e to protect nat yral lands

Accommodate additional population by supporting development that is
economically responsible to the County and the community

in different ways. One way is

rty Development Plan that in

Support the development of a communications Master Plan

1 lana ot include a communications Master Plan, but the code

transportation

Provide well-maintained transportation infrastructurd
luding roads, paved patt and si Ik

Create convenient, safe, timely, financially sustainabld

and efficient options for multi-modal* transportation

that satisfies a multitude of needs.

Provide a well-connected transportation networl

within Teton Valley and within the region.

Develop transportation appropriate for a rural

community, respectful of the unique character of Teto:

Valley.

Support continued improvements to the Drigg:

Memorial Airport to support Teton County’s aviationy

needs.

community events + facilities

Provide high-quality public and private services
and facilities in a coordinated manner for the
health, safety, and enjoyment of the community.
Encourage the development and support of
high-quality education facilities (primary, sec-
ondary and post-secondary) and diverse and
affordable activities for all ages.

Encourage an environment that fosters communi
ty involvement.

Adequately fund existing and future public ser-
vices and facilities.

Is open space required?

Yes, open space is required through the Short Plat and Full Plat processes. Each process has a
sliding scale system for density and open space requirements, so you can choose to provide more

open space for a higher density or less open space for a lower density. However, a minimum of 25%
open space (Rural Districts) or 20% open space (Ag Rural Neighborhood) is required.

I have a Conditional Use Permit. What happens when my zoning district changes?

If you have a Conditional Use Permit, it will continue to be valid even if that use is no longer

permitted in your new zoning district. As long as you continue to meet the conditions of approval

and do not stop use for at least 1 year, your Conditional Use Permit will remain active. If you sell

your property, the approved Conditional Use Permit can continue to be used by the new owner.

Are home businesses allowed?

Yes, home businesses are allowed. In the current code, this was done through a home occupation
permit. The new code identifies three different options for home businesses.

Home Business - A home business provides a service or product that is conducted wholly within a

dwelling that requires employees, customers, clients, or patrons to visit the dwelling, such as services

where the customer is present or employees assist in the business.

Home Oconpation - A home occupation provides a service or product that is conducted wholly within

a dwelling unit, such as telecommunication work, online business, or where the business owner

travels off site for the work. Customers and employees coming to the dwelling to conduct business

are not allowed.

Home Tndustry — A home industry is an industrial use conducted within a residential district that must

be clearly incidental and subordinate to the primary, residential use.

Did the scenic corridor regulations change?

Yes, the Scenic Corridor requirements have changed. This overlay area includes all lands lying both
sides of the rights-of-way for Idaho State Highways 31, 32, and 33 and Ski Hill Road from the Driggs
City limits to the Wyoming state line. In the current code, the overlay includes land within 330 feet
from the edge of those right of ways. In the new code, the overlay includes land within 500 feet from
the centerline of the road. There are also standards identified for development depending on the
distance you build from the road, included an option for agricultural buildings. In the current code,
the Scenic Corridor Design Review has to be approved by the Planning & Zoning Commission. The
new code allows the Planning Administrator to approve this review.

May I rent out my property?

This is something we need to determine if we want to regulate... currently we do not regulate
rentals.
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Land Use Development Code Update
FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

Will there be an A-2.5 or A-20 zone?

No. The new code identifies new residential/agricultural zoning districts. These include Rural
Agriculture (RA), Lowland Agriculture (LA), and Foothills (FH), collectively known as Rural
Districts. There is also an Agricultural Rural Neighborhood (ARN) zoning district. Article 3 of the
new code provides information for each zoning district.

Can I subdivision my land?

Yes, the new code provides 4 options to split your land. Article 3 identifies the density and open
space requirements for each of these options.

One Time Only — The One Time Only may be used to create 2 lots, total. In all zoning districts, the
One Time Only requires a density of 1 lot per 10 acres. This means you need 20 acres to be eligible
for the One Time Only.

Land Div
new parcels (4 total parcels) on any e
divisions may be utilized all at one time or spread out through time. The purpose of the Land
Division is to provide for a division of large, rural, unplatted land parcels in the County, into four (4)
or fewer parcels through a simplified process, meeting specific criteria, in exchange for decreased
density and minimized impacts to the County.

ion - Land Divisions can be utilized to create more than one (1) parcel but fewer than 3

ing parcel that has not been previously platted. These

Short Plat - A short plat procedure can be utilized to create one (1) to four (4) lots (5 lots total) in a
small scale subdivision. The required information/dedication would be less than is required for a full
plat subdivision.

Full Plat - A subdivision not considered a Short Plat is considered a Full Plat. This process is a three
step process similar to the current subdivision process. It requires Concept, Preliminary, and Final
approvals.

What is the different between density and lot size?

Density is the number of lots allowed per acre. If the density of your zoning district is 1 lot per 20
acres and you have 100 acres, you would be eligible for 5 lots.

Lot size is the size of a lot. In the new code, the minimum lot size is identified as 1 acre, not
including sensitive lands (i.e. wetlands, floodplain, steep slopes, etc.)

In the current code, density and lot size are the same number — the A-20 zone has a density of 1 lot

per 20 acres and the minimum lot size is also 20 acres. In this situation, if you have 100 acres, you
would be eligible for 5, 20 acre lots. In the new code, you could create 5 lots, each as small as 1 acre

and provide the remaining acreage as open space.

1of3

May I use an RV as a residence? Tiny home?

These may be considered Temporary Structures, which are permitted on a property for no more
than 180 days. These may also qualify as a Recreational Residence building type, as defined in Article
8.

What is the Right to Farm Act?

The right to farm is a natural right and is recognized as a permitted use throughout the state of Idaho.
The new code allows agricultural uses in all zoning districts. Agricultural buildings are also identified
as a building type, which are eligible for Agricultural Exempt building permits. The new code also
identifies agricultural lands as a priority for open space to preserve the prime agricultural lands in
Teton County. Reduced lot sizes also allow for land to be divided without having to lose large portions
of agricultural lands for development.

Can I have two residences on my property?

Yes, you may be cligible for an accessory apartment (attached) or a backyard cottage.

Aecessory Apartment - A second dwelling unit within or attached to an existing detached house, for use
as a complete, independent living facility, with provisions for cooking, sanitation, and sleeping. This
use is not considered a duplex. The maximum size for an accessory apartment is 900 square feet in
the Rural Districts.

Backyard Cottage - A small, self-contained accessory dwelling unit located on the same lot as a
detached house but physically separated for use as a complete, independent living facility, with
provisions for cooking, sanitation, and sleeping. The maximum size for a backyard cottage is 1,500
square feet in the rural districts. On lots 5 acres or larger, this size restriction does not apply.

3of3
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Al Al Verify terms match throughout - Land Use Development Code, Planning €
Administrator, Planning Department, etc.
1-1 TOC Add 1.4 Adopted/Official Zoning Map E
1-2 1.1.2B Add "use" to Land Development Code E
11 1.1.2D.6 Delete "and" E
1-3 1.13C Change "eligible parcel" to "lot of record" ?
13 116 Change to "Planning Administrator", add "Development" to Land Use €
- Code, add streets to Article 12 Title
1-4 Add "use" to Land D Code E
1-4 1.2.6 Name these special overlay districts ?
1-5 1.3.1A Include reference to overlay maps E
1-6 1.4 Add page & section to include copy of official zoning map E
2-3 2.2.1 Add reference to 2.4 E
2-3 223D Add wetland before delineation E
2-3 223E Spell out FIRM E
Clarify if any structures or buildings can encroach into the sensitive land
2.6 2.4 setbacks. Do we want to include land features (like driveways, ?
landscaping, etc.) as exceptions to setbacks or not
Clarify the intent and description so the character of the zoning district is
33 3.1.1 clearly defined - One way to do this is to rearrange key assets, ES
development designs, and primary open space
Clarify the intent and description so the character of the zoning district is
3-5 3.21 clearly defined - One way to do this is to rearrange key assets, ES
development designs, and primary open space
Clarify the intent and description so the character of the zoning district is
3-7 3.3.1 clearly defined - One way to do this is to rearrange key assets, ES
development designs, and primary open space
Clarify the intent and description so the character of the zoning district is
39 3.4.1 clearly defined - One way to do this is to rearrange key assets, ES
development designs, and primary open space
Clarify the intent and description so the character of the zoning district is
3-11 3.5.1 clearly defined - One way to do this is to rearrange key assets, E S
development designs, and primary open space
314 374A Clarify this exception is granted through Fhe subdivision approval process. €
Reference Article 14
7-8-2016 | Code Changes 1of3

Article 13 Add deadlines/time limits that plans and studies are valid E
13-3 13.1.3 A.2viii Clarify source of funding E
13-4 13.1.3.C.2j Define historical significance E
13-14 1333A Update map so slopes in legend match slopes in text E
13-36 13.3.11D.2 Reference where LOS A and LOS B are located E

Clarify survey does not guarantee building rights? Reference process in 5

13-44 13.3.16 Article 14 that does. )

13.45 133178 Clarify that pre-recorded deeds.are not pre\{lously-recorded. They are £

draft/prior to recording.

14-14 14.5.8 Remove OTO option because we have the Land Division ?

1419 14511 Provide provision for conFept agprO\{al Fo be administrative with option £
to hold public hearing similar to current code

14-26 14.6.1.A add 3. Temporary Use E

Add applicability section - "Prior to the issuance of a permit for

14-27 14.6.9 improvements to a site, including but not limited to building, grading, and E
sign permits, a site plan review is required."

14.55 14.10.6 Update with adopted building permit eligibility ordinance language E

Article 15 Add acronym section E

7-8-2016 | Code Changes 30f3
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This section doesn't really have density restrictions. There is a lot

Article 6 coverage provision and 20' setbacks. Do we want to make this more ?
restrictive (i.e. limit building numbers)?
8-26 8.11.3 Change ground story height to 10" as per Cities' recommendation. E
8-30 8.133 Change ground story height to 10" as per Cities' recommendation. E
8-32 8.143 Change ground story height to 10" as per Cities' recommendation. E
834 8153 Change transparency for upper stgry to 15% as per Cities' 3
recommendation.
Add minimum income required to count as farm income. Possibly $1,000
8-35 8.16.1 E
per year or whatever the USDA uses.
Article 9 Change name to Special Overlay Districts ?
9-2 thru 9-6 9.1 Update with new Driggs Airport Overlay info E
Add TDR map to show sending & receiving areas. Clarify scope
9-34 9.4 throughout section by referencing map and sending & receiving areas E
instead of zoning districts.
9.38 95 Reserve a section for map. Clarify this is intended for area of impact £?
N unless we want it outside of area of impacts. :
9-39 9.5.3.1 Reference 9.5.5 for Land Use Plan E
042 06 Reserve 9.6.7 thru 9.6.9 for Driggs, Tetonia & Victor area of impact £
: agreements
10-6 10.2 Add special event facility to REC zone with a CUP E
10-22 10.6.7A Clarify definition of medium scale based on large scale definition E
1024 10678 update large scale deflmtlon.and size numbers to meet Idaho £
requirements
- o - o -
10-28 10.69 Clarify storage units - how many .un.lts are allowed? Do we want size s?
restrictions?
10-49 10.9.14 Do we want to create standards ?
Do we want to limit this to 180 days on the property or just for use?
These do not require a temporary use permit but | would recommend
10-51 10.10.4 requiring a registration form/process to keep record of and help with s2
o enforcement. This registration would include some form of tag attached :
to the structure that would be visible from the outside to clearly identify
registered structures.
11-22 11.3 Reference Article 14 for sign permit approval process E
7-8-2016 | Code Changes 20f3

AREQUEST FOR A CONCEPT PLAN REVIEW APPROVAL
By: Peacock Properties LLC
ForR: Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
WHeRe:  NE of Driggs, along N. Stateline Rd.
Planning & Zoning Commission

PREPARED FOR: o 1 lic Hearing of July 12, 2016

Staff Report updated on 7-1-2016 (Key Issues, Considerations of Approval, Public
Comments attached) & 7-5-2016 (Inter-Agency Comments, Public Comments attached)

APPLICANT & LANDOWNER: Peacock Property LLC, represented by Arrowleaf Engineering

REQUEST:

Peacock Property LLC is proposing a 76 lot subdivision on two parcels of land

(approximately 197 acres) north of Driggs. The lots will be 2.5 acres, with approximately 100 acres in
open space easements. These parcels are zoned A-2.5.

APPLICABLE COUNTY CODE: Subdivision Concept Plan Review pursuant to Title 9, Chapter 3 Teton
County Zoning Ordinance, (revised 5/16/2013); Teton County Comprehensive Plan (A Vision &

Framework 2012-2030)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: RPO5N46E084500 - TAX #6485 SEC 8 TSN R46E FKA Mountain Legends Ranch;
RPO5N46E078250 - TAX #6484 SEC 7 TSN R46E FKA Mountain Legends Ranch
LOCATION: Northeast of Driggs, Southeast of Tetonia, along N. Stateline Road

ZONING DISTRICT: A-2.5

PROPERTY SIZE: 197.05 acres

VICINITY MAP:

Mountain

nds Ranch Concept Review | 7-12-2016

Planning & Zoning Commission

Page 10f 11
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Peacock Property LLC is proposing a 76-lot subdivision on 197.05 acres. This property does not include
any overlay areas. This proposal only includes residential lots, which will be 2.5 acres. This proposal
includes building envelopes on each lot, with open space easements throughout the subdivision
(Attachment 4). The open space easements will be reserved for agriculture, wildlife habitat, and
pedestrian use (Attachment 2). This subdivision will have two access points — N. Stateline Road and
N 1500 E. The two parcels are connected through an access easement. The subdivision road is
proposed as a private road. This development proposes that each lot owner would be responsible for
an individual well and septic system. This development is also proposing an onsite fire pond for its
fire suppression system.

PROJECT BACKGROUND:

These parcels were platted as the Mountain Legends Ranch Planned Unit Development in 2008 (Inst.
#196611, 198374, 198375). This was a 99 lot PUD with 99.75 acres of open space. The PUD was
vacated in 2012 (Inst. #223993).

OVERVIEW OF CONCEPT APPROVAL:
A concept review with the Planning Administrator or Planning and Zoning Commission is the required
first step in the development process. The purpose of this review is to:
1. Acquaint the applicant with the procedural requirements of Title 9
2. Provide for an exchange of information regarding applicant’s proposed development ideas
and the regulations and requirements of Title 9, the Master Plan, and other subdivision
requirements
3. Advise the applicant of any public sources of information that may aid the applicant or the
application, and identify policies and regulations that create opportunities or pose significant
restraints for the proposed development
4. Review the sketch plans, if any, and provide the applicant with opportunities to improve the
proposed plan in order to mitigate any undesirable project consequences
5. Review the compatibility with nearby land uses, either proposed or existing
6. Provide general assistance by County staff on the overall design of the proposed development

It is not to determine the exactness of each item required in the checklists of the preliminary and
final plat processes.

KEY ISSUES:

Lot Area & Number of Lots

As part of Title 9, Lot Area is defined as the “area of any lots shall be determined exclusive of street,
highway, road or other rights of way.” This application was originally submitted to include 78 lots.
However, the road rights of ways were included in the lot areas. As part of the Development Review
Committee meeting, the applicant was told that the road rights of way had to be taken out of the lot
areas. This includes the two public roads that border the subdivision (N. Stateline Rd. and N 1500 E).
The subdivision road will be considered private; however, the applicant was told that the road surface
(22 feet wide) of the subdivision road could not be counted as part of the lot areas. The rest of the
right of way could be designated as a snow storage and utility easement (19 feet on each side of the
road surface), which could be included in the lot areas.

Mountain Legends Ranch Concep d g Commissio

nning

Another concern with this design is the impact it will have on addresses. Title 13: Street Naming and
Addressing Ordinance requires that “every existing, proposed, or constructed public road, private
road or drive that provides, or will provide access to two (2) or more build-able lots shall have a street
name assigned regardless of the length.” Because there are several shared driveways in this design
and access is not clearly defined for each lot, there is potential that this development could be
required to have several different street names for addressing purposes.

Assuming that every lot in the development that fronts the main subdivision road would access
directly from the main road, there are 4 shared driveways that would require a unique street name
for addressing purposes. One of these could be required to meet local road standards. There are two
additional driveways that could provide access to two parcels, which would require a street name.
Restrictions could be identified to only access one parcel, but because they are not, it is assumed they
have can access two lots. This means there are 6 additional street names that would be required for
this development. There is a seventh driveway easement that would access more than two parcels,
but I did not include it, as | identified it above as needing to be a local road.

In Figures 2 and 3, the red arrows indicate parcels accessed by a driveway easement that would access
at least two parcels. These would require a street name. The green arrows indicate a potential second
parcel that could be accessed from the shown easement, which would then require a street name.
The parcels with green arrows have another access option, so a restriction on the access location
could clarify this and reduce the number of street names required. If the parcels that front the main
subdivision road are not required to access from that road, the potential for more street names would
increase significantly.

Figure 2: North parcel - shared driveways

Viountain Legends Ranch Concept Re 122016 Plann g Commissio
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A new plan was submitted on June 21, 2016 to adjust the lot areas with the road right of ways
removed. On the updated plan, the subdivision road surface was removed from the lot areas, which
reduced the proposed number of lots from 78 to 76. The N. Stateline Road and N 1500 E right of ways
are not shown on the plan as being removed from the lot area. N. Stateline Road is shown as an
existing easement, but it is included in the lot areas. This right of way must be removed from the lot
areas. The right of way for N 1500 E is not shown on the plan. Looking at the aerial images, it appears
that some of the N 1500 E right of way may not be located on the property. The applicant should
show this right of way in its entirety, so it is clear how much, if any, of this right of way is included on
the property so it is removed from the lot areas.

Roads & Addressing
In the concept drawings provided by the applicant, there is one main subdivision road that runs
through the development from N. Stateline Rd. to N 1500 E. With this design, several lots share a
driveway. There is also a portion of the development near N 1500 E that has several lots accessed by
the same driveway.

The Teton County Highway and Street Guidelines require that a driveway that accesses three or more
parcels has to meet local road standards. Because of this requirement, the road must be extended,
with the road surface area being removed from the lot areas. The parcels shown in Figure 1 below
have the potential to access from different locations, so both should be designed as a local road, or
a restriction should be added stating where the parcels are accessed from. However, at least one of
the easements identified in Figure 1 has to meet local road standards because 3+ lots are being
accessed.

Figure 1: South parcel - Driveways that must meet local road standards or could be required to meet
local road standards

’ g Commissiol
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Figure 3: South parcel - shared driveways

Phasing

In the applicant’s narrative, phasing is mentioned when identifying when the fire pond will be
constructed. This is the only reference to phasing that | noticed. It is unclear whether the
development will actually be phased, and if so, how are the phases being identified? This should be
clarified by the applicant.

Studies/Plans Required to Preliminary Plat Application

After Concept Review Approval, the applicant may begin the Preliminary Plat application process. As
part of this process, Teton County may require several different studies to better understand the
impacts of a development. The following studies have been identified as being required for
Preliminary Plat based on the concept application information.

= Landscape Plan
0 A Landscaping Plan is required for all subdivisions. This shall include a
vegetation/revegetation plan identifying locations where vegetation will be installed
in order to replace existing vegetation or revegetate disturbed areas, a plan for weed
management, a stabilization plan to cover any disturbed slopes, and a plan to
provide screening from neighboring properties or from State Highways 31, 32, 33 or
Ski Hill Road 9-3-2-C-3-a).
= Public Service/Fiscal Analysis
0 Due to the impact that a larger subdivision may have on public facilities, utilities,
services and finances, the applicant for a proposed subdivision containing more than
twenty (20) lots shall submit a public service/fiscal analysis.

’ g Commissiol
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= Traffic Impact Study
0 Due to the impact that a subdivision may have on traffic levels, congestion levels,
and levels of service on roads, the applicant for a proposed subdivision containing
more than ten (10) lots shall have a traffic impact study prepared by a professional
engineer.

The following studies have been identified as possibly being required for Preliminary Plat based on
the concept application information.

= Nutrient Pathogen Evaluation

0 There are 5 conditions that would trigger the NP Evaluation.

1. The proposed development that lies wholly or partially within the WW
Wetland and Waterways Overlay Area (Section 8-5-1-D of Title 8); or

2. There is evidence that ground water, at some time of the year, comes within
ten feet of the ground’s surface at any location on the proposed development
parcel; or

3. There is evidence that soil depth to fractured bedrock is ten feet or less
anywhere on the proposed development; or

4. The development application includes a food service, a commerecial facility, or
an industrial facility generating 600 gallons or more of wastewater per day; or

5. The proposed development is within an area where the concentration of
nitrate-nitrogen in ground water is five (5) mg/L or higher.

0 Based on the aerial images, it appears that a corner of the property does lie within
the Wetland and Waterways Overlay Area. Field measurements may be different than
those based on the aerial image, but at this time, staff would consider this part of the
WW Overlay. When staff met with the applicant for the Development Review
Committee Meeting, it was initially thought that the property was outside of the
overlay, but Dry Creek is in fact identified as part of the overlay area. Title 8 & 9 define
the Wetlands and Waterways Overlay as:

(WW) Wetlands and Waterways Overlay: Includes all lands defined and
regulated as wetlands through the federal clean water act as administered by
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the streams listed below. Because the
existing WW Overlay as mapped does not accurately identify all such areas,
the WW will be applied to: (1) all wetland areas identified on the U.S. Fish and
National Wetland Inventory Maps, unless a jurisdictional determination is
secured from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) indicating the area as
uplands; (2) all areas delineated as wetlands and verified as such by the
USACE; and (3) those areas lying within 300 feet of the high water mark of
the following waterways:

Badger Creek Dry Creek Darby Creek
Mahogany Creek  South Leigh Creek Packsaddle Creek
Bear Creek Fox Creek Drake Creek

Milk Creek Spring Creek Patterson Creek
Bitch Creek Game Creek Warm Creek
Moose Creek Teton Creek Little Pine Creek

border the subdivision and the road surface area of the private subdivision road; Include in the
Development Agreement and/or plat and the CC&Rs that the County may make the subdivision
roads public in the future.

= Fire Protection: This project does require Fire Protection.

= Sewer/Septic: This proposal requires an EIPH subdivision assessment application and review.

= Plans & Studies: The following plans and studies were identified as being required/possibly
required during the preliminary phase: Landscaping Plan, Traffic Study, Public Service/Fiscal
Analysis, and Nutrient Pathogen Evaluation.

Teton County, WY: On July 5, 2016, | spoke to the Teton County, WY Engineer (Sean O’Malley). Teton
County, WY is responsible for maintain this portion of Stateline Rd. He said he was interested in the
impacts this subdivision would cause to Stateline Rd., so he would like to see a Traffic Impact Study.
This application will require a Traffic Impact Study as part of the Preliminary Plat application.

SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS FOR PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE:

Idaho Code, Title 67; Section 67-6509, 67-6511, 67-6512, and Title 9, Section 3-2-(B-2) of the Teton
County Zoning Ordinance. The public hearing for the Planning & Zoning Commission was duly noticed
in the Teton Valley News. A notification was sent via mail to surrounding property owners within a
300-foot buffer area, as well as all property owners in subdivisions that intersect with the 300-foot
buffer. A notice was also posted on the property at both access points (Stateline and N 1500 E)
providing information about the public hearing.

COMMENTS FROM NOTIFIED PROPERTY OWNERS & PUBLIC AT LARGE:
At the July 5 deadline for public comment to be included in the Planning Commission packet, staff
received 29 written public comments (Attachment 8).

ATTACHMENT 1

Bull Elk Creek Grouse Creek Henderson Creek
North Leigh Creek Teton River Twin Creek
Trail Creek Grove Creek Horseshoe Creek

Figure 4: 300' from bank of Dry Creek - extends to Peacock Property LLC parcel

= Natural Resource Analysis
0 If the proposed subdivision contains any lands included in any of the Overlay Areas
defined in Title 9 or in any of the overlay areas defined in Title 8, except the AV
Airport Overlay Area, the applicant shall have a qualified professional approved by
the Planning Administrator prepare a Natural Resources Analysis for the entire
application parcel. This includes the Wetlands and Waterways Overlay. Unless
determined otherwise, staff would consider this property to include the WW Overlay
Area, which would trigger the Natural Resource Analysis. However, there are not
Wildlife Habitat Overlays on this property, so the Wildlife Habitat Assessment would
not be required.
= Phasing Plan
0 A phasing plan is only required if the development will be phased. It is still unclear if
the development will be phased or not.

INTER-AGENCY AND DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE COMMENTS

DRC Meeting: On June 16, 2016, we had a DRC meeting with Arrowleaf Engineering (Sarah Johnston),
Peacock Property LLC (Harry Statter), Herb Heimerl, Teton County Public Works Director (Darryl
Johnson), Teton County Prosecutor (Kathy Spitzer), and Teton County Planning Administrator (Kristin
Rader). Eastern Idaho Public Health (Mike Dronen) and the Teton County Fire District (Earle Giles)
emailed comments instead of attending the meeting. From this meeting, the following items were
identified (more information can be found in Attachment 6).

= Roads & Utilities: Roads need to meet the County’s Adopted Road Standards; The road rights of
ways cannot be factored into the acreage of the lots — this includes the two public roads that

CONSIDERATION OF APPROVAL:
For approval of Concept Review of a proposed subdivision (9-3-2(B-4)), the County shall consider the
objectives of Teton County Title 9, application materials, and in a general way, at least the following:

Applicant | The property is within the Rural Neighborhood area on the Framework Map. See Attachment 2
@

for the list of Comp ive Plan goals that i felt applied to this di

Comments

= This property is identified as a Rural Neighborhood area, which includes medium density,
single family neighborhoods, clustered development, amenity based neighborhoods, large
open space, safe and convenient street and pathway connections, and a clear distinction
between residential development and open space/agricultural areas.

= This proposal does not really cluster development, but it has created building envelopes to
limit buildable space and added open space easements to allow for open space and
agriculture. The open space easements do not include all of the space outside of the roads
and building envelopes though, so it does not necessarily create corridors of open space.

= There is not currently a distinction between which open space is designated for agriculture,
wildlife habitat, or pedestrian use, so it is unclear how much of each space is being preserved.
The applicant also states there is no critical wildlife habitat on the property, so it is unclear
what wildlife habitat would be protected. It is also unclear how this is an amenity based
neighborhood. The applicant references nearby towns and Grand Targhee Resort, but the
open space easements have the potential to create on site amenities. The open space is
identified as being for pedestrian use, but it is not identified if this means trails or park areas,
or if it will just be an open field or grassy lawn. The narrative states the development provides
pedestrian recreation opportunities through the open space, but it does not say how.

= | think this proposal has the potential to be a rural neighborhood as described in the
Comprehensive Plan if the open space was clearly defined for uses. Clustering could be
somewhat accomplished with the minimum lot sizes and building envelopes, but the number
of lots would need to be reduced to do this.

Staff

This subdivision will utilize private well and onsite septic systems. There are entities in the area

to provide public services to this development. A Fiscal Impact Analysis will be prepared with the

Preliminary Plat application.

The subdivision will access from public roads N. Stateline Road and N 1500 E. The applicant is
Staff proposing an onsite fire suppression system for this development. A Public Service/Fiscal Impact

Comments | Analysis is required with the Preliminary Application, which will provide more information on the

impacts to the service providers.

The Capital Improvements Plan assumes an average density of 50-80 units per 100 acres for the

Applicant | area of the proposed subdivision.

Comments | The density of this development is 38.6 units per 100 acres. All required impact fees will be paid

in accordance with the CIP in effect at the time of building permit issuance

This development is proposing a lower density than was assumed in the Capital Improvements

Plan. If this development is phased, the demand on the County will be spread out over time.

Impact fees will be paid during the building permit process to offset the impact of this

development. The subdivision road will be private, so the County will not be responsible for

maintaining that road.

Applicant
Comments

Staff
Comments
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Comments

4, The public financial capability of supporting services for the proposed development.

Staff The capability to support this development will be better understood once a Fiscal Impact
Comments | Analysis has been completed.

5. Other health, safety, or general welfare concerns that may be brought to the County's attention.

Staff
the Wildlife Habitat )

A portion of this property is located in the Wetlands and Waterways Overlay Area. This would
trigger the Nutrient Pathogen Evaluation. It would also trigger the Natural Resource Analysis (not

POSSIBLE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

1. Provide an updated plan with the public road right of ways of N. Stateline Road and N 1500 E
removed from the lot areas, the addition to the subdivision road with the road surface removed
from the lot area, and include an updated number of lots proposed for this subdivision.

2. Provide an open space management plan as part of the preliminary plat application stating how

much open space will be dedicated to agriculture, wildlife habitat, and pedestrian use. Also

include a map of where these uses will be located and elaborate on what pedestrian use means.

Include in this plan how the open space easements will be managed.

Obtain access approval from Teton County, ID Road & Bridge for N 1500 E and N. Stateline Road.

Begin working with EIPH for septic approval.

Begin working with Teton County Fire District for fire suppression approval.

Conduct/update required studies/plans for Preliminary Review: Traffic Impact Study, Public

Service/Fiscal Analysis, Landscape Plan, Stormwater and Infrastructure Plans, Phasing Plan (if

required), Natural Resource Analysis, and Nutrient Pathogen Study.

o sw

PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION ACTION:
A. Approve the Concept Plan, with the possible conditions of approval listed in this staff report,
having provided the reasons and justifications for the approval.

B. Approve the Concept Plan, with modifications to the application request, or adding conditions of
approval, having provided the reasons and justifications for the approval and for any modifications
or conditions.

C. Deny the Concept Plan application request and provide the reasons and justifications for the
denial.

D. Continue to a future PZC Public Hearing with reasons given as to the continuation or need for
additional information.

Mountain Legends Ranch Concept Review | 7-12-2016 Planning & Zoning Commission
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POSSIBLE MOTIONS
The following motions could provide a reasoned statement if a Commissioner wanted to approve or
deny the application:

APPROVAL
Having concluded that the Criteria for Approval of a Subdivision Concept Plan found in Title 9-3-2(B-
4) can be satisfied with the inclusion of the following conditions of approval:

1. Provide an updated plan with the public road right of ways of N. Stateline Road and N 1500 E
shown and removed from the lot areas, show the addition to the subdivision road with the
road surface removed from the lot area, and include an updated number of lots proposed for
this subdivision.

2. Provide an open space management plan as part of the preliminary plat application stating
how much open space will be dedicated to agriculture, wildlife habitat, and pedestrian use.
Also include a map of where these uses will be located and elaborate on what pedestrian use
means. Include in this plan how the open space easements will be managed.

3. Obtain access approval from Teton County, ID Road & Bridge for N 1500 E and N. Stateline

Road.
Begin working with EIPH for septic approval.

5. Begin working with Teton County Fire District for fire suppression approval.

6. Conduct/update required studies/plans for Preliminary Review: Traffic Impact Study, Public
Service/Fiscal Analysis, Landscape Plan, Stormwater and Infrastructure Plans, Phasing Plan (if
required), Natural Resource Analysis, and Nutrient Pathogen Study.

= and having found that the considerations for granting the Concept Plan Approval to Peacock
Property LLC can be justified and have been presented in the application materials, staff report,
and presentations to the Planning & Zoning Commission,

= and having found that the proposal is generally consistent with the goals and policies of the 2012-
2030 Teton County Comprehensive Plan,

= | move to APPROVE the Concept Plan for Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision as described in the
application materials submitted June 7, 2016 and June 21, 2016 and as supplemented with
additional applicant information attached to this staff report.

IN

DENIAL
Having concluded that the Criteria for Approval of a Subdivision Concept Plan found in Title 9-3-2(B-
4) have not been satisfied, | move to DENY the Concept Plan for Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
as described in the application materials submitted June 7, 2016 and June 21, 2016 and as
supplemented with additional applicant information attached to this staff report. The following could
be done to obtain approval:

1

Prepared by Kristin Rader

Attachments:

Application (4 pages) 5. Soil Resource Report (3 pages)
2. Narrative (10 pages) 6. DRC Meeting Notes (2 pages)
3. Warranty Deeds (9 pages) 7. Adjacent Landowner Notification (3 pages)

4. Concept Drawings (4 pages) 8. Public Comment (85 pages)
End of Staff Report

Mountain Legends Ranch Concept Review | 7-12-2016 Planning & Zoning Commission
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SUBDIVISION

PROJECT NARRATIVE
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INTRODUCTION

The Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision is a proposed residential subdivision in Teton
County, Idaho. The site is approximately 197 acres and is comprised of two parcels of land connected
by an access easement across the interlaying property. Access to the subdivision is from Stateline
Road and County Road N1500E / Grand Teton Road. The site is zoned A/RR-2.5; the proposed
development consists of 76 residential lots with a minimum lot size of 2.5 acres.

PROJECT COMPONENTS

Access & Circulation

The development will be accessed via North Stateline Road and County Road N1500E /
Grand Teton Road. Lots within the subdivision will be served by an internal private roadway
network. All roads within the subdivision will be constructed to Teton County street guidelines for
local roads. Maintenance and plowing of the subdivision roads will be the responsibility of the
Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision Homeowner’s Association.

backs & Buildi lop
In all cases, building setbacks will comply with the minimum setbacks required by Teton
County. Building envelopes, which often exceed the minimum setback requirements, are being
implemented in the subdivision covenants, conditions, and restrictions (CCR) to further limit the
location of future buildings.
Open Space and Density
There is no requirement for open space in the A/RR-2.5 zoning district. Moreover, the
proposed development will provide for an open space easement in the CCR. The open space will be
reserved for agriculture, wildlife habitat, and pedestrian use. The following table shows density of
Mountain Legends Ranch and surrounding development.

Subdivision Total Acreage Total Lots Lots Per Acre

Alta Vista 16.55 11 0.66
Alta Vista I 29.28 15 0.51
Total Alta Vista 45.83 26 0.57
Bear Creek 5.4 3 0.56
Bear Creek Estates Block 1 19.39 10 0.52
Total Bear Creek 24.79 13 0.52
Saddlehorn Ranch 250.31 122 0.49
Teewinot 246.72 85 0.34

Bridger Ridge Mini
Subdivision 2114 2 0.09

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Project Narrative Page 2 of 10
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Irrigation Water
The proposed development property has three water rights:

1) Idaho Water Right 22-13684 - Priority Date 1894 for .56 cfs in the name of
Peacock Property LLC

2) Idaho Water Right 22-13685 - Priority Date 1908 for 2.23 cfs in the name of
Peacock Property LLC

3) Idaho Water Right 22-13327 - Priority Date 1892 for 17.23 cfs in the name of the
Grand Teton Pipeline Association. Peacock Property LLC owns 80 shares in the
association.

Domestic Water
Domestic water will be provided by individual wells on each lot. Installation, maintenance,
and permitting of domestic wells will be the responsibility of individual lot owners.

Stormwater

During initial construction appropriate erosion control measures and best practices will be
used to minimize erosion and pollution. The proposed development maintains the natural drainage
patterns of the site to the maximum extent practicable. The predominant natural drainage channel
on the site is a dry swale running from east to west. A detailed Stormwater Management Plan will
be prepared and submitted with the Preliminary Plat Application.

Wastewater

‘Wastewater treatment will be accomplished using a small individual septic system on each
lot. The septic systems must be designed, constructed, and maintained in accordance with Eastern
Idaho Public Health standards. Permitting, construction, and maintenance of septic systems will be
the responsibility of individual lot owners.
Fire Protection

A fire pond with a dry hydrant will be provided in a central location. The fire pond and dry
hydrant will be constructed with the first phase of the development.

CONFORMANCE WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN

The Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision is located in what the Comprehensive Plan
determines to be a “neighborhood” area. The Comprehensive Plan identifies two main types of land
uses, one type is “neighborhood” and the other is “rural”. The neighborhood areas “are appropriate
for varying degrees of residential, commercial, and light industrial development”. The
Comprehensive Plan identifies three types of neighborhood areas: Town Neighborhood,
Industrial/Research, and Rural Neighborhood. The Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision is located
in an area that the Comprehensive Plan Framework Map identifies as being Rural Neighborhood.
In contrast, rural areas “are located further from the towns or in places of greater sensitivity” and
are less appropriate for residential development.

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Project Narrative Page 3 of 10
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This proposal is in keeping with the existing neighborhoods surrounding the site.
This proposal has similar or lower density than several nearby subdivisions. The
existing community or “rural neighborhood” will be enhanced by this development
and its incorporation of open space.

2.4 Encourage and attract businesses that are economically and environmentally
friendly, and promote stewardship and accountability in business.
This policy is not applicable.

25 Encourage development that adheres to environmental standards.
This development adheres to environmental standards and best practices.

2.6 Encourage policies and resources which enable farms to adapt to changing
paradigms.
This development enables farms to adapt to a changing paradigm by preserving
farmable land in the subdivision open space.

Goal ED 3: Recognize that tourism and lifestyle are fundamental components of our economy
and are dependent on healthy natural resources.
This development site was chosen because it is does not contain unique natural
resources. There are NO natural resource overlays on the property.

3.1 Encourage economic development through the promotion of recreational
opportunities and natural resources.
The development’s open space provides pedestrian recreation opportunities for
residents. The development promotes the protection of natural resources by
providing housing opportunities in an area outside the mapped Natural Resource
Overlays.

3.2. Conserve Teton County’s natural resources in order to enhance economic
development.
There are no unique or sensitive natural resources on the site.

Goal ED 4:  Accommodate additional population by supporting development that is economically
responsible to the County and the community.
This development provides housing opportunities and is economically responsible.

4.1 Assess the public service requirements of new developments and weigh their off-site
impacts against projected changes in revenue before approving new developments.
A detailed Fiscal Impact Analysis will be prepared and submitted with the
Preliminary Plat Application.

4.2 Support local retail by placing adequate residential density in close proximity to
businesses.

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Project Narrative Page 5 of 10
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Rural Neighborhood Desired Characteristics

® A transitional character in between that of Town Neighborhoods and Rural Areas
The density and character of the proposed subdivision provides this desired transition.
® Medium density single family neighborhoods with large open spaces and provisions for
clustering
The proposed subdivision is a medium density single family neighborhood with extensive
open space easement areas.
Amenity-based neighborhoods
The proposed development is located approximately 5 miles from Driggs, 2 miles from Alta
and Ski Hill Road, and 10 miles from Grand Targhee.
* Safe and convenient street and pathway connections within these areas and, when practical,
to Towns
The proposed subdivision provides safe and convenient internal circulation.
e Well-defined open space areas that connect to provide corridors
The proposal includes significant open space easement areas. Unfortunately, adjacent
subdivisions do not have open spaces to connect to.
® A clear distinction between residential development and open space/agricultural areas
The proposed subdivision contains agricultural open space easement areas. The CCR will
clearly delineate and define the buildable areas and the open space easement.

.

Goal ED 1: Develop a coordinated and collaborative economic development strategy that
encourages, promotes and supports locally-owned businesses and creates a
hospitable and attractive environment for businesses and tourists.

This policy is not applicable.

Goal ED 2: Preserve our rural character and heritage and promote local agricultural industries.
The proposed development includes functional agricultural open space easement
areas to foster rural character and promote local agriculture.

2.1 Encourage development and land use proposals that support prime economic values
of rural character and heritage.
This proposed development uses rural character and open space to maximize
economic value.

2.2 Promote local agricultural industries and businesses.
This proposal incorporates farming into the development itself. The residences
within the development are located near the main thoroughfare between Town and
Resort; this proximity provides housing opportunities and convenient access to
existing amenities and businesses.

2.3 Promote smart growth strategies that help preserve rural character by enhancing
existing communities and directing development towards them.

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Project Narrative Page 4 of 10
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The proposed development is located approximately 5 miles from Driggs, 2 miles
from Alta, and 10 miles from Grand Targhee.

4.3 Consider the economic impact of supply and demand in residential development.
There is an often-touted excess of lots in Teton County; however, many of the
referenced lots are unbuildable due to non-compliance with development
agreements or are non-practical for building due to unnecessarily large minimum
square footage or other CCR requirements. The market indicates there is demand
for the proposed lots.

4.4 Utilize a variety of regulatory and incentive-based tools to reduce density in sensitive
areas and encourage density in areas where services exist.
The proposed development is not located in a sensitive area. The proposed density
is comparable to that of other neighborhood-type developments in the area.

4.5 Limit commercial retail business to Driggs, Victor and Tetonia.
The proposal supports this policy; there are no commercial retail uses proposed in
the development.

4.6 Provide a variety of housing types that are accessible to a socially and economically
diverse population.

The proposal supports this policy by allowing smaller homes than many existing
subdivisions in rural neighborhoods.
4.7 Encourage creative economic solutions such as live-work opportunities and
appropriate home businesses.
This policy is applicable to planning policy, but is not applicable to this proposal.
4.8 Encourage the development of low-density, high-quality neighborhoods adjacent to
existing cities.
This development is located in the Rural Neighborhood area of the Framework Map
due to its proximity to Driggs and the established land use pattern in the area.

4.9 Maintain rural areas that encourage farming and ranching and support low density
residential development.
The development incorporates agricultural open space that will help foster the rural
character of the site and allow continued farming.

Goal ED 5: Support the development of a communications Master Plan.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal T 1: Provide well-maintained transportation infrastructure including roads, paved
pathways and sidewalks.
The HOA will maintain all subdivision infrastructure including roads.

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Project Narrative Page 6 of 10
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11 Improve the conditions and safety for vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians of existing
transportation infrastructure, especially roads important for agriculture.
This policy is not applicable.

12 Identify and implement financing mechanisms to pay for needed transportation
maintenance and improvements.
This policy is not applicable.

13 New development will provide adequate transportation facilities to accommodate
needed services.
A Traffic Impact Study will be completed and submitted with the Preliminary Plat
Application.

14 Adopt a variety of design standards for all transportation infrastructure.
This policy is not applicable.

15 Provide/promote off-road transportation corridors to and from Public Lands suitable
for both motorized and non-motorized vehicles.
The proposed development is not adjacent to Public Lands.

1.6 Educate and inform the public regarding transportation goals, costs and benefits;
road construction and maintenance; and plowing schedules and policies.
This policy is not applicable.

17 When key infrastructure (roads, bridges, pathways, etc) is damaged or destroyed by
naturally occurring events, including deterioration due to age and use, it should be
replaced within as short a timeframe as feasible to avoid disruption of service to the
public.

This policy is not applicable.

Goal T 2: Create convenient, safe, timely, financially sustainable and efficient options for multi-
modal* transportation that satisfies a multitude of needs.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal T 3: Provide a well-connected transportation network within Teton Valley and within the
region.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal T 4: Develop transportation appropriate for a rural community, respectful of the unique
character of Teton Valley.

This policy is not applicable.

Goal T 5: Support continued improvements to the Driggs Memorial Airport to support Teton
County’s aviation needs.
This policy is not applicable.

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Project Narrative Page 7 of 10
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Goal CEF1:  Provide high-quality public and private services and facilities in a coordinated
manner for the health, safety, and enjoyment of the community.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal CEF 2:  Encourage the development and support of high-quality education facilities (primary,
secondary and post-secondary) and diverse and affordable activities for all ages.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal CEF3:  Encourage an environment that fosters community involvement.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal CEF 4:  Adequately fund existing and future public services and facilities.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal ARH 1:  Preserve and enhance Teton Valley’s small town feel, rural heritage and distinctive
identity.

11 Ensure that planned growth maintains Teton Valley’s rural character.
The development is maintaining the rural character of the area by implementing
agricultural open space easements, while also providing moderate residential
density where residential density has been identified as a community value.

1.2 Encourage vacation of subdivision plats where appropriate and viable.
This policy is not applicable.

13 Ensure that open spaces are managed responsibly.
The CCR will include language that will make management of the open space
easements the responsibility of the HOA.

14 Maintain the County’s rural heritage through the scenic corridors.
The site is not in a scenic corridor; this policy is not applicable.

15 Support the preservation of open space, farmland, natural beauty, and critical
environmental areas.
The development is using open space easements to help promote farmland and
natural beauty on the site. There are no critical environmental areas on the site.

1.6 Encourage higher density development in the cities of Driggs, Victor, and Tetonia.
The density of this proposal is consistent with the vision of the Comprehensive Plan
for this area.

Goal ARH 2:  Balance property rights and rural character.
This development provides residential housing opportunities and preserves the rural
neighborhood character of the area.

Goal ARH 3:  Support and enhance agriculture and ranching.
This proposal supports agriculture by using agricultural open space easements.

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Project Narrative Page 9 of 10
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Goal NROR 1: Conserve our public lands, trail systems, and natural resources (air, water, wildlife,
fisheries, wetlands, dark skies, viewsheds, soundscape, soils, open space, native
vegetation).
The proposed development uses easements and building envelopes to conserve open
space. Building envelopes are proposed to enhance the quality of meaningful
farmable ground, as well as to further protect views. The site has been farmed with
a palette of native and agricultural vegetation; the current perennial hay mix used
on the site is a mix of native and non-native species with commercial and forage
value. There are no unique or sensitive natural resources on the site. There are no
trail systems in the area. Public Lands are not affected by the proposal.

Goal NROR 2: Enhance and preserve access to public lands and recognize the need to accommodate
different user groups in a way that minimizes user conflict and damage to natural
resources.

There are no Public Lands adjacent to the site; this policy is not applicable.

Goal NROR 3: Provide and promote exceptional recreational opportunities for all types of users
(including but not limited to biking, skiing, fishing, off-highway vehicle use, target
practice, hunting, trail users, equestrians, boating, non-motorized flight) as a means
for economic development and enhanced quality of life.

This policy is not applicable.

Goal NROR 4: Balance private property rights and protection of our natural resources.

4.1 Ensure that development regulations balance natural resources protection, viewshed
protection and growth, are clear and predictable, and preserve the economic value of
the land.

The proposed development provides a balance of housing opportunities and
agricultural open space in a way that preserves the economic value of the land.

Goal NROR 5: Recognize, respect and/or mitigate natural hazards, including but not limited to
flooding, earthquakes, landslides, radon and fires.
The site is not located in a high-hazard area.

Goal NROR 6: Promote natural resource protection by a variety of means including financial
compensation for willing buyer/willing seller agreements that promote open space
acquisition and land and water easements.

This development is voluntarily including open space easements.

Goal NROR 7: On public lands and accesses, balance recreation with protection of natural resources.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal NROR 8: Respect sensitive habitat and migration areas for wildlife.
The site does not have any migration corridors or sensitive areas.

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Project Narrative Page 8 of 10
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Goal ARH 4:  Respect cultural heritage sites.
This policy is not applicable.

Goal ARH 5:  Reduce infestation/introduction of invasive species.
Control of invasive species will be addressed in the CCR.

AVAILABILITY AND CAPACITY OF PUBLIC SERVICES

Public water and sewer systems are not available to serve the proposed development; the
subdivision will utilize private well and onsite septic systems. Fire protection in this area is provided
by Teton County Fire & Rescue. Law enforcement is provided by the Teton County Sheriff. The
area is served by the Teton School District 401. Solid waste collection is available from RAD
Curbside. The nearest hospital is the Teton Valley Hospital, and emergency response is provided by
the Teton County Ambulance Service District.

A detailed Fiscal Impact Analysis will be prepared and submitted with the Preliminary Plat
Application.

CONFORMANCE WITH THE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN

The Capital Improvements Plan assumes an average density of 50-80 units per 100 acres for
the area of the proposed subdivision. The density of the proposed development is 38.6 units per
100 acres. The proposed density is significantly less than the density assumed for this area in the
Capital Improvements Plan.

All required Development Impact Fees will be paid in accordance with the Teton County
Capital Improvement Plan in effect at the time of building permit issuance.

OTHER HEALTH, SAFETY, OR GENERAL WELFARE CONCERNS

There are no FEMA Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHA) mapped on the site. There is no
surface water on the site. The site is not located in a Natural Resource Overlay. No critical habitat
areas are known or mapped on the subject site. The site is mapped as “Class 1: Low Liquefaction
Susceptibility”, the lowest risk of three categories relating to earthquake hazard.

Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
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ATTACHMENT 3
161457
RECEIVED
Fle Nomber: $0343 OCT 18 2006
RECORDING REQUESTED BY: TETONGQ, D _
Teton County Title LFRIZPRONRNE
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Teton Couaty Title
POBox 338
Victor, ID 83455
WARRANTY DEED
FOR VALUE RECEIVED

The Bank of Commerce, Trustee for the Joscph W. Peasock & Claudia W. Peacock Trusts

the Grantor, hereby grants, bargains, sells, conveys and warrants unto

Peacock Property, LLC, A Delaware limited liability compaxy

the grantee, whose current address is PO Box 10586, Jackson, WY 83002

the following described premises, to wit:

The North % of the Southeast % of Section 7, Township 8 North, Range 46 East of the Boise
Meridian, Teton County,

d with bove-described

‘Together with all water rights to and
property, including all shares in the Grand Teton Pipeline Association held by Grantor.

Subject to: all right of ants, D licable building
and zoning ordinances lnduungullﬂomofmld,mdpaymmtofmgummd
assessments as agreed to by parties above.

SUBJECT TO: Cumm General Tmﬂ a lien in the process of assessment, not yet due or
payable, of record, and if any.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said premises, with their appurtenances unto the said
Grantee, their heirs and assigns forever. AndtheuidGnnhtdoesluebymw and with
the said Grantee, that it is the owner in fee simple of said premises, that said premu:sgefxee
from all encumbrances and that he will warrant and defend the same from all lawful claims
whatsoever.

Dated: October 17, 2006

The Bank of Comerce, Trustee for the Joseph |nsmm m 487
W. Peacock Trust & Truske of the Joseph W. T BaA4 Mo, of Page:2
Peacock and Claudia W. Peacock Trusts Recorted o TETON CONTYTTLE

172_ g - puficin Racarder Dasuh

File Number: 50383 Teton County Tile, LLC
Decd - Trust

Farern 1681437

ATTACHMENT 3
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Instrument # 180623

DRIGGS, TETON, IDAHO

2006-09-22 03:48:10 No. of Pag

Recorded for : TETON TITLE ;

NOLAN G. BOYLE -
x-Officio Recorder Deputy

Index o DEED, WARRANTY

WARRANTY DEED .

FOR VALUE RECEIVED
The Bank of Commerce, Trustec for the Joseph W. Peacock Trust and as Trustee
Of the Joseph W. Peacock and Claudia W. Peacock Trust
the Grantor, hereby grants, bargains, sells, conveys and warrants unto
Peacock Property, LLC, a Delaware Limited Liability Company
the grantee, whose current address is  P.O. Box 10586 Jackson, Wy 83001
the following described premises, to wit:
See attached exhibit “A”

Subject to: all easements, right of ways, covenants, restrictions, reservations, applicable building
and zoning ordinances and use regulations of record, and payment of accruing taxes and
assessments as agreed to by parties above.

SUBJECT TO: Current General Taxes, a lien in the process of assessment, not yet due or
payable. Easements, restrictions, reservations, provisions of record, and assessments, if any.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said premises, with their appurtenances unto the said
Grantee, their heirs and assigns forever. And the said Grantor does hereby covenant to and with
the said Grantee, that it is the owner in fee simple of said premises, that said premises are free
from all encumbrances and that he will warrant and defend the same from all lawful claims
whatsoever.

Dated: September 21, 2006,

The Bank Of Commerce, Trustee for the Joseph W. Peacock Trust and
As Trustee of the Joseph W. Peacock and Claudia W. Peacock Trust

STATE OF Idaho )
)ss
COUNTY OF Bomneville )

Onthis_2u2 _day of September, 2006 before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public, in and
for said State, personally appeared Sharla Galbraith, known to me, and/or identified to me on the
basis of satisfactory evidence, to be the Vice-President and Trust Department Manager of the
Bank Of Commerce, whose name is subscribed to the within instrument on behalf of The Bank
Of Commerce, Trustee of Joseph W. Peacock and Claudia W. Peacoek; Trysts and
acknowledged to me that she executed the same as trustee., M

WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL,

Pubiic 1
Resides at: 72 /6144 , A 3
My commission expires w-z:-.w 7 v

180623
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File Namber: 30383

STATE OF Jdsho )
)ss.

COUNTY OF Powwilly )

On this 17th day of October, 2006, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public, in and for said
smmd?;mwedsmhodmmownmmmﬂm(dmﬁndmm:unﬂubumnf
satisfactory evidence, to be the Vice-President and Trust Department Manager of the Bank of
Commerce, whose name is subscribed to the within instrument on behalf of The Bank of
Commerce, Trustee of the Joseph W. Peacock and Claudia W. Peacock Trusts and
acknowledged to me that she executed the same. -
WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL. m“‘\‘ "“é ",

P e ",

d A

QA O}MWJ { '// W, N8

Notary Pbile fal .&"'-.. 23

Residing at: Tdah, ECANGUIW Y

Mymmmumnnex}mﬂ 0’13-03/0’\ Xf ‘;’
0P T ARC

arnt

18145%

ATTACHMENT 3

EXHIBIT “A*»

A portion of Scction 8, Township 5 North, Range 46 East of the Boisc Meridian, Teton County,
Idaho, being more particularly described as follows:

Commencing at the NF corner of said Section 8;
thence S 00° 06' 34" E along the East line of said Section 8, also being the state line between
Idaho and Wyoming, a distance of 845.12 Feet;
thence N 89° 50" 38" W along the South Boundary of that Parcel of land identified as Tax No.
3236 in the Records of said Teton County a distance of 623.20 Feet to a found % inch Rebar
being the POINT OF BEGINNING;
thence along the boundary of Prime and Griggs parcels as identified at Tax No. 3015 and at
Instrument No. 107904 in said Teton County Records for the following two courses:

1.) S 00° 06' 34" E a distance of 1397.61 Feet;

2.)S 89°47' 03" E a distance of 623.30 Feet;
thence S 00° 06' 34" E along cast line of Scction 8 a distance of 60.01 Fect;
thence N 89° 47° 03” W a distance of 2405.10 Feet to a % inch Rebar with plastic cap bearing the
PLS No. 5717;
thence N 89° 47' 12" W a distance of 1315.76 Feet;
thence N 00° 03' 32" W along the West line of said Section 8 a distance of 975.27 Feet to the
NW corner of the SW 4 NW % of said Section 8, being a 5/8 inch Rebar with aluminum cap
bearing the PLS No. 2860;
thence N 00° 07' 11"W along said West line of Section 8 a distance of 230.54 Feet to a % inch
Rebar with plastic cap bearing said PLS No. 5717;
thence S 89° 49" 02" E a distance of 1316.06 Feet to a % inch Rebar with plastic cap bearing said
PLS No. 5717;
thence N 00° 04' 17" W a distance of 249.26 Feet to a point, from which the NW comer of the
NE % NW Y of said Section 8 bears N 00° 04' 17" W 843.86 Feet distant;
thence S 89° 50' 38" E along the South boundary of said parcel identified as Tax No. 3236 a
distance of 1780.60 Feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING.

180623
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S 180626
RECORDING REQUESTED DY:
Teca covay ity VESTEPDY: - Instrument # 180626
Z)Rﬂ:;ss. TETON, IDAHO
AND WHEN RECORDED MALL TO: 0922 03:57:0
‘ston County Tide Recorded for : TETON TITLEZ i cipaoes:2

P0Box 338 NOLAN G. BOYLE 6,
Victor, 1D 83455 Ex-Officio Recorder n.puwWéM

Indexto DEED, WARRANTY Lt

‘WARRANTY DEED

FOR YALUE RECEIVED
Michael T. Prime and Robyn Prime, Husband and Wife

GRANTOR(S), hereby grants, bagaias, sels, conveys and warmans unto
Peacock Property LLC, A Delawaro limited ltabflity compaay

GRANTEE(S), whose current addross is: P.O, Box 10586, Jackson, WY 83001
the following described premises, to wit:
See “Exhibit A” attached hersto

Subject o: all enseents, ight of ways, covenants, rearictions, reservations, applicable buildi
and zoning ordizances and use regulations of record, wnd payment omwxl:?.pm and g
sssesaments s agreed to by partos aboye,

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the sald premises, with their appurtenarices unto e said
Graatoe, their heirs and assigns forever. And the seid Grantor does hereby covenast i
the seid Grantes, that it is the owner in fee simpl it s e o
ﬁ':::l enoumbrances and that h will warrant and dafend the same from ell lawf cleims
whatiosver.

Daced this 216t day of September, 2006.

MMMM” AT T‘%A&;

STATE OF /A4-HO )
COUNTY OF 72401 ; *

Onthis 2 ioez, 2006, bafore me, igned, & Notary Public, in and for said
State, personally appeared, Michael T. Prime and Robyn Prime, known to re, and/or
identified to me on the basis of satisfactory evidemce, to be the person(s) whose name(s) ivare
subscribed (0 the within instrument and the same.
'WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL.

S rels Festtee
Residing -

Teton .
wwﬁm_‘“% E 2t T dCTF

180626
ATTACHMENT 3
25
File Namber: 50531 1806
RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
Teton County Title Instrument # 180625
ORIGGS, TETON, IDAHO -
5 TO: 20060922 03:54:44 No. of Page:
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: A e TETON TTLE f -
“Teton County Title NOLAN G. BOYLE s *.KUE
PO Box 338 Ex-Officio Recorder Deputy “J 1
e 10 DEED, WARRANTY 7

Victor, ID 83455

WARRANTY DEED

FOR VALUE RECEIVED

Neil R. Griggs & Virginia Griggs, Husband and Wife ,
GRANTOR(S), hereby grants, bargains, sells, conveys and warrants unto
Peacock Property LLC, A Delaware limited liability company

GRANTEE(S), whose current address is: P.O. Box 10586, Jackson, WY 83001
the following described premises, to wit:
See “Exhibit A™ attached hereto

And as relinquished property in an L.R.C. 1031 Tax Deferred Exchange

nants, restriclions, reservations, applicable building

i . ts, right of ways, cove! .
Subject to: all casemen € > ent of accruing taxes and

and zoning ordinances and use regulations of record, and paym

assessments as agreed to by parties above.
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File Number: S0S31
EXHIBIT “A”

Parcel 1:

Con,n,:nce at the Northeast Comer of Section 8, Township 5 North Range 46 East, Boise,
Meridian, Teton County, Idaho;

Thence South 0 degrees 11' 34" West along the East line of said Section 154425 fect to the point
of beginning; thence Continue South 0 degrees 11' 34" West along said East line 699.12 feet;
thence North 89 degrees 28' 34" West, 623.20 feet;

thence North 0 degrees 11' 34" East, 698.85 fect;

thence South 89 degrees 30' 05" East, 623.20 feet to the point of beginning.

Parcel 2:

Commencin id Secti whshi

Commenci at '(1;: ﬂ(ﬁ:}lﬂumfa of said Scction 8, Township § North, Range 46 East, Boise
Thence South 0 degrees 11" 34" West along "the Easterly line of said Section 845.12 fect o the,
true point of beginning; ’
thence continue South 0 degrees 11" 34" West along said easterly line 699.13 feet;

}chc North 89 degrees 30' 05" West, 623.20 feet; thence North 0 degrees 11' 34" East, 698.85
thence South 89 degrees 31' 37" East 623.20 feet to the point of beginning.

180626

ATTACHMENT 3

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said premises, with their appurtenances unto the said
Grantee, their heirs and assigns forever. And the said Grantor does hereby covenant to and with
the said Grantee, that it is the owner in fee simple of said premises, that said premises are free
from all encumbrances and that he will warrant and defend the same from all lawful claims
whatsoever.

Dated this 21st day of September, 2006.

AVE L

e et

“Nell R. Griggs Grigps ih

STATE OF Idaho )
) ss.
COUNTY OF Bonneville )

On this 21st day of September, 2006, before me, the undersigned, a Notary Public, in and for said
State, personally appeared Neil R. Griggs & Virginia Griggs known to me, and/or identified to
me on the basis of satisfactory evidence, to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/d@ressubscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/(ficy exccuted the same.

WITNESS MY HAND AND OFFICIAL SEAL.

Vo
Lyhani, K0

Notary Public

Residing at Ly -

My commission expires: VaLic

180625
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ATTACHMENT 1

ATTACHMENT 3

File Number: 50531

EXHIBIT “A”

Parcel 1:

Commence at the Northeast Corner of Section 8, Township 5 North Range 46 East, Boise,

Meridian, Teton County, Idaho;

Thence South 0 degrees 11' 34" West along the East line of said Section 1544.25 feet to the point

of beginning; thence Continue South 0 degrees 11' 34" West along said East line 699.12 feet;

thence North 89 degrees 28' 34" West, 623.20 feet;

thence North 0 degrees 11' 34" East, 698.85 feet;

thence South 89 degrees 30' 05" East, 623.20 feet to the point of beginning. ATTACHMENT 4

Parcel 2:

Commencing at the Northeast corner of said Section 8, Township 5 North, Range 46 East, Boise
Meridian, Teton County, Idaho; -
Thence South 0 degrees 11' 34" West along "the Easterly line of said Section 845.12 feet to the,

true point of beginning; A AFRT | Dl RV N
thence continue South 0 degrees 11' 34" West along said easterly line 699.13 feet; "

thence North 89 degrees 30' 05" West, 623.20 feet; thence North 0 degrees 11' 34" East, 698.85 E '::'}'L [:E}IT !"Lm P!ajlﬂ
feet;

lher;ce South 89 degrees 31' 37" East 623.20 feet to the point of beginning.

S
— \ B
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|

ATTACHMENT 4 ATTACHMENT 4

—
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ATTACHMENT 1

ATTACHMENT 5
s SoilMap—Telon Area, daho and Wyoming B
o (Mountain Legends Ranch) B
ATTACHMENT 4 E :
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EAE 1 L
-
§ T ————y H
/ NI = %o ) H
)\ ——= = =
|5y Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 632016
Conservation Servi National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 1013
Soil Map—Teton Area, Idaho and Wyoming Mountain Legends Ranch
Map Unit Legend
Teton Area, daho and Wyoming (ID650)
Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
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ATTACHMENT 5 percent slopes
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percent slopes
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ATTACHMENT 6

Teton County Planning Department

150 Courthouse Drive, Room 107 | Driggs, ID 83422
Phone (208) 354-2593 | Fax: (208) 354-8410
www.tetoncountyidaho.gov

FROM: Kristin Rader, Interim Planning Administrator

TO: Harry Statter; Sarah Johnston, Arrowleaf Engineering; Herb Heimerl, Heimerl Law Firm, PC

CC: Darryl Johnson, Teton County Public Works Director; Kathy Spitzer, Teton County Prosecuting
Attorney; Earle Giles, Teton County Fire District; Mike Dronen, EIPH;

RE: Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision, Concept — DRC Meeting Notes

DATE: June 16, 2016

Harry, Sarah, and Herb, the purpose of this letter is to summarize the meeting we had on Tuesday June 14, 2016.

Roads & Utilities

e Roads need to meet the County’s Adopted Road Standards.

e The road rights of ways cannot be factored into the acreage of the lots — this includes the twothree
public roads that border the subdivision.

e The subdivision road surface, 22 feet wide, can be considered the right of way, taken out of the lot areas,
if this is designated as a private road. On each side, a 19-foot easement designated for snow storage and
private utilities needs to be shown (this is included in the lot area).

0 Include in the Development Agreement and/or plat and the CC&Rs that the County may make
these roads public in the future.

Fire Protection
e This project does require Fire Protection.
e From Earle Giles:
0 Per the 2008 subdivision resolution and the 2012 International Fire Code, Code section 2.3.4
referring to subdivisions with 30 or more residential lots, the water supply will need to be
increased.

Sewer/Sept
e From Mike Dronen:
0 The Mountain Legends Ranch proposal requires an EIPH subdivision assessment application and
review. | will contact the applicant and engineer with the information we will be looking for.

Plans & Studies

e Llandscaping Plan: This plan will be required for Preliminary Review. This shall include a
vegetation/revegetation plan identifying locations where vegetation will be installed in order to replace
existing vegetation or revegetate disturbed areas, a plan for weed management, a stabilization plan to
cover any disturbed slopes, and a plan to provide screening from neighboring properties or from State
Highways 31, 32, 33 or Ski Hill Road.

e Traffic Study: A technical memo attached to the original Traffic Study explaining that the impacts have
decreased should be sufficient. This will be required for Preliminary Review. Please submit this to the
County Engineer.

e Public Service/Fiscal Analysis: This study needs to be based on the proposed subdivision. It may be
possible to update the previous study to show specifics based on the fewer lot design.
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ATTACHMENT 7

Teton County Planning Department

150 Courthouse Drive, Room 107 | Driggs, ID 83422
Phone (208) 354-2593 | Fax: (208) 354-8410
www.tetoncountyidaho.gov

ATTACHMENT 1
ATTACHMENT 6
e Nutrient Pathogen Evaluation: There are three triggers that may apply to this development. If one of
these exist, the Nutrient Pathogen Evaluation will be required for Preliminary Review.
0 There is evidence that ground water, at some time of the year, comes within ten feet of the
ground’s surface at any location on the proposed development parcel; or
0 There is evidence that soil depth to fractured bedrock is ten feet or less anywhere on the
proposed development; or
0 The proposed development is within an area where the concentration of nitrate-
nitrogen in ground water is five (5) mg/L or higher
More information on the required studies can be found in the Teton County Code, Title 9.

Public Hearing Information:
You are scheduled for the Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission public on Tuesday, July 12, 2016 at
6:00 PM. This public hearing is at the Teton County Courthouse, 150 Courthouse Drive, Driggs, Idaho. A notice,
agenda, and meeting packet will be sent to you no later than the week before the meeting. Public hearings are
required for the Preliminary and Final stages of this process. The scheduling of those will depend on your
application submittal dates.
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ATTACHMENT 7

June 24, 2016

RE: Notice of Public Hearing and Solicitation for Comments from property owners within 300 feet of a property that has
an application for a proposed subdivision.

Dear Property Owners:

This letter is to notify you that an application for Subdivision Concept Review has been submitted to the Teton County
Planning Department by a nearby landowner. According to the Teton County Code (9-3-2B), the purpose of the Concept
Review is to discuss, in general, the feasibility and possibility of building the proposed subdivision, including its conformity
with the Comprehensive Plan, its relationship to surrounding development, any site conditions that may require special
consideration or treatment, and to discuss and review the requirements of the Teton County Code. It is not to determine
the exactness of each item required in the checklists of the preliminary and final plat process.

Because the proposed subdivision is proposed to have more than 10 lots, a public hearing with the Teton County Planning
& Zoning Commission (PZC) is required for Concept Review approval. For approval of Concept Review of a proposed
subdivision, the County shall consider the objectives of Teton County Title 9, in addition to the applicant’s narrative
explaining the impact of the development, and in a general way, at least the following:

a. The conformance of the subdivision with the comprehensive plan.

b. The availability of public services to accommodate the proposed development.

c. The conformity of the proposed development with the capital improvements plan.

d. The public financial capability of supporting services for the proposed development.

e. Other health, safety, or general welfare concerns that may be brought to the County's attention.
The planning staff is soliciting comments from people in the vicinity of the applicant’s property, so we can be aware of
neighborhood issues related to the application and incorporate your comments into the staff report to the PZC. Please
provide comments related to this application and the criteria of approval listed above.

Applicant & Landowner: Peacock Property LLC Zoning District: A 2.5
Legal Description: RPO5SN46E084500 - TAX #6485 SEC 8 TSN R46E; RPOSN46E078250 - TAX #6484 SEC 7 TSN R46E
Parcel Size: 197.05 acres

Description of Application: Peacock Property LLC is proposing a 76 lot subdivision on two parcels of land, approximately
197 acres. Two lots will be 2.5 acres, and the third lot will be 3 acres. A small portion of this property is located in the
Scenic Corridor; however, no development is proposed there, so a Scenic Corridor Design Review is not required.

PUBLIC HEARING

The Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a hearing in the Commissioners’ Chamber located on the
First Floor (lower level, southwest entrance) at 150 Courthouse Drive, Driggs, Idaho on July 12, 2016 on this matter. This
application is scheduled as the second item on the agenda, at 6:00pm. The meeting will begin at 4:00 p.m.

Information on the above application is available for public viewing in the Teton County Planning Department at the Teton
County Courthouse in Driggs, Idaho. The development application and various related documents are also posted, as they
become available, at www.tetoncountyidaho.gov. To view these items, go to the PZC department page, then select the 7-
12-2016 Meeting Docs item in the Additional Information Side Bar. Written comments will be included in the packet of
information provided to the Commission for consideration prior to the hearing if they are received in the Planning
Department no later than 5:00pm on July 5, 2016. Written comments may be e-mailed to pz@co.teton.id.us, mailed to
the address above, or faxed. You may also present your comments in person at the hearing.

The public shall not contact members of the Planning and Zoning Commission or Board of County Commissioners
concerning this application, as their decision must, by law, be confined to the record produced at the public hearing.

If you have any further questions, please do not hesitate to contact Kristin Rader, Interim Planning Administrator (krader@co.teton.id.us).

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016

Legend Printed: June 24, 2016
223 30 stcaton suter [ suncsions phases MOUNTAIN LEGENDS RANCH
Ei?‘hgj - " SUBDIVISION CONCEPT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

Meeting Minutes




ATTACHMENT 7

Teton County Planning Department
150 Courthouse Drive, Room 107 | Driggs, ID 83422
Phone (208) 354-2593 | Fax: (208) 354-8410

wwuw.tetoncountyidaho.gov

June 30, 2016

RE: CORRECTION - Notice of Public Hearing and Solicitation for Comments from property owners within 300 feet
of a property that has an ication for a prop bdivisi

Dear Property Owners:

On June 24, 2016, you were sent a letter notifying you that an application for Subdivision Concept Review has
been submitted to the Teton County Planning Department by a nearby landowner. In that letter, the Description
of Application read as follows:

Description of Application: Peacock Property LLC is proposing a 76 lot subdivision on two parcels of land,
approximately 197 acres. Two lots will be 2.5 acres, and the third lot will be 3 acres. A small portion of this property
is located in the Scenic Corridor; however, no development is proposed there, so a Scenic Corridor Design Review
is not required.

The last two sentences of that description were an error. The Description of Application should read as follows:
Description of Application: Peacock Property LLC is proposing a 76 lot subdivision on two parcels of land,
approximately 197 acres. The lots will be 2.5 acres, with approximately 100 acres in open space easements. These
parcels are zoned A-2.5.

I apologize for this error and any confusion it may have caused. Nothing with this application has changed from
the previous notice. Application materials and a staff report are available on the Teton County, ID website. | have

also included the public hearing information from the original notice at the bottom of this letter.

If you have any questions related to this application, please do not hesitate to contact the Planning Department
using the contact information above.

Sincerely,
Kristin Rader
Interim Planning Administrator

PUBLIC HEARING

The Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission will hold a hearing in the Commissioners’ Chamber located on the First
Floor (lower level, southwest entrance) at 150 Courthouse Drive, Driggs, Idaho on July 12, 2016 on this matter. This
application is scheduled as the second item on the agenda, at 6:00pm. The meeting will begin at 4:00 p.m.

Information on the above application is available for public viewing in the Teton County Planning Department at the Teton
County Courthouse in Driggs, Idaho. The development application and various related documents are also posted, as they
become available, at www.tetoncountyidaho.gov. To view these items, go to the PZC department page, then select the 7-12-
2016 Meeting Docs item in the Additional Information Side Bar. Written comments will be included in the packet of
information provided to the Commission for consideration prior to the hearing if they are received in the Planning
Department no later than 5:00pm on July 5, 2016. Written may be e-mailed to pz@co.teton.id.us, mailed to the
address above, or faxed. You may also present your comments in person at the hearing.

The public shall not contact members of the Planning and Zoning Commission or Board of County Commissioners
concerning this application, as their decision must, by law, be confined to the record produced at the public hearing.
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ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Rader
Fram: tay savyer-Mulligan < [ETON COUN]| v

o FLANNING & ZONINC
i
Subjact: Mountain Legends Concarni: JUL pl

RECEIVED

Bant! Friday, July O1, 2016 443 PM
PZ

Desr Members of the P&Z committee:

I read recently the public notice posted in our local newspaper re: the
tesurrection of the Mountain Legends subdivision proposal, | write with
peave concern about the shorr and long-term impact of such a densely
packed, many-unit subdivision in an area of the valley that is rural in nature,
part of an established wildlife corridor, and well worthy of a staunch defense
againat development,

With Snow Crest, Just north of the Mountabs Legends pareel ag n negniive modelblack pavement
scaering b formerly uninrerrupred sage-and-baley field (lso dpaian), ond massive, hullang dwellings
eulled "eabing” cheek by-jowel-ir s clear thar the apprroval of @ subdivision like Mounmin Legends
would he in diveet and explicic apposition tw the prineiples of the Comprehengive Plan's guidelines of
preservation of el chameter ind open space,

L tll certainly be in atendance st the hearing on July 12 w0 help make eleat the imses hore and the
logrie ol the oppositon o the development's finding npproval. 1 hope tat behind the human voices
vepreseinted at that meetng and in letiens to you, you will hear the teeds of the voleelews--the wildlife
el the land-- entiries forever diminished (or destroyed entively) by development sicl as that proposcd
by whoever i behind Mountiin Legends,

Thank you for your thoughiful approach o what is ahend,
Respeerfully,

Jow Basyer-Mulligan
Al

118, Below we two photos tmken on Dry Creck--just one property separated
from the proposed development (and not my property). | wish 1 had some of
the elk herd that roams thig space ench winter, but I've never had my eamera
when I've seen them,

Comment 1

TETON COUNTY
PLANNATTAGHMENT 8
JuL o1

RECEIVED

.-‘"":-“3"\-
AL st

Tai Kristin Rader
e Coneept Review approval hearlng for Peacock Property LLC proposed subdiviiion
Deir Kristin,

1 am writing o you an behalf of Friends of the Teton River, o cominent on the “Meouniali
Lagonids Ranch™ concopt applioation proposed for the 197.08 acre proparty owned by Pascock
Proparty LLC .

Friends of the Teton River works for cloan waier, honlthy stroame, and resilient fisheries i the
Teton River watershed. As sueh, wo ni tmes commant an proposed land s ol ges Ui we
believe may have an impact on drinking wator, fload protsation, sresm charnels, and/or flsh and
iparian wildiifo protection,

Wa balleve that the proposad Mountain Legeiids subdivislon should be required io porfarm a
Hutrlont Pathogen Evaluation, beoause the subdivision meets the following criteria as desgribed
In Artlele 9, Appendix A of the Teton County Land Use Code:

= The praposed development bs within an aren where the conceniration of
nitrate-nitrogen in groundwater is five mg/l ar higher, Data gollected by
Frlends of the Teton River in 2012 and 2016 indicates that soveral propartles wiih
addrosses on Grand Teton Road and Deer Springs Road showed nitrate-nlirogen
lovels of nt loast 3 mg/L. The proposed subdivision |5 within the same area as
these addresses, and likely up-gradient from s groundwater flow perspective. It
ahould be incumbent upon the developor to demonstrate that plans for sewage
trentment will not fuither Incense the coneentiation of nitrate-nlirogen In the area.

= There is evidence that groundwater comes within ton feot of the ground
surface on the proposed development parcel some time of the yenr, There isa
awale/low nrea running through the mmﬂ: of the propeity. 1t should be
incuinbent upon the developer to d ihat groundwater does nat come
withiin ten feet of the ground sutfice in this low area during the springtime, when
standing water s seen on the surface in similor arens on adjoining propertios,

Plense let me know (T you hava questions or need additianal information.

Slncaraly,

Comment 2
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ATTACHMENT 8 ATTACHMENT 8

Taal ekt | Adiivianal inf

ga.gcm,

Amy Verbeten, Executive Director
Friends of the Teton River
(208)354-3871x 13

amvidielonwater.ore
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ATTACHMENT 8

June 30, 2016

TETON GOUM IS
Teton Co. Planning Department . oF TON COURL
150 Courthouge Drive PLANNING & 70N
faom 107 L 01

Driggs, Idalio 83422 e

Dear M. Radar, RECEIVEI

| recelved your notice regarding Peacock Propartios application to develop a 76-lat
subdivision In the mall yesterday. Although | appreciate your invitation to submit
comments, the fact that the notice comos on the cusp of a long holiday weekend
(vislting family staying through Monday) lmits my ability to adequately study the
proposal prior to your July 5" deadline. Dedpite this reality, do have geveral
questions that | would like addiesaed that do not requlre sxtensive study of the
specific plan or Teton Gounty codes.

1} The map you mailed us demonstrates that there are alruady well over 100
approved but undeveloped bullding lots that ave accessed vin 2500 N,
Stateline Rd, and 5000 N, You are now preparing to add another 76 lots,
exxontially doubling the ultimate “build out” number. My question: 1s this a
funded project ar unfunded llability on Teton County Idaho and its
tagpayors?

AnE le. Although, glgnifi lon of @ number of County services
will bie ruqulmd At build nun, T will punlr-n abvious significant and expengive
requirement. M. Stateline Rd (and Feoders), which 12 currently maintained by
Teton Go, Wyoming, 5 a dirt/gravel road (beyond 2500 N.) that cars,

farm /construction equipment, bikes, and dog walleers share, It 2 narrow, has
several steap hills, blind dips and driveways ete. Fortunately, despite
fraquent lack of compliance with posted signage, wallic lond ia still low
enough that no significant accidents have occurred (although we have all had
nuar mizsor), Since Toton Co, ldaho has approved build out of Snow Crest,
Mountain Ridge, Surprise Valley (and multiple other subdivisions) and
prosumably now Mountain Legends Ranch, 1 hope you can direct me to a
comprehonsive road improvement plan that includes estimates of the
number of vehiclo trips st complete build out, what roads and feeders will
fieed spocliic upgrades and the cost of same, Such a plan would ensure the
anfety (moat importantly), convenionce and pocket books of all users,

Equally importantly, where Is the funding coming from? | lived and worked
in Bolge, 1D for 25 years and was confronted with a similar situation (rural
roads accessing new proposed subdivisions). | have ineluded as an appendix
how this challenge was addressed (specifically) including the projected coits
of road Improvement over an estimated 20-year bulld out (prepared by the
Ada Co, Highway District). You will ses that the funds are supplied by o

Comment 3

ATTACHMENT 8

Page; 3

1) Ada GO, Highwny Diatriet Plan for road 'mrlrnvu"mntu for Cartwright Ranch and
Hidden Springs Devel The twa d pments woro inltially accessed via
rural/dirt roacs [Cm'l.wrlnht Ral, Plerce Park Lane, Dry Croek Rd and Seaman’s Gulch
Rd.)

) A picture of the Teton Valley Winter Ellc Hord in our alfalfa fleld lagt january,
This Is located about 300 yards from the Mountain Legends Ranch Develapment,
The herd typically moves over to the Mountain Legends land later in the month, We
typleally and ironlcally often name our developments after anlmaly or natural
features we eliminate or displace in order to bulld (*Moose/Elk Meadaws Ranch”
ote,), This & not a reason to halt development but It i fomething to keep In mind ag
you carry the heavy responsibllity (your public servics legacy) of maintaining the
many unique fuatures that male this valley such a special place. KCM,

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016
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ATTACHMENT 8

Page: 2

spucial impact foa on the developments and in the cage of Cartwright Rd, the
dovelopers wore required to do a 16 million dollar upgrade.

In shart, no tax dollars or standard impact fees were used. This development
plan was proactivaly funded and not and unfunded Hability that would fall an
Ada Co. taxpayrs after the developers had sold their lots and met their
pergonal fecorporate financlal needs,

el i

This i% an plo of th zoning and

Infrastructure kept up wlth demund nnd was lInancad by those who profived
froim the sale of lota and bullt homes in the new subdivisions, [t 18 my sincere
haps that the Teten Co, [dako Commizsioners and Planning and Zoning have
performod almilar due diligence,

If for some reason you do not have such planning and financing specifically
waorked out no further bulld out should procesd (until such a plan 12
completed and approved). To move forward with an additional 76 new lots
without such a plan Is to put hope over reason and to throw fiscal
responsibility to the wind.

in addition to the multiple road (ssues, your notice confirms that you will be
addressing the challengas of hundreds of new private septic systems and
wally an our water quality (Dry Creek, drainage), BMS, Fire ete. (the later two
presumably funded by standard impact foes /property taxes), | also suspect
but do nat see specifically addrossed in your flyer, that you will be In
Mubﬂl!lﬁl‘\ﬂ with 'Fnlbﬂ Co, Wyaming with rospect to future plans for

lmpi A and fi ing of Morth Stateling Rd,

| first saw Teton Valley, 1D in 1967 and started rocreating horo on a ropular
basls In 1984, My wife and [ were fortunate to be able to mave to the Valley
I 2009, 1t [= & spéecial place and | understand why others want to be able te
experience this wonderful vallay as | do. They should be able to do so but the
development should be clearly thought out and proactively finaneed or the
vory things that brought all of us here will be lost and the infrastructure
quality and passed on costs will further degrade our quality of life.

My eoncerns and questions noted above are practical and specific and have
beon succonsfully addressed In other ldaho County's, 1look forward to your
Tesponie,

Sincersly,
KC. Murphy MD. Diane Murpliy Addendums an noxt page
]
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| HoME ABOUT ACHD CONTACT Us  MERTINGS WOA DWW THAFFIC EMPLOYMENT
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ATTACHMENT 8
il Ciub Biighay (ribist ATTACHMENT 8 .+« FINANGIAL
Cartwiight Ranch 1 aatimated 1o generate 5 477 suhicle ifigs a day 8t build aut of the subdivision As pai of e Kbl N edeniifis s limmted o8t fer neddad randway i banerd o 1997 constinion
Projact, twa roads wiil bis exteided weul nlo Hiddan Spmge Hgosn Spnngs Dfve and Fitm View Drive aiil lmhl-df-wn'y Nl @ ovided by ACHD Thaas cosls wars nosasd by AU%, whan projcts ware
il iy Wi Tealhill This ine

Funding for tha rman inprovasiants comas iram ihe West Foolivils Ovarlay Distict, which collscis & spaoial L::Twﬂlln::lmi'l -»‘:-::"v\m:-e f:;‘m mmrmu:\;.wzw:m:é.uw::ﬂr: :ﬁ;:rr:;::ﬂll:#:r:
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ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Rader
:::’:: :‘{onhington Georginé [ 3 TETON ¢ UNTY
oy P;day, July 01, 2016 6:29 PM PLANNING & ZONING
Subject: Mountain Legends proposed subdivision Id ol

RECEIVED

In winter | cross country ski across the land of the proposed subdivision and in summer | walk all over these meadows.

TothePandZz,

An abutter of the proposed Mountain Legends subdivision, | have lived next door in Teewinot since 2006. For the last
four winters we have had elk graze right in front of our house.

Last year | counted 153 of them. When | ski over to Dry Creek, | can see their paths. There are so many tracks, it looks as
if an army has marched right through the proposed subdivision. | also see badgers, foxes, coyotes, deer and the
occasional wandering moose. There are songbirds (larks, bluebirds etc.) as well as eagles and many raptors of different
species. In the fall | have even come across bear scat along Dry Creek.

Beyond question, this land, the so-called "Mountain Legends," is a haven for wildlife and a winter home for the elk.
Where will all these magnificent creatures go? What will happen if they lose their habitat?

We must protect these vulnerable animals.
Sincerely,

Georgina Worthington

Comment 4
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Kristin Rader

ATTACHMENT 1
ATTACHMENT 8

Maountuin Legends Subdivision
A Dogen Wrongs Don't Make a Right

In this aren there are already pooily plisined subdivisions, Snow Crest, Surprise Valley, and
Teewlnot are just a few examples, These subdivisions ereate [ofs that are too dense for the rurml
character which become barten unfarmable woed fields, Doos the gounty need more zombie
subdivisions? Does the county want morg weed problems? [3oes the county want less farmable land?
Daoea the county wanl proporty values to stay dey | due 1o this over-abundance? Don't continue this
muacness! Wouldn't larger parcels, which are in short supply, be more desirable in the market and in
keeping with this aroa's rural charaoter? No development would be even betier, Wha will want to move
to the Valley after we have rulned it? The future of our Valley's cconomy is in the marketability of our
soonio beauty and this subdivision i not in keeping with Teton Valloy's 2020 Vigion. Dan't kill the
goose that lald the golden egg.

o - —
| r‘:?‘?\_-‘ 5 ) Y r
jF, ™ R From Stafe Line Rd of Mt Legends: Scenic Ag Land

Teton Valtey's Own Elk Refuge

Husiration I: The Kk Herd

ritanlng near Mt Legends property

The Mountain Logends property hosts o large elk heard ench winter. Wildlife corridors nre imporiant io
the future of our Valley and Mountaln Legends s ground zero for n major elk thoroughfare,

Approve this subdivision and you will have replaced seente beauty, agricultural land and the home of
100 elk with more weeds and even lower property values.

Teiviy COUNTY

From: Howie Garber [ PLANNING & ZONING
Sent: Saturday, July 02, 2016 10:15 PM ! :

To: oz JuLo:2

Subject: Proposed Mt. Legends subdivision

IVED

Dear Teton County Planning,

| am property owner at 1623 Mt. Moran Road (Teewinot ivision.) i Mt Legends ivision: This
proposed subdivision is directly across from my home. | appreciate that this proposal will include 2.5 acre lots which will
maintain property values in the area. Because Teewinot HOA pays for plowing and maintaining road and because of
likely increased traffic, it is important that proposed subdivision have their own independent access road. (and not
Grand Teton rd) | would like to know proposed set backs of new homes.

This will certainly impact my view and property values. A larger question is : Does Teton Valley truly need another
subdivision. There are so many subdivisions that currently have no homes built. There are so few places left in the west
that have the kind of open space and views of Teton Valley. It would seem important for planning commission to
preserve these increasingly rare qualities.

Thank you kindly,

Howie Garber

HOWIEGARBER| V!
www HowieGarberlmages.com

Comment 6
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Singerely, TETON GOUNTY
Toim & Suzanie Arden ANNING A ZONIN
Tetenin Uk ¢l
RF(
Comment 5 A
ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Radar
From; Kim Radd IM?
Sant: Saturday, July 02, 2016 10:24 PM
Tou P
Subjact Commants re: Concapt Review for Peacock Proparty LLC [1PO% NAGLORA500 and
RPOSNAGLO7A2S0
Attachmants; Latter from the Redds to TCPD re Peacock Property LLC doo; RecordedSubdivisions

Taton Vallsy. pdl

We awn property within 300 feet of the Peacock Property RPOSNAGE084500 /RPOSNA6E078250 (Mountain
Logends Ranch) for whioh Peacock Property LLC han xubmitted lieation for o proposed subdivision, We
are deeply concerned about the negative impacts this particular subd ivislon will have on the scenie and natural
wildlife comidor surrounding the Dry Crook natural aren. Attached bs our letter outlining the concerns along
with photos of the area. Pleans contact us at 970-222-8420 if you have questions or need additional Information.
Thank you for your consideration,

=Kim and Lurry Radd

REC E WED

Comment 7
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Teton Valley Property Owners; §3acren
Parcel Numbers: RFOSNAGEOS6300

Larry and Kim Redd ol i
TETON GOUNT ¥
12018 BLANNING & J_'F)I‘.II‘Nl"
Teton County Planning Department
150 Couthouse Drive, Roon 107 JuL 01
Dy 42
o RECEIVED

RE: Publie Henring for Peaceck Property LLC
Zoning District: A 2.5
Logal Degcription: RPOSNAGEOH4 500 and RPOSNAGEOTE250

Many communities are implementing a range of policies to preserve farmland and open space,
ineluding ¢l Ing restdentinl development and guiding development to areas with uxllﬂnfu
Infrastructure, Planners have argued that policies to manage density are the most [mportant local
policy focus for communitica in the coming yoars,

Thia brings us to the question of whether higher density dovelopment, ofi the order of 2.5 iere
lotd on 197 acre property adjacent (o o scende natural wililife corrider ns proposed by Peacock
Property LLC, is approprinte for this aren of the Teton Vlilumhn proposed 76 Lot subdiviaion is
higher density than thoso in the surrounding area and biings into queation the infradtricture
needed o support this density of housing and the impact on the wildlife and natural areas
adjacent to the northern border of the subdivslon. parcel of the Peacock Property in quostion
is adjucent to the Dry Creek wildlife eorridor on the north and Stateline Road on the enst. The
impact of this higher denaity housing aren which borders the Dyy Creck scenic wildlifo corridor
will be slgnifieant,

Currently the Dry Creek corridor supporis o very diversa combination of vegetatlon, native
animal apecies, and pristine riparian avea, In addition, this s o wildiife migration comvidor for elk,
deer and Sandhill Cranes, Mooxs alio inhabit the 33 acra pl'do‘?myjult 1o the north of the
alerementioned Peacock Property parcal, When looking at this area from the acrinl photograph,
you ean xee the encroaching development along this scenie corridor and the eritical need to
maininin o bufTar for this aren,

Soma of the impaots from this development include the building of roads throughout the ares,
water wells for 76 lots, septic systems for 76 lota, utilities for 76 lots, as well nx now trafflo from
eanstruction vehioles and equipment, and longer term, smoke from wood burning fires In 76
homes, The negative impact on the wildlife and natural aross will be significant and long lasting.
Incrensing the size of the lots us well as providing an additional buffer aren on the northar
border of the property will at least help to reduce damage to this area of Teton Valley. Ideally,
this pareel should be part of a wildlife corridor io help preserve this natural, pristine geographic
aren of the valloy,

ATTACHMENT 8
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ATTACHMENT 8

As stewards of Teton Valley, the long term impact of human development is in the hands of the
Teton County Planning Department. How far should higher density development be allowed to
encroach into scenic and natural corridors? What are the long term effects of these developments
on the valley? When is it just too much? Please see the attached documents, including the
subdivision map for Teton Valley which demonstrates the extent of development overtaking the
scenic areas of the valley. We respectfully request your thoughtful deliberation about the long
term impacts of higher density housing developments and how they may be lessened through
sound planning and development.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

SR o bl

Larry and Kim Redd

» b .| i
From our property, looking east/southeast across the Dry Creek natural area.
See 4 more pages of photos and descriptions of the Dry Creek natural area.

ATTACHMENT 8
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A young owl in flight,

e T F - " 7 ATTACHMENTS
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ATTACHMENT 8

enst/southenst (top photoy and due south (hattom
photo). The Peacock Property Is on top of the beneh along the full length of the bottom photo,
The Dry Creak wildlife and riparion corridor extends from the woodad aroa, slong the bench ond
continuer wost, Animals mlgrate and birda 11y along the beneh, The whole ares {5 o wildlife

corridor,

ATTACHMENT 8

TETON GOUNLTE
PLANNING & ZONINC

Jily 2, 2016 UL o

Tetan County — =B
B0 N Maln SUIIG *?LGE‘\/E
Drigygs, 1D #3422

prieo.teton.id.us

commsslonersdeo. teton (d, us

Dear County Commissioners and Planning and Zoning Commission,

Fam writing ta you In regards to the proposed developmant: Mountain Legends (RPOSNAGTORAS00 and
HPOSNABEOZHIR0), & 197.05 acre parcel lacatad betwesn State Liie Road and N 1500 L in Briggs,

I have baen a wildlife biologist in the Greater Yallowstona reglon for 1% years, My work focusses on large
mammal acology and , Including long-di igration, road scology and the impacts of
human recreation on wildiife. | work closely with colleagues that are exparts in human davelopmant
pattarns and land use practices that affect wildiife and blodiversity, | provide recommendations 10
dacislon makrs for appropriate mitigation actions 10 halp reduea the impacts of the human faotprint on
wildiife, locally and across the wast,

Human developmant and sssocisted infrastructuse are soma of the top threats that wildiife face lozally
and acrows the glabe. While we can ses the obvious impacts of direct martality from things such as
wildlife-vehicle collisions, human development can also cause wildlife martality and loss of (seal
populations through fragmentation and reduction of native habitat, production of sn uRnatural
soundscapa, poliution of waters and the Introduction of non-native species. Human development
changes the landscape irrevecabily and [t nesds to ba plannad carafully to radics the impact ai wikdiife,
mspaclally in areas lke Toton County that depend upon the native landscape for sconomic gain,
Extansive research on the taplc of land has d d aver and evar that d .

leads 1o loss of native habitat, loss of native wildiife and lows of the origlial character of the land. In &
community llke Teton County—a gateway to the world's most famous National Parks—the loss of
wildlifa I« an economic blow in the form of compromised twurism and lost harvast sppartunitiss.

Unforiunately, the proposed devel at Lagends has not sulficiently accounted for the
nativa wildiife that utilizes this ares, The curfent develapmant, is planned, creates a matrls on ihe
landscape that will be Impermeable to many of the nativ that depend on this landscape, The
lack of planned apan space and the lack of clustered houring will ikely lead to loss of Imporant wildiife
from the area, Large mammals, such as the locally wintering elk hard, are unlikaly to navigate though
such disporsed davelapment, A loss of foraging habitat will ikely laad 1o a reduced ik population, a
changed native landscapa and scolajlesl processas and will radics the Rabltat that can slpport this
game hard,

Diiactly adjacant ta the proposed development and less than 0.10 kilometer from the edge of Mountain
Legends, impartant Songbird/Raptor Breading and Wintering Habitat (as defined in the County’s Natural
Resource Overlay) will likely be impacted under the current plan. Shortonrad owle and Marihern
Harriers utilize the meadows adjscent to Dry Cresk for bresding gounds. The treak itsell provides

Comment 8
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o age, waler and covar far animals using th dpanan corridor and the surrousding neadaws (nchuding
thas proposad Mouniain Legends develapmaent)
ks diffieult far ma o vaa how the devalopsr have sulficently addressad the impacts that the proposed
subdividing of nearly 200 acemi into 2.5 acre parcels will have on wildifs and hibitet. Craaling
suladivisions that do Aot sustain e wild charactar of the vallay (s 0ot to the benelit of this commanity |
urige you ta reconsidar the Mountaln Legends devalopriant o currently propoved by Peacocl Prapar|ss
LLC, Tha tavelopmant proposal will have significant impacts on our wildilfe and e halital this wildiifs
dupands ipon
Thank you for yaur consideration,
Renoe Seldler
Local Wildiife Diologist and Consarvatianist

ATTACHMENT 8

of the citizens of our County s they relate to a host of issues, including subdivision
devalopment, wildlife protection, and other areas of importance to our community. In a
sanse, | found data nround the "voice of the customer” or — the “voice of our
community.”

Below, please find segments from this 2012 plan which reflect the will of our eitizons
through an extensive public outreach effort over n two-year period (2010 — 2012), These
phasages represent the most recent datn we have that reflects the views of our citizens,
andl, in my view, it is important for all involved not 1o marginalize this input nor these
findings from the current Comp Plan, Mot only because it is a requirement to pay
attontion to the Comp Plan, but it {8 also the right thing to do. Sometimes, there is simply
u right and a wrong in deeision making, and in reading through all of the poinia from the
Comprehensive Plan shown below and looking at other data, including financial and legal
in this situation, the wrong decigion would be to move this project ahend, The right
deoiaion for the community, especially as voiced in the statements below, |8 o reject this
project outright,

Any interpretation of subdivision regulations involves understanding its literal torms in
the context of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan, i.e. in the context of the intont of the people.
When reviewing this potition, the Planning and Zoning board should interpret the
regulation allowing 2.5 acre lots in the context of this Comprohensive Plan, which secls
to protoct wildlife habitat and agriculture while discouraging dense development. Thus,
even assuming that this proposed development meets the literal terms of the applicable
code, the Planning and Zoning board should use it diserotion to reject dense
development proposals such as this one, because it impinges upon an environmeninlly
sensitive arcn and is flatly contrary to the intent of the 2012 Comprehensive Plan,

In addition to including excerpts from the 2012 comprehensive plan as illustrations of it
intent, | also am sending to you in a seporate email, 08 part of’ my submission, a link to a
dropbox folder of wildlife photos taken cither on the proposed property or within 300 feet
of the proposed property or along the riparian corridor, which is a sanetuary for flora,
fauna, and dozens of specios. In this drop box folder, you will see photos of Great Horned
Owla, Shurp Tailed Grouse, elk — individun) and a herd of 100 wintering on the property
under consideration, coyote, Sandhill Crane, Short-Eared Owl, moose, Craat Gre y owl,
Swainson's Hawk, Harrier Howk, Snowshoe Hare, Meadowlark, In addition o these,
there are those not pictured, such as Bald and Golden Eagles, Curlows, Mule Deer and
many other specics. I'm not the greatest photogeapher, but be agsurad that ench of these
photos was taken from our property or elther on the property of this proposed subdivision
or yards away,

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016
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July 4,2016

Re: Mountain Legends Concept Review

RECEIVED

Dear Ms. Rader:

As an abutter and valley resident, I have strong views on the Mountain Legends project’s
preliminary concept submission to the Teton County Planning and Zoning
Commissioners. In light of the County’s carefully developed Comprehensive Plan, the
Commissioners should reject this development plan and the owners should be required, at
a minimum, to resubmit a significantly revised plan. Optimally, to reject it outright.

When reviewing this proposed development consisting of 76 two and one-half acre
“cookie cutter” lots, my first thought was: what do the people of the county want in
relation to land-use policies and does the proposal for this development reflect the
sentiment of the public? Do we have any data around this? Do we have any information
that in some way portrays public opinion around issues relating to land-use -- a survey,
anything?

To this end, I found the following section in our current land use code that states that for
a development such as Mountain Legends to be accepted, criteria for approval at both the
concept plan level and for the preliminary plat requires that the developer’s plan be
consistent with and in conformance with the existing Comprehensive Plan:

Teton County Idaho Code Title 9 (Revised 5/16/13), Pages 23,24
9-3-2(B-4)

4. Consideration for Approval: In determining the acceptance of a proposed subdivision
or PUD, the County shall consider the objectives of this Title, in addition to the specifics
required in the checklist for this phase, and in a general way at least the following:

a.

I then read through the existing Comprehensive Plan — “A vision and framework. 2012 —
2030, Final Version PDF,” a document of 75 pages in length. As you are well aware, the
County Commissioners approved this document in 2013, and in reading through this
document over the weekend, I became familiar with the wishes, desires, and aspirations

1

Comment 9

ATTACHMENT 8

Thank you and all involved for allowing me and others who will be affected by this
projeet 1o express our thoughts on paper as well ns in person on July 12",

Reapectfully,
John Unland

1933 [ 4000 N
Drigps, [D 83422

Listed below aro gections from Teton County Idaho 2012 Comprehenaive Plan: A Vision
and Framework: 2012-2030 that are relevant to this project: These sections and
comments are taken directly from the plan and are sourced with their respoctive page
numbers,

1. Almost everybody in the community agrees that additional, poorly-planned
subdividing of land will not help the Valley's economy or character, Poorly
planned growth is contributing to falling housing prices, the continuation of high
foreclosure rates and unsustainable costs to tuxpayers to maintain infrastructure, In
addition to economic hardships, poorly planned growth alao contributes to
onvironmental dogradation including habitat fragmentation, pressure on natural
resources, and incrensed relinnce on fossil fuels which contributes to climate
change. Most agree planning guidance is warranted. (pg.10)

B

A a rosult of these conditions and o somewhat flexible regulntory environment,
thousands of lots were crented in subdivisions that now lie emply, The
ovorabundanoe of undeveloped, platted residentinl lots (over 7,000) make
geonomic recovery even more difficult by saturating an already woak roal estate
market. There has been a decline of | i into the ity and many
storefronts lie empty. The County government i financinlly limited due to Idaha’s
tax cup and an abundance of entitled developments with no moans for mitigating
the fiseal impacts to the roads, schools, emergency services and weed
management.”

3. And so most residents of Teton Valley would agree that what we are doing now
under the ourrent 2004-2010 Comprehensive Plan has not worked and it is in the

Meeting Minutes
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interest of the community to revise the Plan and sot forth new guidelines for
development. (pg.10)

snl::lNROR 1 Respect sensitive habitat and migration areas for wildlife,
olicles

4. &4: Toton County recognizes that wildlife and wildlife habitats provide cconomic,
recreational, and environmental benefits for the residents and visitors of Teton
County. Land development decigions will strongly weigh the needs of wildlife to
protect the inherent values that they provide,

. #&.2: Work with landowners, the ldaho Department of Fish and Game, other state
und federnl agencies, non- governmental organizations, and other notural resources
professionals o utilize wildlife habitat and spocics information and other tols
(such as Western Governors Association Crucial Habitat Assessment Tool and the
Wildlife Ovorla.y Map), including new information as it becomes nvallable, to
make land use and site planning decisions.

o

£

i ﬁ:l Minimize the cumulative impacts of development on wildlife and wildlife
nbiiat.

=~

#:d: Protect and/or improve the diversity of native vegetation,

=

£.3: Proteet and improve riparian and aquatic hobitats.

&4: A Wildlife Impact Mlﬂtbllah Plan shall be developed for any development
project which impacts an important habitat or which presents concerns of
detrimental human-wildlife interaction, Requirements and performance standards
for the mmnmon plan shall be clearly established in the Zoning and/or
Subdivision Ordinance and ghall be the basis for approval of the plan, (pg.42)

Where Do We Want to Go?
10.Conserved and enhanced functional habitats

g

Tools
11.5ubdivision and Zoning Ordinance
Key Actions

12, Reviae ordinancees to Turther protect water quality and quantity, require screening
where appropriate, protect key habitat areas and viewsheds reflect the lnnd use
{ramewaork along all natural watorways.

ATTACHMENT 8
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13.Revise ordinances to specify low development density in sensitive wildlife habitat,
riparinn arens and wetlands. (pg.61)

14, Reduce impncts in riparian, wetland, floodplain and other sensitive or hazardous
urens by strengthening the wildlife habitat and natural hazard overlay standards.
(pe.61)

15.Crente/amend ordinances and programs to promote Large Lot Subdivisions.
Subdivisions (pg, 67)

16, Vacate non=vinhle subdivisions. (pg. 68)
17.Amend County Code to strengthen penalties for weed violations, (pg, 68)
Where Are We Now?

18, Doy lapiienl ihae disconpecra aod thegaions wildio oigration corridors and
seitive hahijlut, (pg o2y
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TETON COUN': v

From: Todd Dompier GG =]

Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 10:38 AM LANNING & ZONiNG
To: Pz UL 05 9n1

cc: Cassie DOMPIER = MoiB
Subject: MOUNTAIN LEGENDS RANCH NOTIFICATION RECEIV ED

Teton Planning and Zoning Commission
Attention: Kristin Rader

This is in regard to the proposed development “Mountain Legends Ranch”.......as a resident neighbor directly affected by
the proposal (Teewinot subdivision Lot 6, Block 8), | am against this new subdivision due to the inadequate access
road(s) necessary to accommodate that many new homes. Currently proposed, the main service route would be on
Grand Teton Road......this road is already has a high traffic rate, requiring periodic maintenance from Teewinot Home
Owners Association dues and it would diminish the overall quiet atmosphere residents wanted when they bought
property in Teton Valley. Having another 76 lots use this road will be detrimental to the quality of life enjoyed now. This
division was vacated back in 2012 and surrounding home owners were against the subdivision then; | don’t think any
attitudes have changed against a sprawling subdivision that is that big in nature. | understand a land owner wanting to
develop the land and to enjoy a profit from this proposal. However, the large quantity (76 lots) of this subdivision goes
against the small, quiet nature of its surroundings and would not be an improvement to the area. | urge you to deny this
proposed development based on the general welfare concerns of surrounding citizens.

Sincerely,

Todd Dompier
Teewinot homeowner

B Comment 10
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TETCN GITAGHMENT 8
PLANNING & ZONING

GIVENS PURSLEY... L
Attorneys and Counsclors at Law ) . RE C E |VE D .

£01 W, Bunnock stiect

Roberl 8. viite
Anaela M. Rocd, of counscl

K 1. Pursey (1930015
oy Jomes A, MeCla 12 2011}
Matin € Henchiciion Paick: 1. iy Raymonc 0. Givear, (19173000

July 5,2010

Via E-Muil

Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission
c/o Kristin Rader

89 North Main Street, #6

Driggs, [daho 83422

Re: Mountain Legends Coneept Plan
Dear Commissioners:

This letter is on behal [ of John and Linda Unland with regard to the Mountain Legends
concept plan (“Mountain Legends™) before the Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
(the “P&Z7) on July 12, 2016. The Unlands are opposed to Mountain Legends in its current
form, and expect that many of their neighbors share similar concerns. Based on these concerns,
we request that the P&Z, reject the coneept plan and require a new design. Please place this letter
in the record for the concept plan hearing,

1. Overview

The Mountain Legends coneept plan is an unfortunate throwback to the development patterns
of previous decades, when subdivisions were approved too casily in Teton County with little
regard to whether they made fiscal sense, were linancially capable of constructing and
maintaining the nec y infrastructure, or whether they negatively impacted Teton County’s
natural resources. As a result of unfortunate dec s made at that time, Teton County has many
thousands of platted, unbuilt lots and dozens of subdivisions like Mountain Legends that have
little or no prospect of ever being completed.

isic

property in a pattern similar to Mountain
on will f
nity, has

In fact, the developer has previously platted thi
Legends, and the plat failed and was vacated. There is nothing (o suggest this v
any better. The Teewinot subdivision, a similar development in the immediate
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Tetwit County Planning und Zonwbog Conmlsulon
lily 5, 2014
e 3

Frninspoviatlon Tmpneis

Sovoril of e seeeptines citedi for the coneepi plan raquire conslderatlon of lmpaets on the
irnnsportation system, "I hese inelud

= Conformanes with the Comprehemive Man, Toton Cade Codo Sociion 93,2, B4
f\lH\”I.lIlVlL Comprchensive Plan policios inclido:

ol T1, Polloy 1.3 New developient will provide wlequato

Wi ion 0 wi o novommiodato noodol soryives,

(Conmp, Mon al 5-14)

Cionl T2, Palivy 2.1

Tinpiove overall yeur round maohilily

o
slihin Teton County through optlons for multnodil®
tranRpariaion, (Comp, 1 it 5:15)

3] 3, Polley 3.3 Support development thit (s s,

an and hicyelo trandly, (Comp, M o 3e15)

o Clonl T4, Polley 4.3: Coodinate and intggrate land use and
trsporiation planniog and dovelopmiont s onmire (il they
enubunlly suppont svarall community ol (Comp. Plan al 5-
17)

s Tho availability of publie services w seeominodile the proponed

dlovalapimet,

Tl Unlwnds lave iuimicions conecrms abuil the ranmpatntion plan for Mouniin Legeids,
Hath Stateling Reoud o 127300 B e deficiant b thelr conati andd makntenines (o suppoit
the adelitional trafTie and it sooms vary Hkoly e dovolopiicit will degrade the lovel of sorvice
o Sateling o developer whould be required w parfonn o [l T stady iddressing iha
projoet’s lmprots The Unlaids are skeptical an update relylsg on yoarsold i coull be
acligimte, The dovaloper shiuld be voguired o demonstate the validity of the sl of the
inceenn easeimonl between e iwe parcels, ox we anderstand i othee sioilar teans s have boon
forund 1o e Hegal. In ddition, we s no evidani o suppor @ conclision it te shotun ot
prttorn proposad would ever peonntl muli-medal aporiaiion, unbike s olustered optlon. The
dendyn bs wluo tho opposiio of pedesivian and bieyele fieidly asoall el is fnneled onie @
ainyjgle necess vomd with no conmeativity, mainiing e o will e cioseded and ciraaiioos wiil noe
proviioi fon bike or pedestiun leiliiios

A, Uhgenl Tmipaaiy

Uasod on the history of e Teewino! aibdivision, the absorption rie ol Tois from Mouniain
Laggennels i likely s b oxtramoly ul«m‘ priiibly los tiiii one hoiie per low ahsorpilon
i Ui s revenue o the County s Hkely to rise vary slowly lor this duvel ot n
Wbt eves sl ferense in e secviees requived may hive o nogative impact on e Counl
linaneos, Given this strong evidenes o palivy demand for the projeet, the P2 should ot illow
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Vet County Plisibig il Zoiilig Comiiiission
July 8, 2016
Pape 2

ity Ty undeveloped Lot mone G A0 youes aftor i was plaiiod (84 Lot plaited, 33
comstreted, plted i 1972),

Portumtaly, Teton County loared Trom the sspariencas of the s decide, and his adloptad
slvger regulations thit allow ihe County o dony whit is ikely 10 be anotler fiiled subidivision,
The s lT et does i good jub o autlining concerms and condiiions ralative io the approval
aritarta, and the Unlinds generally suppor he st s anil recommondnlions wiih

modifiontions on st forth in this lener,

s donlst the County will hear ihe doveloaper olaim o Mostaln Logends (8o “entileen
Dy rlggh” primanly doe ta e AR 25 Tepney commg thal Ui property bolds, o projeot
apponrs sl gned fo rely s e i possible on whitever dghis die apphicant s o bulid g
muimim sty whilo providing the minfmim i viruilly every iespeet, om lol sz (o
iccess, T nilien o fre profoction, Som spen spice o miurm resoiee protecton.
Haweyer, the County does nol secd (o ol over to this approsch, Bvan under th rolitively
lelont stancvds of e coneept jlan phase, the developer s simply providel no evidones i
dovelopmont can meat sevoral of the ordliines oritein. Raher thim push e development
Torward with conditions, n the statThus sugposiod, the 1122 should send the developer ek o
e dhiiivw b Boivied 0 denign somcthiig hat is more compatible wiih the surmoundings ond
Tramlely mionw kely o be sucoossiul,

Al very least, the '8 2 should fallow the stalTs rosommandatlon and require the developer w
pertornn o il set of studics so the County can undersiand the complete impaos of this
duvolopmont, Wa are con et i, when all the (s are nid on the ble, the € unty will find
Mauntain Logends deos not moot its arlorin nid dony e dovalopivient iin its surent fonn,

Tha following sections outline the Unlands” key coneormn with Mountaln Logonds: (1)
Mootings the milnimum eritoria for ot stze, access and nddressing; (2) ansportation impats; (8
fiscal impacte (4 wator quality impacts, (33 natorl rosouros impoets and (6) oper spice,
fgleil il protection aiid anienitics

2 Conlorainnce with lot size, neeoss nid nddvensing voquiroments

The Uil e s ot (e sniT s comments fegir ding the exelugion of rad ghis-ofwoy

lmlu Im ulmml-vuunmlumulu:l\N alimnjios |'u|0u'ul 1o ifiiike ihe 1ot comiply with icecrs and
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ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Rader
From: Ron Steckler TETON COUNTY
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 12:34 PM PLANNING & ZONINC
i z JUL 0
Subject: Mt. Legends ranch sub division .

RECEIVED

| feel that this development is bad for wildlife on the area. Many deer, elk and moose call the corridor home.

Ron Steckler
3202 Alta Vista Dr.
Driggs, Idaho
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ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Rader A -
Bl > SN
From: John Hansford ANNING * "NNING
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 12:45 PM UL ¢
To: Pz
Subject: Proposed Mountain Legends Ranch

RECEIVED

My name is John Hansford, I live at 3540 Black Bear Dr, Driggs, in the vicinity of this proposed subdivision. I am writing in
opposition to this for a variety of reasons.

First

This is a very well used wildlife corridor especially in the winter. Elk, moose, deer and many other wild animals winter
there. I will send pictures under separate email of the elk herd that wintered there last winter.

Second

The developer is proposing to use our access road, Grand Teton Rd as the main thoroughfare to the development. This
road is wholly i foran iti 75 homes with etc. UPS as it is, speeds through the
neighborhood endangering people and pets. The county NEVER patrols this road.

Third

The additional septic introduction to this sensitive area would be destructive to the ecosystem, not to mention the
water requirements for so many homes. This whole area contributes to the headwaters of the Teton/Snake/Columbia
watershed and introducing so many more homes at this critical headwaters is irresponsible to say the least.

[ urge the county to deny the applicant his motion. If granted, | would fully expect the developer to be responsible for
PAVING AND MAINTAINING Grand Teton Red to the development. | would also expect the developer to be responsible
for using the most current and eco friendly systems for cooperative water supply and sewage/septic use. These
responsibilities | would fully expect the county to insist upon.

Respectfully submitted.
John Hansford
Photos to be sent under separate email.

Sent from my iPad
John Hansford
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Kristin Rader
From: —
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 12:50 PM
To: PZ
Subject: in Legends Ranch ivision ¢

As home owners in Alta Vista Subdivision, we oppose this mega subdivision. Especially sense this is a wildlife
corridor many elk, deer, and moose call this home. Grand Teton road is not designed to handle this increase in
traffic. Please consider this to be out extreme disapproval of such a project for our community.

Steven Tobiasson,
Ronald Steckler

Lot 20
3202 Alta Vista Drive

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016
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ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Rader
Fromt Lynin Sancimann - ~ TETONGL a1 )
Sant: Tuasday, July 08, 2016 12:00 PM BLANNING 7 N
Ta "z a
Subject: Maountain Legends Appiication UL O

5 4

2EFCEFIVEN

Daar Commissionars, l \rc[l VE]

| am a homeownar in nalghboring Teawinot subdivision, | hava sevaral concama about this
davalopmant,

Firat the access from Grand Taton Rd which | a dirt read maintainad by the county. To call it a gravel
road |s an overstatement, The county works vary hard ta keop it passable and doas good job In wintar
plowing for school bus access, Bul as seasons change and mud seasons arrve, all semblance of a
roal road disappenra for woaka, Puddlas, pot holes and mud ars the rula. Incransaed ear and truck
traffic will not help the slluation, Do impact fees cover the Increased damage 1o this raad that will
occur as congtruction of infrastructura begins? This dossn't aven take inte aceount the incransad
traffic It any homa construction nctually takes pinge, Aa has been mentienad in othar lotters, Teawinot
I has boen In existence since the 70's and is atill nowhera near bullt out,

Another aren of concain ia wead contral for hesa acros, Whan the formar davalopmaent plan was
vacated, the ama Immaediataly revertad 1o wild, waedy land, It took tha developer two seasans bafore
ha reinatatad a farming program for the vacant land. Wae all struggle mightily 1o keap eur nat very full
subdivisions under contral. What kind of eontrol will this naseent nalghboerhood have?

Finally, | eencur with Linda Unlands obsarvations abaut the rich wildiife reseurce this land abuts.
Plaase take Into consideration the valua for the county and all aur lives in genaral .

Thank you,

Lynn (Garolyn) Sandmann

Comment 15
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L O ATTACHMENT 8
RECEIVED July'5, 2016
To the Teton County, Idaho Planning and Zoning Commission,

Once again our neighborhood finds itself in danger of losing our rural setting with
the new proposal from Mountains Legends Subdivision.

Mountain Legends proposed 76 house sites on two non-contiguous parcels
totaling 197 acres connected only by a farm road easement will destroy the
character of this neighborhood where we have made our home year round since
1987, nine months short of 30 years. The subdivision Bridger Ridge, which is north
of the west parcel of Mountain Legends and west of the north and east parcel, so
in the middle of ML, has the smallest lot of 9 acres and up to the largest being 20
acres. Many of the existing homes to the south and west are on sites with
multiple acres and multiple lots.

Mountain Legends should never have been allowed and should not be able now
to join these separate parcels with the connection of a farm road easement.

Their proposed open space farm ground at build out is no more than the house
sites backyards which will render it not only unlikely to be farmed because of its
unprofitable and difficult farming procedures of the odd shaped spaces but also
of the inconvenience and annoyance to the future home owners.

Since the original development was vacated this and surrounding properties have
been a winter refuge for up to 125 elk. The riparian area of Dry Creek bordering
the north parcel of ML is home to moose, elk, deer, and numerous species of
birds.
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The pressure of an additional 76 wells, septic systems, and traffic will be a
detriment to the wildiife, the aguifer, and the existing human nelghborhood,

We hope you will take a serious look at limiting this praposal and malintain the
strictest regulations and required studies to the environment with regard to the
threat this represents to everything and everyone who already live within this
nelghborhood.

Thank you for your time and consideration about this issue,

Sincerely,

Jan and Don Botts
PO Box 102
Driggs, ID 83422

ATTACHMENT 8

Kristin Rader
TTT———

Fram; Michella Johnson « "LANRIRY
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 3:12 M
To: Pz
Subject: Proposed Mountain Legands Ranch Subdivislan
Taim wiltlig this latter in ta the proposed M In Legends Ranch Subdivision,

WE live directly across from this preposed new subdivision , | am concerned about the density af this and the Impact on
the land, water and septic uie. We have hards of alk wintering on this property which will definitely have a nogative

effect on their migration and food seurce.
The proposed plan does not seem harmonlous with the surreunding subdivisions,

Wha s planning to upgrade and malntaln the road with all this taffic?
I sk you to considar not approving this propasal at this time.
Thaank you for your consideration

Erlc and Michelle lohnson
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ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Rader
From: Frank Finetto
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 3:21 PM TETON COUNTY
Toi = . PLANNING & ZONING
Subject: Fw: Mountain legends Ranch

JUL 05 3

On Tuesday, July 5, 2016 5:16 PM, Frank Finetto | " rote:

My name is Frank Finetto | live at 2770 Grand Teton Rd in the vicinity of the proposed subdivision. |
am apposed to the subdivision in regards to the use of Grand Teton rd. as the main entrance to the
subdivision. It is inadequate for the homes we have there now. The road is always full of pot holes
and barely maintained, its a dirt road and the increase in traffic and construction would severely
compromise what little road we do have. | am also concerned with the elk herd that has been
wintering in and on that property for quite some time. | feel that the proposed density is a burden to
the neighborhood the water resources and the many new septic fields that are necessary to develop
the property in the present proposal. Something on a smaller scale with less impact to the
surrounding area seems to me should be considered.

Sincerely
Frank Finetto
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Kristin Rader
—

Fram: Gavalloro,Rob i - I A

Sent: Tuwsday, July 05, 2016 3:51 PM ‘ .w ‘} ‘ u‘\‘ G :
Ta Krlatin Rader NING INE
=] Faulkner, Paul T

Subject: Maintain Lagends Ranely ;

Daar Kristin,

Lam writing on behalf of Idaho Department of Fish and Game regarding the “Meuntain Legends Ranch”
concept application propodad for 197,05 acres In Teton County Idaho on north Stateline Road.

Flsh and wildlife are property of all Idaho cltizens. The Department and the idahe Fish and Game Commission
are expressly charged with statutory responsibility to preserve, protect, perpatuate, and manage all fish and
wildlife in Idaha (Idaho Code 36-103 (a)). In fulfillment of sur statutory charge and direction as provided by
the ldaho Legislature, wa offer the following comments and recommendations to aveid and minimize impacts
to wlldll:n within the project vielnity. It Is nat the Intantion of the Department to support or oppose this
propozal.

Tha Departmant Is concerned about potential effects associated with the proposed development on wildlife
resources. The Mountain Legends Ranch lies Just south of Dry Creek, which provides high quality wildiife
habitat, Recognizing the importance of this habitat, a private landowner protected a portion of this area via &
pormanent conservation easement In 1996 with Teton Regional Land Trust. This denation has high community
value for canserving wildlife habitat and prateeting scenic open space, The Department suggests that Teten
County should strive to protect the conservation values of all easaments as they roview dovelopmant
proposals that abut, or lle adjacent te protected lands, It is possible that a high density subdivision could
serlously impact this easemant and undermine the value of this goneraus gift tos the public.

Dry Crack and vicinity support & variety of wildlifa including spacies with high econamic value and species that
have spacial conservation status, The area supports mule deer fawning habitat and winter and transitional
habitat for mule daar and alk. The rparlan canapy of Dry Creek supports nesting raptors such as great-hormed
awl, red-talled hawk and Swainson’s hawle. The troes and tall shrub vegetation supports a diverse songhird
community and winter habitat for Columblan sharp-talled grouse, an [daho Specles of Greatest Conservation
Need (SGCN). The uplands adjacent ta the Dry Creok riparian corridor support other SGCNs Including short-
aared owl, long-billed curlew and sandhill crane,

It Is our understanding that part of the county review/appraval process includes a fiscal analysis that requires
the project applicant 1o ealeulate and reveal tha costs of the project to Tetan Caunty and It eitizens, One way
to offset some of the costs of development is ta provide the public with meaningful open space that protects
Important public values such as wildiife habitat and water quality. Department staffl would be happy to
provide more specific recommandations on ta best conserve wildife in the proposed Mountain Legends
project area,

Please contact me if you have questions o require additional informatian,

Rab Cavaliare, Reglonal Wildlife Habitat Manager
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Kristin Rader
e
From: Laura Clinton = TETOm QNTY N
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 3:55 PM LANN! ZONING
To: Pz 1w
Subject: Proposed Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision e

To The Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission,

‘We are residents of the Alta Vista subdivision, and are writing to oppose the subdivision planned by Peacock
Property, LLC on the east side of Grand Teton Road. Please see below for our reasoning and rationale for this.

‘We strongly believe that the grouping and clustering of that many homes will dramatically change the
community for the worse. The proposed development area is far too small to develop 76 new properties - doing
s0 in such a confined space will have a negative impact on the surrounding area and our current living
conditions.

The road and utility infrastructure cannot handle the activity from that many homes in such a small area. This
proposed development will mean we must vigorously monitor the safety of our children and dogs with such an
influx of traffic. It would most likely require traffic lights to be installed on E 2500 N. It would appear that no
thought or consideration has been given to how such a population increase would impact local services, schools,
hospitals, and the levels of congestion in the area. We are very concerned about the short- and long-term costs
to the community in this regard, and most certainly our taxes will go up to accommodate the burden of the
population increase and all the necessary facilities built to accommodate such an influx of people.

Not to mention the noise and disruption caused by such a scaled development project. One of the reasons we
love this area so much is the peace and tranquility it offers. This proposed subdivision will certainly disrupt the
quiet, obstruct the view that we paid significantly for, and will impact our property value. We do not want to
live in a grouped, clustered community and we feel a proposed subdivision on 76 properties is in too close a
proximity to our neighbors and subdivision. Our area is away from the center of town and is comprised of
homes adequately spaced, which are not part of a certain enclosed community - something this new subdivision
will destroy.

MOST importantly, is the impact to the environment and to wildlife. Moose and elk herds are just two of the
animals utilizing this space in the winter time, as well as significant bird life. Wolves have also been known to
venture this far out from the mountain range. The mountains and surrounding area are home to thousands of
species of animals, and destroying the entire ecosystem for such a large development that local residents are
NOT in support of; is entirely unconscionable.

Thank you for your consideration. We will be attending the meeting on July 12 to contribute to the discussion
with our neighbors.

Sincerely,

Jerrold & Laura Clinton
1253 E 3500 N
Driggs, ID 83422
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Pl Fl\k%&ﬁ \V‘g&!#ﬁ

é?lﬁf‘FlYED
Comments on proposed Mountain Legends Su division
The other day - Juna 2181, the first day summer, to be pracise - | was sitting on my deck
watching the colora of the Telons change as the sun went down. The reds were just
fading to purple whon a golden englo flew right in ront of ma, it8 wings baraly moving in
the atill air. Whaen i dia, | hope | can remembar that moment.

Do you know that golden aagles live where there ara large, open flelds and swesping
views thal allow them to spol prey? Thay choosa places a lot like (he fialds whors
davalopara now Wanl 1o put up sevanty slx houses,

The paople behind “Mountain Legands” assert the land in question has no natural
rasources, Thay haven't bean paying attention. Since the 2012 vacatlon of the original
subdivision proposial, a hard of alk numbering well over a hundred animals has taken up
winter residence there. | am willing to bet that most Amaricans have never seen an alk -
of i goldan aagle, for thal mattar,

Yau want natural resources? How about the harrier hawks, the red tails, the
Swainson's, the keetrals and the falcana? Want mara? In wintar tha raligh-laggad
hawks artivae, Thaae birds are predalars, leeding on an abundanca of voles, ground
saulrrels and othar |itle creatures. I'd call tham a natural mesource; weuldn't you?

Tha alk, by the way, have plenty of company. Mula dear and Virginia whita taila; aven
moose coma through. Coyoles, foxes, rabbiia, skunke, porcupines, badgers: it gets to
be a long list

Just over a year ago Georgina Warthington found a young, Injured harrier hawk in the
fialds. Its parents wore trying unauccessafully to encourage it o fly, It wae too badly hurt,
Although Georgina wrapped |t in a hat 1o take |t home, she was still clawed for har
allorta. Harriara hiave kinlvea for taloha, She called daha Fish and Game agent Rob
Cavallero, who came, ploked up the bird and took It to Victor to rendezvols with a
paraon fiom the Wilson Raplor Center. The Center did its best o rehabllitate the young
hawlk, but found its Injurins wara tao extenalve. They ended up sanding it lo a
rehabilitation facility in North Garolina, whare It |s now sald to be ecovaiing well, | relale
this story 1o illuatrate thal there are many serious peopla in our area and across this
country who agree with John Muir, who said, “In wildness is the preservation of the
warld,"

One autumn marning | could see my breath as | walked oul the front door, Hall awake,
it dawnad on me that thara was o very large wolf In my yard looking atralght at ma, |
auppone people react oddly in odd siluations. | whistled to see if it would coma ovar
dloter. In my defanse | have to say that | waa in a position to close the door if | nesded
10, A it happanad, the walf didn't want any part of me. It turnad tall and ran bagk o the
flalds of Mountaln Lagends,

Il tell you what would ba a real mountain lagand: if 8 group of passionale peoplo
collld halt the building of seventy slx houses no one neads n this, the zombia
subdivislon capital of the Rockles, Let'a join in 1o presarve at least some of our
remaining natural surroundings.

John Graanwaod

. 1
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ALNNOD NOL13L

Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission
150 Courthouse Drive #107
Driggs, ID 83422

RE: Proposed Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision
Dear Commission:
We write today as concerned adjacent property owners.

Our location is 3630 North 1500 East. Our home is the historical George Peacock residence, which
was built in approximately 1935, which we have owned since 1993 and carefully maintained and
restored. At one time, 1500 East was a dead-end road ending at this location. The area was then
solely agricultural with a few farmhouses.

We have been here 23 years, and in this time, the area has changed only a little, with a few
additional homes being constructed. These new homes are generally standalone structures on
parcels running in the neighborhood of 5, 10, and maybe 20 acres or more. There have been no
additional subdivisions of any significance in this timeframe.

The effects of this application are enormous, and cannot be understated. It will, if approved, have
lasting negative impacts on this area. We ask that the Commission proceed carefully with the
TeView.

In addition to all the usual issues around this proposed new development, of which the Commission
is fully aware, we wish to add three additional points:

1. Wildlife Corridor: Attached are two pictures showing the very large elk herd that winters
here. One has to look closely as a hundred or more are in the back of each photo. These were
taken in the winter of 2015-16. In the summertime, we often see numerous whitetail deer and
red fox in the area of Dry Creek. This area, around Dry Creek, is excellent habitat and I believe
meets the Commission’s definition of a wildlife corridor.

2. Road Infrastructure: The capacity of the existing roads is a great concern. County road 1500
East as it proceeds through this area is currently a narrow, unpaved road. This route is much
like a greenbelt, with runners, cyclists, walkers, equestrians, and of course vehicle traffic and
farm machinery. Two approaching vehicles cannot pass without taking caution, requiring that
they come to a slow crawl for safe passage. As the road passes in front of our residence, there
is a lazy S-curve which includes a sharp rise in the terrain with associated visual
obstructions. At the top of the hill there are two tight 90-degree turns in the road as you enter

Comment 22

ATTACHMENT 1

ATTACHMENT 8

Teawinol gaing south, This road would require extensive modifieations if the usige were to
snfely rise to the level of the additional traffic lond. Since this is a “rosart area,” one |s noi
talking nbout just the owner usnge but the additional volume of traffio crented by visitors, |.e.,
Trlends and family that would be associnted with the primary homoowners,

T this applisation ware o be approved, we would hope that nceoss be restricted (o Stateline
Road, which is clearly deaigned for heavier use,

Technology and Online House Rentals: Anather consideration (s technolagy. Altbib, Inc.,
and other “sharing economy” webgitor have the ability to turn any residence into n commereial
enterprise. Paticularly in & wosori aron, one oan reni thelr home, extra bed, or guest house for
the dauy, weekend, or month, This will surely affeat ugige and place an inereaned burden on
all infrastructure in the aron, 1t's also quite possible new homes end up not for now,
contributing membars of our community, but ruiher, for housing speeulators looking fo rant to
paying guests with no longsterm vesied interest in thin Valley,

Of course there are ull the other matters associated with rural donsity that the Commission is fully
nwiire of, which we will nol addreas hare,

We will ntend the July 12 hoaring with our nelghbors, 1o stand and addieas any of the mallers we

listed in this letter. We vory much apprecinte the Commission's careful due diligence on this
e,

Iind repards,
Ol oy —

Chuok and Janet Kunz
3630 Morth 1500 East

Dirlggs, 11D 83422
I

Atitehmeita: Twa wintedime wildlile photos

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016
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RECEIVI D

July 3, 2016 sl

To: Kristin Rader, Interim Planning Administrator and Planning and
Zonlng Commiasionais

Concerning: Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivislon
Daar Ms. Rader and Commissioners,

My husband, John, and | liva full-time on 52 acre parcal of land on the
NW comar of tha propesed subdivision's north pareal. Our proparty
cansiats of land on both sides of Dry Craek, which is an incredibly
rieh riparlan/wildiife corridor. Importantly, Dry Creek is part of a
designated Wetland and Waterways Ovarlay and is a mappaed Raptor
and Songbird Habital, A portion of Dry Creek that runs through our
proparty is within 300 faat of the proposed northern subdivision
parcal.

This riparlan zone, not only on our proparty, but along the length of
Dry Croalk, Is homa to a herd of 150 wintaring alk; fawning mule deer;
sharp-tallad grouse; golden eagles; short earad owls; long eared
owls; great gray owls; great horned owls; moose, bears; porcuplnes;
akunks; eoyolas; badgers; foxes; Swalnson's Hawks; Harrlars; Rad
Tailed Hawks; Rough Legged Hawks; Curlaws; Groat Blua Harons;
Sandhill Cranes; ducks; geese; crows; ravens; magples; Countless
Songbirds - Western meadowlarks, robins, house finches,
goldfinchas, cassin finches, pine siskins, black headed grosbeaks,
red winged blackbirds, brown headed cowblrds, blackbirds, house
wrens, swallows, westarn tanagers, to namae a few. Wa hava
counted aver 20 nests on our corridor alona,

Wae also hava 30 acres in a Wildlife Habltat Improvemant Pragram, In
a joint project with the state In which we planted native grasses and
native wildflowars, Wae live in a yurt and a small cabin and have
axtremaly low Impact on this riparian habitat. | am a naturalist and an
environmental educator by profession and am keanly aware of the

Comment 23

ATTACHMENT 8

Tha challenge to our community Is how we are going to clean up the
mass of davelopmant that has laft us with close to 8000 empty lots,
Wa are at a juncture with a new Comp Plan that allows us to change
the paradigm going forward, and this proposed subdivision doas not
rapresant forward thinking or aven logieal thinking, How any
commissioner or residant could truly belleve that another subdivision
in this county is going to add value to any of our lives or banefit the
natural community In any way seams aimply irresponsible from all
aspaocts, Particularly one that has already been vacated and fallad
onca, Importantly, bacause this valley is wonderfully imbodded In
agricultural haritaga, the riparian corridars are praciously few and
pravide both water resources and critical habitat to wildiife, which wa
all also covet, We cannot risk destroying any aspect of this Dry
Creek riparian corridor, and | ask you to considar the dira impact this
proposed subdivision will have on this preclous natural resource and
the uniqueness of our vallay,

| am Including a video of the elk herd emarging fram the Dry Craek
crack bad and continuing into the proposed subdivision land. | am
also attaching numerous photos of the Dry Creek wildlife and its
undeniable richness, Once displaced, where will this wildlife go? To
discount any of this bacause of a non-axistent wildlife averlay,
apacifically, apaaks only to the short sightednaess of previous code
and resources that ware not available to conduct a review to devalop
an avarlay te bagin with.

Thank yeu for your considaration of these commants and for the wark
you are all doing on behalf of the community, a job that & not always
easy nor often appreclated,

Kind regards,

Linda Unland

1833 E 4000 N
Driggs, 1D 83422

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016
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ATTACHMENT 8

potential Impacts on wildlife and the watarway that this proposad
subdlvision represents.

Tha wintering elk herd bade down at night along our creak bed and
our neighbor, Larry Redd's, creek bad. By day, thay head right to the
propesed Mountain Legands subdivision land,

There is no doubt that the proposed Meuntain Legends subdivision
wauld aignificantly Impact this corridor, its wildlife residents and
visiting/migrating wildlife. In reviewing the Projact Narrative for this
subdivigion, there were numarous mistruths and misrepresentations.
Significantly, it states that it s "promoting protaction of natural
resources,” | cannot sae how this Is posalble In the proposed plan. It
furiher states that these subdivision parcels are "not located in a
sensitive aren.” How can thay beliave this to be true? As well, it
clalms that the subdivision "does not centaln unique or sensitive
natural resources.” In addition, it states that ‘the site does not have
any migration corriders of (again) sensitive areas.” | might ask, has
the developer apant any time in every season on this property at all?
Aa for hig elaim of providing "opan space”, the only allowance that |
can see for that I8 the backyards of the individual lots, which should
hardly qualify as open space, Also, | cannot figure out his clalm to
"agricultural sasements”, unless he is counting the farmland adjacent
1o his subdivision, which is owned by somaone else. And, finally, |
must ask how he can claim that this subdivision would "anhance the
rural neighborhoad.”

In providing this narrative, | feel that the developer is making a vary
waak attempl to pay lip servics to Comprehansive Plan guldelines
and, in fact, makes his proposed plan even less credible by doing this
8o poorly and in such an unsubstantiated mannar,

None of this is in keaping with tha 2012 Comprehensiva Plan, All of
this proposaed davalapment plan puts us right back to pra 2008
thinking, which i& not at all representative of the wishes of tha
community now. Simply from a responsible and forward looking
standpolnt, | must ask how another subdivision Is gaing to benafit aur
community. As stated in the 2012 Comprenhensive Plan;

“Almast everybudy in the aygroan ihai additinal, poniy-planned subdividing of land
weill et halp the Valley's sconamy of charsos

ATTACHMENT 8
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Bobeat/Mountain lion tracks

Dry Crook flows year-round

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016
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ATTACHMENT 1

ATTACHMENT 8

LS

Elk tracks from our creek bad leading up to proposed subdivision land

ATTACHMENT 8

Dry Creek Riparian/Wildlife Corridor
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Raptor prints
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3 Moose emarged from Dry Creak Corridor
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Dry Crank
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WHIP program native grasses and wildflowars

ATTACHMENT 8
TETON GOUNTY
Kristin Rader PLANNING & ZONING
From: Richard W. Emmons [ o
Sent: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 2:04 PM
To: vz RECEIVED
Subject: Proposed Peacock Property LLC subdivision

Attention: Teton County Planning Department; Planning and Zoning Commission; and Board of County Commissioners

We the

undersigned are property owners adjacent to the proposed 197.05 acre subdivision by Peacock Property LLC

(RPOSN46E084500). Our property is located at 1445 E, 3500 N. We wish to record our objections and concerns
about the proposed Peacock Property LLC ivisi This huge in our rural area would greatly increase
traffic; impact adversely the water supply from the ground aquifer; add considerably to the sewage disposal required for
76 separate septic systems and drain fields; adversely affect the scenic beauty and views of the Teton Mountain Range
for we i ; add to the light pollution of the area; adversely affect the wildlife, since
elk, moose, and other desirable wildlife currently inhabit this region; and add significantly to the needs and cost of fire
prevention, policing, road maintenance, and other governmental oversight responsibilities. Thank you for your
consideration of these concerns.

Sincerely, Richard W. Emmons and Barbara Voorhees-

Emmons
Mail address: P.O. Box 1339, Vashon, WA 98070

Phone: I I
E-mail:

Comment 24
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Meadow baordering subdivision

ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Radar
—
From| Michael Helioy -meseesi— ETC .
v IN GOUNTY

Sent; Tuesday, July 05, 2016 10:13 AM 5 e
Ta: B ki PLANNING & ZOMIp(
Subject: Mountain legends subdivision Lo
Altachments: IMG_1715,JPG; ATTO0001. ixt

2RO
Fallow Up Flag! Faillaw iijs f l-I(! 'VFD
Flag Statuy; Flagged

From: Michael Heisey [mailto}

Sent: Wednesday, July 06, 2016 8:29 AM
To: Kristin Rader <krader@co.teton.id.us>
Subject: Re: Mountain legends subdivision

Hi Kristin, sorry my email didn't function properly. If you wouldn't mind I would like to say the
following.

My name is Michael Heisey, I live in the Alta vista subdivision. I am opposed to the mountain
legends subdivision. Building another development in a wildlife corridor that already has plenty of
empty lots seems unnecessary and harmful to existing wildlife and resources. Additionally are
roads are not sufficient for all the added traffic. Finally adding 76 wells and septic systems can't
possibly be safe for our environment and water supply. Sincerely Mike Heisey

Comment 25
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ATTACHMENT 8

ATTACHMENT 1

Kristin Rader

ATTACHMENT 8

Mary Narrod - -
Tuenday, luly 0%, 2016 4:26 P
"z

Mauntain Legends Ranch

To whah It iay éoficari,

My name (s Mary Narrod and my address (s 3505 Black Bear Drive, Orijgs, 10 83422,

1am writing In ition of the propased M in Legends Ranch.

it seems very unreasonable to me that you would even conslder such a proposal when there are so many subdivisions
that are half empty, What would be the purpose? Let's see the existing subdivisions fill bafore having another one. |
don't think It presents well to tourists and possible future residents to see 50 many empty subdivisions, 1t's a visual

statement of the economy of Taton county,

Thera Is alio the additional congl

ation of aur wildilfe, This area i a carridor for moose, deer and a large alk herd,

gﬂmg e S

ATTACHMENT 8
July 5,2016 TETON COUNTY
PLANN\ & ZONING

UL 0

\ECEIVED

Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
150 Courthouse Drive
Driggs, ID 83422

Re: Mountain Legends Concept Plan
Dear Members of the Commission:

We offer the following comment on the Mountain Legends Concept Plan in the
context of the criteria for approval set forth in Section 9-3-2 (B)(4) Consideration of
Approval [for Concept Review].

The Mountain Legends Concept Plan does not conform to the Teton
County Comprehensive Plan as required by Section 9-3-2 (B)(4)(a). We
concur with the Planning & Zoning Staff's concerns and find that the proposed
subdivision does not conform to the 2012 Comprehensive Plan, which we
believe is a reaction against the type and scale of development proposed in this
Concept Review.

The availability of public services to accommodate the proposed
development has not been established as required by Section 9-3-2
(B)(4)(b). Most glaringly, Teton County, Wyoming, the entity responsible for
maintaining the development’s primary access - State Line Road - has not
contributed to the review of the Mountain Legends application as an official
service provider. Over the years, we have attended many public meetings held
with the Teton County, Wyoming Board of County Commissioners and Alta
residents, and, almost without exception, the inadequacy of State Line Road is
the focal point of discussion. The prospect of a 76-unit development has the
potential to degrade the quality and safety of State Line Road even further. In
addition, the 76-unit subdivision proposes individual wells and septic systems
in an area found to have high Nutrient Pathogen levels. Before a development
of this scale can be considered, the carrying capacity of the entire groundwater
resource must be evaluated. Finally, a white paper published in 2015 by the
Teton County Planning & Zoning Department found that virtually any
subdivision of any size will likely result in increased costs to Teton County and
its taxpayers. A 76-unit devel will certainly burden community
services.

Comment 27
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The wildiife need this area espacially in the wintar,

| hope that you wiil maka good judgment by denying another subdivision in this beautiful valley.

Sincerely,
Mary Narrad

sent from my (Pad

Comment 26

ATTACHMENT 8

The conformity of the propased development with the eapital
improvements plan is not clear as required by Section 932 (B)(4] ().
Pago 9 of the county's capital impraovement plan does mention an average
denulty factar of 50-80 units per 100 acres, but as the preceding texe w thiy
figure indicater, several large assumptions are utilized to establiah this
aumbier, For oxample, residential projections assume that many futire
dwaolling unlts will be second-homes, thereby decreasing overall impaet,
Howaever, the applicant's nareative repeatedly touts the houaing opportunities
purportedly alforded by the development praposal, and thus indicates that o
slgnificant portion of the units within the development will lilely be
perminently oecupied -and therefore more impactful = than what is
contemplated in the county's Capital Improvement Plan,

1‘Im puhlh.' iliancial capability nl'mmwrllrll services for the

has not beon extablished as required by Section 9:3:2
IB)NNd) We underatand that a fiseal impact analysis will be required upon
submittal of the preliminary plat, however, like many other aspects of this
developmmient, the Planning & Zonln nigglon must keek to understand the
Initial impact ereated by the dheer seale of the project before maving forward,
Wa biatiove this is precisely why this and other considerations are codified at
the Concept Review phase, The 2015 Planilig & Zoning Department white
paper makes clear that any new development will have a significant fiacal
Impact, andl the Planning & Zoning Commission must now consider whether 1o
conalder a weale of development that will undoubtedly result in serious facal
impacts ta Totan Gounty taxpayers,

Other healtl, safety, and goi I woltare concerns must he addressed as
required by Section 9:3-2 (B){4)(e). We understand that public comment is
fortheoming and may be valuminaus, The impacts borne by surrounding
property owners ire subatantial and warrant sevious considoration,

‘We conelude that the proposed Condept Plan does not meet these five required
criteria and should thus be subject to denial.

Sincerely,

W

Shawn W, Hill

Exocutive Directar

Meeting Minutes
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ATTACHMENT 8

Kristin Rader

ATTACHMENT 8
Kristin Rader
From! Dabble Whipple = 8
Sent| Tuesday, July 05, 2018 4:56 PM
To: [F4 TETON
Subject: Mountaln Legand Concept Application LANNINE
Attachmants: Uk jpg: DSCO2019 PG

Taton County Planning and Zoning Committes
150 Courthouse Dr., Rm 107
Diriggs, 1D 83422

Hob and Debble Whipple
3246 N. 1500 E,
Driggs, 1D #3422

Harry and Bolle Niendorf
1370 T, 3500 N
Driggs 1D 83422

RE! Mountiin Legend Concept Application

Commitiee Mambera:

Our properties are on the Southwost Corner aeross 1500 L, from this proposed development and immedintely
MW of the the Development off 1500 N. We hava receivad the notice for the Public Hearing regarding
this develoy Wa, the undersigned, sre opposed to this development ns currently proposed, The following
renkons are why wa are concerned:
11T is called a rural neighborhoad but It appears elustered like an urban development not at all like the existing
subidivisions
2, There are migration of elk through this aren that should require an fmpact study, 3 out of the last 4 yoars we
have had a herd of ellc along this nren. See picture,
3. Harmonlous with the surrounding Lli.vulupmqnlk qu(mu ‘apen spica” thon croating tght olustered bullding
eivelopes with Llunmnnu" in o illusion of "open »)
4. Clustering of hoimes in enveloped building spacos \rnnlun d wasie that Is conceming,

We will be attending the forth coming meatings and awalt the further "eonceptul” pling ua they develap.,
Sincarely,

Robert and Debra Whipple
Harry and Belle Niendori
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RENDEZVOUS ENGINEERING, P.C.

Civil Engi d Planners in Wyeming and Idaho

June 24, 2016 H E'VED
i "

Mr. Dave Hensel, Chairman

Teton County Planning and Zoning Commission L

150 Courthouse Drive - Room 107

Driggs, ID 83422

HAND DELIVERED

RE: River Rim / No. 7 / Request to V Application

We have been informed by representatives from GBCI Olher Real Estate LLC and 211 West
Rim LLC that they have suspended their tiati g the sale and purchase of the
River Rim PUD. Therefore they have requested lna1 1he|r application for a plat and
developmem agmernent amendment be wtthdrawn Both the current River Rim owners and

ir were i that the proposed plan for the re-creation of a
Ilnksﬂyle golf course supponed by a hospitality based destination resort would not be

out st to the specific projectand the existing River Rim

Masher Plan.

Although this most recent proposal has received enthusiastic support from a majority of
existing River Rim lot owners, the applicants were concerned that the significant additional
time and cost necessary to accomplish the plan within the Teton County process was not
worth the apparent rlsk It became clear aﬁer s«evem staff meetings and two Planning and
Zoning Commi hearings that this 1 would take additional months, cost
additional tens of thousands of dollars in professional fees and potentially involve changes
that would adversely affect the project's marginal financial feasibility.

On behalf of the project team that has worked diligently and cooperatively to develop a valid
plan that would restore property values, expand job opportunities and increase local tax
revenues wﬂhout significant ehanges 1o the existing entitements or Irnpads we are

inted by this lost ity. However, we also understand that it is not in the best
interest of the owners and buyers to encumber the property for the entire summer and incur
significant additional costs for an uncertain outcome.

Sincerely,

Rebert T. Ablondi, P.E.

Ce: Kristin Rader, Interim Planning Administrator
Brett Potter
Sean Cracraft
Sean Moulton
David Choo
Don Chery
Doug Gemmel

25 South Gros Ventre Streat - Post Office Bex 4858 - Jackson, Wyoming 83001
Phone - 307.733 5252 Fax - 307.733.2334

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016

From: Michael Mulligan
Sent: Monday, July 04, 2016 6:31 PM
To: PZ
Subject: Mountain Legends

EOE ’ V -

s =
-1V D

Dear PandZ Folks,

I hope it is called Mountain Legends because it is just that: that which might have been but does not come to
fruition -- a faulty legend, that is.

As a close State Line resident and ranch owner, let me say this is the stupidest, ugliest idea since the creation of
the other abomination, Snow Crest -- or is it Snow Pest?

The last thing this valley needs is another crazy development. There are already thousands of unsold lots in
endless ugly zombie developments all over the place here. The precious valley is on the verge of being lost
forever. Open space -- gone.

Dry Creek is a great wildlife corridor. Indeed, one of the valley's very few resident elk herds winters right on the
proposed Mountain Legend abomination.

Thank you, folks, for doing your job and protecting one of the few remaining wildlife corridors in the valley.
Thank you for rejecting this notion of 2.5 acre lots.

Teton Valley is close to really being wrecked. Thanks for saving it.

Fplotast

Comment 29

SCENIC CORRIDOR REVIEW for: Halsey Hewson

'WHERE: corner of Hwy 33 and E 9500 S (Victor)

Prepared for the Planning & Zoning Commission
July 12, 2016

APPLICANT & LANDOWNER: Halsey Hewson

APPLICABLE COUNTY CODE: Teton County Zoning Ordinance Section 8-5-2-D (SC) Scenic Corridor Overlay
Regulations.

REQUEST: Halsey Hewson is requesting to build a storage shed on his property south of Victor, in the
Victor Area of Impact, located at the corner of Highway 33 and E 9500 S. The property is completely within
the Scenic Corridor Overlay.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: RPO3N45E134210; TAX #6795 SEC 13 T3N R45E
LOCATION: Corner of Hwy 33 and E 9500 S

ZONING DISTRICT: A-2.5 — Victor Area of Impact

PROPERTY SIZE: 2.73 acres

VICINITY MAP:

Planning & Zoning Commission | July 12, 2016

Halsey Hewson | Scenic Corridor Review
Page1of 4
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PROJECT BACKGROUND: Mr. Hewson submitted a completed scenic corridor design review application
on June 28, 2016, and is currently working on getting his building permit application together. Before the
building permit can be approved, a scenic corridor design review must occur and be approved for the
structure. The proposed storage shed will be 50 feet from the outer edge of Highway 33's right of way,
and this proposal complies with all required setbacks. Construction of the addition has not begun. There
is a small chicken coop on the property that was recently built. It is under 200 ft?, so it did not require a
building permit or a scenic corridor design review (only required with permit).

Mr. Hewson'’s property is currently zoned A-2.5 and located in the Victor Area of Impact, adjacent to city
limits. The entire property is within the scenic corridor. Due to the size, location, and characteristics of
the property, the building locations are very limited. The site plan (Attachment 8) identifies building
envelopes on this property after considering the required setbacks and floodplain.

The proposed storage shed will be located close to the highway, which is partially screened by vegetation.
The western side of the property, where the chicken coop is located, is screened slightly better by the
existing vegetation. This location was not chosen for the shed because the applicant is intending to build
a home in that spot. The applicant has stated that he intends to add additional vegetation near the
highway to help screen the buildings when he builds the home. Currently, the property does not have
access to water or power, so irrigating any new vegetation for successful growth will be difficult, if not
impossible. When the applicant has stated that he intends to apply for the building permit and scenic
corridor review for the home within the next year, so the landscaping would begin at that time when he
gets water and power to the property.

The proposed structure will be 30 feet wide, 50 feet long, and 18 feet tall (Attachment 6). There will be
windows along the wall that faces the highway. Attachments # show examples of the design of the
building. Attachment # shows an example of the color design for the exterior. The applicant is intending
to use metal siding in brown and gray (Attachment 7).

OVERVIEW OF SCENIC CORRIDOR REVIEW:

8-2-1-A. GENERAL DEFINITIONS: Scenic Corridor Overlay includes all lands lying within 330 feet of both sides
of the rights-of-way for Idaho State Highways 31, 32, 33 and Ski Hill Road from Driggs City limits to the
Wyoming state line.

8-5-1-D. PURPOSE: The purpose of this overlay area is to provide a design review procedure to ensure that
key roads in Teton County are sufficiently protected from unsightly and incompatible land uses.

8-5-2-D (1) DesIGN REVIEW: All development shall be subject to design review to ensure that the location,
scale, and appearance of buildings, structures, and development of land shall preserve the rural character
of the areas bordering Idaho State Highways and Ski Hill Road and to prevent the construction of buildings
that project upward beyond the ridgeline of any hill located within one (1) mile of major roads when
viewed from those major roads.

Title 8 of the Teton County Code authorizes the Planning & Zoning Commission to make a final
determination on scenic corridor applications. A development application shall only be approved if the
Planning Commission finds that it meets the design review criteria.

Halsey Hewson | Scenic Corridor Review Planning & Zoning Commission | July 12, 2016

Page 2 of 4

POSSIBLE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL:

1. Must comply with all federal, state, and local regulations.

2. Allstructures require a Teton County Building Permit and must comply with the Teton County Building

Code.

If outdoor lighting is desired, it must comply with Teton County Code lighting requirements.

Building materials shall not be highly reflective materials.

5. An application for the scenic corridor design review of the future home, including landscaping, shall be
applied for and approved within one year of this approval. (if concerned with the landscaping along
Highway 33 — could also make the condition that landscaping is required with this approval)

&w

POSSIBLE PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION ACTIONS:
A. Approve the scenic corridor permit request with the recommended conditions of approval listed in
this staff report, having provided the reasons and justifications for the approval.

B. Approve the scenic corridor permit request, with modifications to the application request, or adding
conditions of approval, having provided the reasons and justifications for the approval and for any
modifications or conditions.

C. Deny the scenic corridor permit request and provide the reasons and justifications for the denial.

D. Continue to a future PZC Meeting with reasons given as to the continuation or need for additional
information.

POSSIBLE MOTIONS:
The following motions could provide a reasoned statement if a Commissioner wanted to approve or deny
the application:

Approval
Having found that the proposed development for Halsey Hewson is consistent with the Teton County
development ordinances, specifically Title 8-5-2-D, and Idaho State Statute, | move to approve the scenic
corridor permit with the following conditions of approval:

1. Must comply with all federal, state, and local regulations.

2. All structures require a Teton County Building Permit and must comply with the Teton County

Building Code.
3. If outdoor lighting is desired, it must comply with Teton County Code lighting requirements.
4. Building materials shall not be highly reflective materials.

Denial
Having found that the proposed development for Halsey Hewson is not consistent with the Teton County
development ordinances, specifically Title 8-5-2-D, and Idaho State Statute, | move to deny the scenic
corridor permit. The following could have been done to obtain approval...

1

Prepared by Kristin Rader

ATTACHMENT 1

8-5-2-D (3). DESIGN REVIEW CRITERIA:

STAFF COMMENTS:

SETBACKS

No permanent structures may be built within 50
feet of the outer edge of the road right of way,
unless the parcel does not contain any buildable
sites outside of the setback.

The proposed structure will be located 50 feet from the
outer edge of Highway 33’s right of way. A-2.5 requires
front and side setbacks of 30’ and rear setbacks of 40°,
with which this complies.

BUILDING
ENVELOPE

1. Building envelopes shall be located so that
existing topography and natural vegetation will
screen buildings from view from the State
Highways and Ski Hill Road to the maximum
extent feasible.

There is some existing vegetation on the property but
none that could screen the proposed building entirely.
The applicant has stated he plans to add additional
landscaping between the Highway and the building
when he builds the home. He does not currently have
water or power to the property.

2. Where existing topography and natural
vegetation cannot be used to screen buildings,
building envelopes should be located at the rear
or side edges of an open meadow or pasture, or
at the foot of a hill or ridge, rather than in the
middle of a meadow, pasture, or hillside.

The location for the proposed structure is on the eastern
side of the property. This location was chosen because
of the limited building space on this property. There is
some existing vegetation that can screen the building
from view when traveling on Highway 33. However, the
building will be visible from the highway when a vehicle
is adjacent to the property. The applicant does intend to
add vegetation in the future.

3. Building envelopes shall be located so that no
portion of a building up to 30 feet tall shall be
visible over the ridge of the hillside on which it is
located when viewed from the State Highways
and Ski Hill Road.

The proposed building will not be located on a ridge or
hillside.

BUILDING
MATERIALS

All non-agricultural buildings shall not be of
highly reflective materials according to ASTM
C6007, Light Reflectivity Index.

The proposed structure will have brown and gray metal
siding and roof, similar to the example in Attachment 7.
The materials will not be highly reflective.

ROADSs &
DRIVEWAYS

Roads and driveways shall be designed to
eliminate the need to back out onto the State
Highways or Ski Hill Road. Existing roads and
driveways shall be used where practical. When it
is not practical to use existing roads, then new
roads and driveways shall be located to skirt the
edge of meadows and pastures (ie. avoid
dividing them) to the maximum extent feasible

This property is accessed from E 9500 S, not Highway
33, so there will be no issue with vehicles backing out
onto Highway 33. Because of the location, size, and
characteristics of this property, there is essentially one
option for an access point for the driveway.

SCREENING

Landscaping shall be used to screen the view of
any resource extraction sites, outdoor storage
areas, outdoor trash collection areas, satellite
dishes over two (2) meters in diameter, and
areas with inoperable equipment or more than
four (4) inoperable cars or trucks. Required
landscaping should be high altitude, native plant
material, trees and shrubs

There are no resource extraction sites, outdoor storage
areas, outdoor trash collection areas, satellite dishes
proposed with this application that would need to be
screened.

THERE ARE ADDITIONAL PROVISIONS FOR SATELLITE DISHES,

REVEGETATION, UTILITIES, AND SIGNS.

The applicant is not proposing a satellite dish, utilities,
or signs. Disturbance will be minimal for construction,
and the applicant will repair/reseed any land that is
disturbed from grading.

Attachments:

1. Application (4 pages) 5. Google Earth images (3 pages)

2. Deed (4 pages) 6. Building Design Options (2 pages)

3. Site Plan (1 page) 7. Exterior/Color Design Options (2 pages)

4. Building Plan (3 pages) 8. Site Visit Photos (7 pages)

End of Staff Report

Halsey Hewson | Scenic Corridor Review Planning & Zoning Commission | July 12, 2016
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e

SCENIC CORRIDOR OVERLAY APPLICATION

Teton County, Idaho

with the Planning Staff prior to

The Planning Staff will review this request for completeness, Thc lenm,g and Zorung Commission will make
the final decision at their regularly sc.hedalled meeting. The

d 1o discuss this

To expedite the review of your application, please be sure to address each of the following ite

SECTION I: PERSONAL AND PROPERTY RELATED DATA

Owner:

HYarsey  Hevosod

A E-mal

" 7 4
i1 HatsoviteiicoN £ Smad, Com

Phone: (307 Y 1 3 &1 F Mailing Address: ;5': Box el

City fetmd  LirfdG e~ State:

g ." ZipCode:_JF 30 25

Address:

Location and Zoning Distriet:

Parcel Number:

Section: /V-‘I\’ry?‘

'rom-smp T2ZA _ Range: PYSE Towal Acreage: 2 F- AcBTS

Latest recorded deed to the
Fees in accordance with current fee schedule

o Affidavit of Legal Interest

I, the undersigned, understand that the items listed below are required for my application to be considered complete and for

it 1o be scheduled on the agenda for the Planning and Zoning Commission public meeting.
. Applicant Signature: E—

1, the undersigned, am the owner of the referenced property and do hereby give my

Date: _&5 / é—? ///6

10 be my agent and represent me in the manters of this application. | have read the mnchcd m!hrmnon regarding the
application and property and find it 1o be comeet.

. Owner

e

Date: é/‘%/f

Fees are non-refu

ndable.

Meeting Minutes




ATTACHMENT 1

SECTION II: CRITERIA FOR RECOMMENDATIONS AND DECISIONS

In accordance with 8-3-2 (C) of the Teton County Zoning Ordinance the Scenic Comidor Overlay shall apply to
those lands within 330° of both sides of the right-of-way for [daho State Highways 31, 32, 33 and Ski Hill Road
from Driggs city limits to the Wyoming stateline.

+ Design Review: All development shall be subject to design review 1o ensure that the location, scale, and
appearance of buildings, structures, and development of land shall preserve the rural character of the
areas bordering Idaho State Highways and Ski Hill Read and to prevent the construction of buildings
that project upward beyond the ridgeline of any hill located within one (1) mile of major roads when
viewed from those major roads,

*  Documentation Required; The applicant shall submit plans and drawings showing all existing structures,
building lopes for all proposed setbacks from the closest State Highway or Ski Hill Road,
as applicable, existing and proposed landscaping and fences, cxisting and proposed off-street parking

areas, and drawings of exterior ions of primary visible from the closest State Highway or
Ski Hill Road. These materials will be submitted with a conditional use or building permit application,
and at the prelimi plat stage of a ivision or PUD applicati

*  Design Review Criteria: A development application shall only be approved if the Commission finds that
it meets the following criteria:

Setbacks: No permanent structure shall be constructed within fifty (50) feet of the cuter edge of
the road right-of-way, unless the parcel does not contain any buildable site outside of the sethack area in,
which case primary structures shall be located as far from the outer edge of the road right-of-way as
possible.

Building Envelopes: The development shall identify building envelopes for all primary and
Building pes shall comply  with the following requirements:

1) Building envelopes shall be located so that existing topography and natural vegetation, such
as ridges, hills, and existing trees, will screen buildings from view from the State Highways and
Ski Hill Road to the maximum extent feasible.

2) Where existing topography and natural vegetation cannot be used to screen buildings as
described in Subsection | above, building envelopes should be located at the rear or side edges
of an open meadow or pasture, or at the foot of a hill or ridge, rather than in the middle of a
meadaw, pasture, or hillside.

Notwithstanding Subsections | and 2 above, building envelopes shall be located %0 that  no
portion of a building up to thirty (30) fect tall shall be visible over the ridge of the hillside on which it is
located when viewed from the State Highways and Ski Hill Road, and the applicant shall submit a sight
line analysis in sufficient detail to confirm that this standard has been met,

Building ials: All
according to ASTM C6007, Light Reflectivity Index.

ings shall not be of highly reflective materials

Tcson County, bdsbo Sconic Camidor {voday

Hil

SCENIC CORRIDOR OVERLAY APPLICATION

R

at_fo-Z

Teton County, Idaho

The Planning Staff will review this request for completeness. The Planning and Zoning Commission will make
the final decision at their regularly scheduled meeting. The applicant is encouraged to discuss this application
with the Planning Staff prior to submittal.

To expedite the review of your application, please be sure to address each of the following irems,
SECTIONI: PERSONAL AND PROPERTY RELATED DATA

owners__ A Sy My sen)

A Same Bmail_ HALSEYHELICoN ) Emadl, fom
Phose: Go) Y12 EEIT waiting Address: (] Box FLE

City Fetmad  LiiiGe State:_j4 1}1 Zip Code:_ T 30 £5
Location and Zoning District:

Address: Parcel Number:

Section: M 5 ! anns‘mp TZN  Range: RYSE Towl Acreage: 2., F AcRTS

o Latest recorded deed to the property o Affidavit of Legal Interest
o Fees in accordance with current fee schedule

1, the undersigned, understand that the items listed below quired for my application to be i complete and for
it 1o be scheduled on the agenda for the Planning and Zoning Commission public meeting.
. Applicant Signature: . Date: {%Z?’//é

1, the undersigned, am the

to be my agent and represent i 7462
application and property snd  SESEEY wssoa.znzs /&5’/ s
. Owner Signature: L@ﬁ

g T Cosuv, | $ Zare
//ZJ': F’r,‘,:bz_mf/r____‘“-—-;:__”t‘::'m =

- i/ !
PZC Meeting 7/12/2016
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ATTACHMENT 1

ATTACHMENT 1

Roads and Driveways: Roads and driveways shall be designed to eliminate the need to back out
onto the State Highways or Ski Hill Road. Existing roads and driveways shall be used where practical.
When it is not practical to use existing roads, then new roads and driveways shall be located to skint
the edge of meadows and pastures (i.e. avoid dividing them) 1o the maximum extent feasible,

Satellite Dishes: All satellite dishes in the proposed development shall be located to minimize
ity from the State Highways and Ski Hill Road and shall use earth tone colors and/or screening to
ize their visual impact.

il

mi

Screening: Landscaping shall be used to screen the view of any resource extraction sites,

outdoor storage areas, outdoor trash collection areas, satellite dishes over two (2) meters in diameter,

and sreas with inoperable equipment or more than four (4) inoperable cars or trucks. Required
landscaping should be high altitude, native plant material, trees and shrubs.

Revegetation: The applicant shall revegetate all areas disturbed by prading or cut-and-fill
activity with plants similar to those on the remainder of the development site a5  each  stage  of
grading is completed, and no later than one (1) year after construction.

Utilities: All service utilities (including but not limited to electric and telecommunication lines)
shall be placed underground.

SECTION TII: STAFF SUMMARY ANALYSIS, REASONING AND FACT FINDING
SECTION IV: PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION ACTION

SECTION V: PLANNING ADMINISTRATOR/DESIGNEE REVIEW/ACTION

o ‘Application is considered complete and awﬁﬁay of ELU 46 + 20,
Planning ini: /Designee

Tetun Ccuty, |dsbo Seenic Comidor Onerlsy tafd

ATTACHMENT 2
Instrument # 233526

RECORDING REQUESTED BY g a0 M offages:d
First American Title Company mmm iai‘:n
AND WHEN RECORDED MALL T0: e
First American Title Company
81 Morth Main Street/P.0, Box 42
Driggs, 1D 83422

Space Above This Line for Recorders Uss Oaly
WARRANTY DEED

File No.: 574272-T (tm) Date: December 29, 2015
For Value Received, E. Vance and Janie a married couple, hereinafier
called the Grantor, heveby grants, bargains, sefls and conveys unto Halsey Hewson, a single man,
hereinafter called the Grantee, whose current address |s PO Box 766, mnwmmmzs,m
following described premises, situated in Teton County, Idahe, to-wit: Legal Description attached
hereto as Exhibit A, and by this referenced Incorporated

building and
of record, and payment of accruing present year

SUBJECT TO all right of ways,
zoning and use and

texes and assessments as agreed to by parties above.
TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the sald premises, with Its appurtenances, unto the said Grantee, and to the:
Grantee's helrs and assigns forever, And the sald Grantor does hereby covenant to and with the sakd
Grantee, that the Grantor i the owner in fiee simple of sald premises; that sald premises are free from all
encumbrances resenations,

except current years tases, levies, and assessments, and except U.S. Patent
of record and visible upon the premises, and that Grantor will warrant

and defend the same from all claims whatsoever,

Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

RECORDING REQUESTED BY

First American Title Company

AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

First American Title ny

81 North Main Street/P.0. Box 42

Driggs, 1D 83422

‘Space Above This Ling for Recorder's Use Orly
WARRANTY DEED

File No.: 574272-T (tm) Date: December 29, 2015
For Value Received, E. Vance and Janie a married couple, hereinafter

called the Grantor, hereby grants, bargains, sells and conveys unto Halsey Hewson, a single man,
hereinafter called the Grantee, whose current address is PO Box 766, Teton Village, WY 83025, the
following described premises, situated in Teton County, Idahe, to-wit: Legal Description attached
hereto as Exhibit A, and by this referenced incorporated herein,

SUBJECT TO all easements, right of ways, restrictions, A buiding and
zoning and use and of record, and payment of accruing present year
taxes and assessments as agreed to by parties above.

TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the said premises, with its appurtenances, unto the said Grantee, and to the
Grantee's heirs and assigns forever. And the said Grantor does hereby covenant to and with the said
Grantee, that the Grantor is the owner in fee simple of said premises; that said premises are free from all
encumbrances except current years taxes, levies, and assessments, and except LS, Patent reservations,
restrictions, of record and wvisible upon the premises, and that Grantor wil wasrant
and defend the same from all claims whatsoever.

ATTACHMENT 2

Dato: 12/29/2015 ‘Warranty Deed File Mo.: 574272-T (tm)
‘continued

EXHIBIT A

BEGINNING AT THE SW CORNER OF THE E1/2NW1/4 OF SECTION 13, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH,
RANGE 45 EAST, BOISE MERIDIAN, TETON COUNTY, IDAHO, SAID POINT BEING THE 5W
CORNER OF THAT PARCEL OF LAND DESCRIBED IN THE WARRANTY DEED UNDER TETON
COUNTY RECORDER'S INSTRUMENT NO. 75397; THENCE NORTH 00°11'37", EAST, ALONG
THE WEST LINE OF SAID PARCEL UNDER INSTUMENT NO. 75397, A DISTANCE OF 478.32
FEET TO THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF STATE HIGHWAY 33; THENCE SOUTH
46°14'37", EAST, ALONG SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, 607.22 FEET TO THE EAST LINE OF
SAID PARCEL UNDER INSTUMENT NO. 75397; THENCE SOUTH 00°11'37", WEST, ALONG
SAID EAST LINE, 61.96 FEET TO THE SE CORNER OF SAID PARCEL UNDER INSTRUMENT NO.
75397; THENCE NORTH B9°32'00", WEST, ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID PARCEL UNDER
INSTRUMENT NO. 75397, A DISTANCE OF 440.01 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

SUBJECT TO THE EXISTING COUNTY ROAD RIGHT-OF-WAY ALONG THE SOUTHERLY
BOUNDARY OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY.

Page 3of 3
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ATTACHMENT 2

Date: 12/20/2015 Warranty Deed File No.: 574272-T (tm)

E. Vance Rasmussen Janie %mussen e

STATE OF Idaho

]
5.
COUNTY OF  Teton )

onthis _{? day of January, 2016, before me, a Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared E.

Vai and Janie known or to me to be the person(s) whose name(s)
are:) bed to the within i and acknowledged to me that executed the same.
éwmmrmsm%nm ?.;
Residing at: 5 TO
TGt POBLIS My Commissio 0%-24-30
STATE OF IDAHO
Fage 2of 3
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ATTACHMENT 1

ATTACHMENT 5

ATTACHMENT 6 ATTACHMENT 6

o
Il

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 1

8282016 016062615340 resizedjpg

ATTACHMENT 7

ATTACHMENT 8 . ~ ATTACHMENT 8 -
- - - "
ol . e
- i
N .
ﬁ‘%ﬁ'\ A

View looking north toward Victor from
Highway 33 at the proposed building site.

View from 9500 to Highway 33

Halsey Hewson | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit 1ofa Halsey Hewson | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit 20f4
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ATTACHMENT 1

ATTACHMENT 8 ATTACHMENT 8

View from Highway 33 looking
west at proposed building site

Halsey Hewson | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit 3of4 Halsey Hewson | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit 40f4
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ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number:
Date: 7 B g s Zoﬁ é
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name: /2//(4 /Zz//47 e, e’

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

Choose one:

Support the application E éfNeutral ____ Oppose the application

Do you wish to testify? %’Yes ___No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number:

Date: |2 Jve¥ ,20_¢6

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name: Don L. DuT Scat

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

2320 EAST 30860 N,

Drigas , Tpaxre B24z2

Choose one:
Support the application ‘/Neutral ____Oppose the application
. x ? <
Do you wish to testify? _ . Yes . No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Ttem Number: | —ras1A g

Date: ’7/ [D ,20/¢
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name: (& EDRUOA (/\XSRW{M%‘_W

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

Qs pd e
ZRigee 1930 Iera Mopgry KD

Choose one:

Support the application , Neutral L/Oppose the application

Do you wish to testify? i/ Yes __ No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number: fg’__

Date: 7/ / 2 5 27]‘4_
PLEASE P/RINT LEGIBLY

Name: 5/54);&) (R

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

Y 7~ 5 'a7] ( ; /—\
/DQJ(M«(/ [9 30 Wik 7 Mozaw Lo,
— e

Choose one:

Support the application Neutral __'\_Kppose the application

Do you wish to testify? | Nes __ No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number:

Date: ,20

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY
[ QL %‘ e
Name: ’b(/L Y At

City of Residence (Physical Address not post office box):

330 A 2808 &
/DR 57

Choose one:

Support the application Neutral _>§Oppose the application

Do you wish to testify? 7_LYes ___No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

)

/yér‘fsiﬁture (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes




ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number:
Date: Ti}}iz, .20y
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name: {b hA UL/? Léu/// !

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

- \ & J i J . . 3 \
Vei 45y 923 . 300 N.
Choose one:
Support the application Neutral )i Oppose the application
Do you wish to testify? /N Yes __ No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda tem Number:_ﬁw_?v_ MoULIOTA I L,%E RS
Date:—l“/ \2— 5 Zme:f :
PLEASE P_R/IN"I‘ LEGIBLY

Name: /C\ﬁkl/ Q)E:“é e -

. City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

GRRD A \RDO
ORCCE O RB42-2—
Ty T

Choose one:

< -

Support the application ¢ Neutral

-

Do you wish to testify? >Q_€,Yes ___No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

QQ Oppose the application

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

' |
Agenda Item Number ’\NL7 /p0 L_/?%’%Q/

Date: / ,z@i <« U@szé?"(/
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY@ [
7 /
o . }/« ,97L //WO

. City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

b0 DaeSprmge @] Dngs <9

Choose one:

< P

Support the application ¢y “Neutral i Oppose the application

Do you wish to testify? . 21‘(?35 ___No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Cy )]
}!/WOVV‘/

Written signdture (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number: ___415(’__5_{

Date: '7’ ['l/la/L ,20./¢

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name: _ fefse Z2jac o

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):
3190 Soreysen Svreck Dr
Vieor T 53455

Choose one:

Support the application Neutral _K Oppose the application

Do you wish to testify? X Yes _ No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number: _

Date: 7, /2 ,206

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY .

Name: Z i L ch/ L’L/C"/ /G b

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

lé%cm} 2 I \>

==

Choose one:

Support the application Neutral & Oppose the application

Do you wish to testify? ><_ Yes _ No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Ttem Number:
Date: /-? ( [C 5 20_“7
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name: [ V\Qlﬁ\ L/&/\/ ([(Vf\,/(i
City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

Veigq)
-

J

Choose one:

Support the application Neutral /(_ Oppose the application

/
Do you wish to testify? &; Yes _ No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes
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S

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number:
/

Date: L 77 L2—~ ,Z@e

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

e S JOY L ANYER - MULABAN

. City of Residence (Phys1fF Address- not post office box):

Choose one:
< 7

Support the application v “Neufral

Do you wish to testify? . \2<Q, es __ No

If you do pot wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space

allotted.

}_QOppose the application

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number:

n. .

Date: / 7 - ,2(3({_”_ <

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY ,
Name: _/ /,’/Z{ A /%v i ]/L«J'Z-U/ / %LL_

. City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

A ) T 4
ST ]

Choose one:

< -z

Support the application v Neutral
Do you wish to testify? ;é,iejs ___No

If you do pot wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

__Oppose the application

Written signature (only if not testifying)

PZC Meeting 7/12/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

' (
Agenda Ttem Numbe%zj

Date: L}\/L;) \2_,20__

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY
Name: <;\’\ A\l\-‘ ‘\{ ‘l"\'\ \/\_,/‘

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

Choose one:
Support the application Neutral L/(;/@ the application
Do you wish to testify?  Yes ___ No

- If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space
allotted.

Reod Z comypents into he vecord Written signature (only if not testifying)
Read comments on lehale of VIRD
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ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

[ (Mau,«/‘f/lm) ZLL*Z/UD S )

Agenda Item Number:
. ' . 7/
Date: /uply | - 204/
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY
B / ] /(j .
Name: _/ /(z)wi’ j HIALE . -

. City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

3244 N 1500 PDriwes ID  f3492
Choose one:
Support the application ¢y “Neutral _¥ Oppose the application

Do you wish to testify? . - “Yes \_/No

If you do not wish to testify orally, your comments on this sheet will be read into the
record — so long as they are written legibly, signed below and do not exceed the space

allotted.
My aoncetn  1s 6 Tl wsd ssP71¢ TAES  THAT Come

WITH _THIS DEVSLOPMENT AND THE SLEvATV  f)F Lavels THAT witl
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ATTACHMENT 3

August 16, 2016

Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
Written Decision for Mountain Legends Subdivision Concept Approval

Overview

OnJuly 12, 2016, Harry Statter came before the Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission to request
Concept Plan approval of a proposed subdivision on property located northeast of Driggs, on Stateline
Road, for a 76-lot subdivision.

Planning & Zoning Commissioners Present: Mr. Dave Hensel, Mr. Cleve Booker, Mr. Bruce Arnold, Mr.
Chris Larson, Mr. Jack Haddox, Mr. Pete Moyer, Ms. Sarah Johnston, and Mr. David Breckenridge.

Applicant(s)/Representative(s) Present. Harry Statter; Sarah Johnston, Arrowleaf Engineering; Herb
Heimerl, Heimerl Law Firm, PC.

Motion
Mr. Larson moved that having concluded that the Criteria for Approval of a Subdivision Concept Plan
found in Title 9-3-2(B-4) can be satisfied with the inclusion of the following conditions of approval:

1. Provide an updated plan with the public road right of ways of N. Stateline Road and N 1500 E
shown and removed from the lot areas, show the addition to the subdivision road with the road
surface removed from the lot area, and include an updated number of lots proposed for this
subdivision.

2. Provide an open space management plan as part of the preliminary plat application stating how
much open space will be dedicated to agriculture, wildlife habitat, and pedestrian use. Also include
a map of where these uses will be located and elaborate on what pedestrian use means. Include in
this plan how the open space easements will be managed. If no open space is proposed a
management plan will be provided for all vacant lots.

Obtain access approval from Teton County, ID Road & Bridge for N 1500 E and N. Stateline Road.
Begin working with EIPH for septic approval.

Begin working with Teton County Fire District for fire suppression approval.

Conduct/update required studies/plans for Preliminary Review: Traffic Impact Study, Public
Service/Fiscal Analysis, Landscape Plan, Stormwater and Infrastructure Plans, Phasing Plan (if
required), Natural Resource Analysis, and Nutrient Pathogen Study. The traffic impact study will
include the distribution of traffic on Grand Teton Road.

7. We request a year round wildlife study and a fiscal viability analysis.
= and having found that the considerations for granting the Concept Plan Approval to Peacock Property

LLC can be justified and have been presented in the application materials, staff report, and presentations

to the Planning & Zoning Commission,
= and having found that the proposal is generally consistent with the goals and policies of the 2012-2030

Teton County Comprehensive Plan,
= | move to APPROVE the Concept Plan for Mountain Legends Ranch Subdivision as described in the

application materials submitted June 7, 2016 and June 21, 2016 and as supplemented with additional

applicant information attached to this staff report.

o0k w

Mr. Arnold seconded the motion.

After a roll call vote, the motion was approved 6-1 with Mr. Moyer voting no.
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Conclusions

Having given due consideration to the application and evidence presented, and to the criteria of approval
defined in Teton County Code, Title 9-3-2(B-4), the Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission hereby
makes the following conclusions:

1. In general, the proposed subdivision conforms with the goals outlined in the 2012-2030 Teton County
Comprehensive Plan.

2. Public services are being utilized by the surrounding property owners, so they are available in the area.
The subdivision is proposed to utilize private well and septic systems. The development will be
accessed from Stateline Road and N 1500 E. Studies at the Preliminary Plat phase will provide
additional information on the impact to public services.

3. Applicable impact fees will be required for all lots within the proposed subdivision, as adopted by Teton
County.

4. The fiscal impact of the proposed development will be better understood after the Public Service/Fiscal
Impact Study, as required by Teton County Code, is provided during the Preliminary Plat phase.

a. Inaddition to this, the Planning & Zoning Commission and the public were concerned with the
fiscal viability of the proposed development due to the number of existing subdivision lots in
Teton County that remain vacant. Because of this, the Planning & Zoning Commission has
requested the applicant to provide a Fiscal Viability Analysis to better understand how the
development would be fiscally successful after approval and to better understand the impacts
to Teton County and its taxpayers.

5. The proposed development does not appear to negatively impact the health, safety, or general welfare
of the County with the information presented for the Concept Plan. More information on this is required
for the Preliminary Plat phase.

a. Water quality concerns were discussed. A Nutrient Pathogen Study, as required by Teton
County Code, must be submitted at the Preliminary Plat phase, which will provide more
information on how the proposed development may impact water quality and how that will be
mitigated.

b. Traffic concerns were also discussed. A Traffic Impact Study, as required by Teton County
Code, will be submitted at the Preliminary Plat phase, which will provide more information on
how the proposed development may impact traffic and how it will be mitigated.

c. Wildlife habitat on this property and the impact the proposed development would have on
Natural Resources in the area was also discussed. A Natural Resources Analysis, as required
by Teton County Code, will be submitted at the Preliminary Plat phase. This property is not
mapped in a Wildlife Habitat Overlay, so the Teton County Code does not require the applicant
to perform a Wildlife Habitat Assessment. However, the Planning & Zoning Commission has
requested the applicant to perform a year-round wildlife study on this property due to these
concerns and the goals related to wildlife habitat outlined in the Comprehensive Plan.

6. The proper legal requirements for advertisement of the public hearing have been fulfilled as required
by Idaho Code, Title 67; Section 67-6509, 67-6511, 67-6512, and Title 9, Section 3-2-(B-2) of the
Teton County Zoning Ordinance. The public hearing was duly noticed in the Teton Valley News on
June 23, 2016 and June 30, 2016. A notification was sent via mail to surrounding property owners
within a 300-foot buffer area, as well as all property owners in subdivisions that intersect with the 300-
foot buffer. A notice was also posted on the property providing information about the public hearing.

7. Other persons in attendance expressed neutral and opposing comments of the proposed subdivision. All
public comments are on file with the minutes of July 12, 2016.

8. This proposal is not in conflict with the provisions of any adopted Teton County ordinances.

] P 9= ; —
W e T 28 0cT 70\ b
Cleve Booker Date

Vice Chair of Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
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