AGENDA
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
PUBLIC MEETING
July 14, 2015
STARTING AT 5:00 PM

LOCATION: 150 Courthouse Dr., Driggs, 1D 83422
Commissioners’ Chamber - First Floor (lower level, SW Entrance)

1. Approve available minutes
2. Chairman Business
3. Administrator Business

ITEM #1 — SCENIC CORRIDOR DESIGN REVIEW: Joel Ahlum: For a remodel to his home, including
replacing the carport with a single car garage and a living room and office area above, as well as rebuilding the
existing mudroom. The property is completely within the Scenic Corridor Overlay. The remodel would be located
on the southeastern and northeastern sides of the existing home, where a carport and mudroom are currently
located.

Legal Description: RP000690010040; LOT 4 BLK 1 T/C SEC 18 & 19 T3N

ITEM #2 - WORK SESSION: Draft Code: Discussion of the Draft Development Code — Articles 3-9.
Public comment will not be taken regarding the Draft Development Code.

ADJOURN

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

e The application(s) and related documents are posted, at www.tetoncountyidaho.gov. To view these items
select the Planning & Zoning Commission Public Meeting of July 14, 2015. Then select the agenda item in
the Additional Information Side Bar.

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.


http://www.tetoncountyidaho.gov/

TETON COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
DRAFT Meeting Minutes from June 9, 2015
Planning & Building Department Conference Room, Driggs, 1D

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

COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: Mr. Jason Boal, Planning Administrator

The meeting was called to order at 5:04 PM.

Chairman Business

There was no Chairman business.

Administrative Business

Mr. Boal reminded the Commission that the next meeting would be a combined meeting with the Board of
County Commissioners. The topics to be discussed include roles (PZC, BoCC, Staff, and Prosecutor),
policy basis for the new code (Comprehensive Plan), Public Involvement Strategy/Plan, and a Draft Code
Review.

Approval of Minutes

MoTION: Mr. Arnold moved to approve the May 19, 2015. Mr. Larson seconded.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved.

ITEM #1 — PUBLIC HEARING: Side yard setback variance for James Nichols: A variance request
by Peter Quinlan (Big Hole Builders) for James Nichols pursuant to the Teton County Code Section 8-4-4
(Height, Setback, and Lot Size). The Teton County Code specifies a side yard setback of 30-feet. The

application proposes a side yard setback (along the south property line) of 20-feet for an addition to the
existing garage.

Applicant Presentation:

Mr. Quinlan commented that his client, Mr. Nichols, would like to add on to the side of the existing garage.
The garage was built in the 1980s, before setbacks were required. The existing structure has a 20-foot
setback. He explained that there are no other locations on the lot for the addition due to the location of the
existing home, well, septic, and driveway. The property is heavily vegetated and screened from County
Road 10000 South, which he said was a seasonal road. Mr. Quinlan commented that adjacent landowners
would not be impacted by the addition to the garage, and the addition would be designed to match the
existing buildings. He also commented that this design would cause the least amount of impact to the

property.

Mr. Hensel asked about the clearing of vegetation in order to add the addition. Mr. Quinlan explained that
the vegetation was mostly behind the structure, so it would remain to screen the building from the road. Mr.
Breckenridge asked about additions on both sides of the garage in terms of the variance request. Mr. Moyer
clarified that the additions would be parallel to the property line. Mr. Quinlan commented that the existing
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structure has a 20-foot setback, and the additions would not encroach further. Mr. Booker asked about the
proposed building design. Mr. Quinlan commented that the building is designed to look similar to a barn
and the existing home, and the upper level of the building would be used for storage.

Staff clarified undue hardships.

Mr. Booker asked for clarification on the setbacks that were required at the time the garage was built. Mr.
Boal explained that there are not records dating that far back, and the plat does not include setbacks. Mr.
Quinlan commented that the original CC&Rs had setbacks, but he said the CC&Rs were updated in the
2000s, which now match the County setbacks.

Mr. Breckenridge asked about setbacks from the well. Ms. Johnston commented that wells do have a
setback from buildings, but she was unsure of the exact distance.

Mr. Moyer asked about easements on the back of the property. He said it looked like there was an easement
along the back of the property and the edge of the subdivision plat. Mr. Quinlan commented that he does
not believe there is an easement. The PZC discussed the location of the road along that side of the property.
Mr. Hensel opened Public Comment.

Public Comment:

In Favor

Mr. George Peterson, who lives at 9952 Little Pine Lane (directly across the street). He stated he is in favor
of this application, and he feels it will not compromise the setback where the garage is currently located.
Mr. Peterson commented that he spoke to several residents in the subdivision and claimed they were not
concerned. He explained that he was a member of the Architectural Review Committee for Aspen Grove
and the HOA president, and he did not feel there was an issue.

Neutral
There was no neutral public comment.

Opposed
There was no public comment opposed to the application.

Applicant rebuttal was not necessary, as there was no opposition. Mr. Hensel closed Public Comment.
Commission Deliberation:

Mr. Arnold commented that because the existing setback has been in place since before the current setbacks,
and no impact on views or neighbors, he felt from a practical standpoint, the variance should be approved.

Mr. Moyer agreed with Mr. Arnold. He commented that he felt the existing building sets precedence and
the addition would not encroach on the existing setback.

Ms. Johnston commented that she was concerned with the requirements for approval and did not feel she
can make findings due to the site characteristics. She said the only site characteristics she found problematic
were man made characteristics, and not natural site characteristics, so she felt it did not meet the
requirements.

Mr. Hensel said he agreed with Ms. Johnston with a strict interpretation of the requirements. He commented

that in the past, the man made characteristics were considered. He commented that the natural
characteristics were
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Ms. Johnson commented that she does not see anything unique about the site from other properties.

Mr. Arnold commented that there was an economic hardship if the variance were denied. He also felt it was
a hardship because the homeowner did not create this hardship.

Ms. Johnston commented that economic hardships are excluded in State Statute for variances. Staff
commented that this was true.

Mr. Breckenridge felt that adding additional buildings would be a greater detriment than building an
addition to the existing structure.

Mr. Arnold asked the applicant to clarify if the building would be remodeled or started over. Mr. Quinlan
explained that the building would be remodeled to add the additional area and adding visual improvements.
The existing walls and foundation would remain.

Mr. Hensel asked if the addition was only to increase the height of the building, would that require a
variance. Staff said yes because the building was built within existing setbacks. Mr. Boal explained that the
building is a legal, nonconforming structure. If the proposed addition were not within the existing setback,
a variance would not be required. Mr. Quinlan asked about the lot being 1 acre in the A-2.5 zone, if the
setbacks were the same throughout the county. Staff explained that the setbacks are the same throughout
the zone.

Mr. Larson felt it was not appropriate to allow nonconforming uses to expand into the setback willy-nilly.
He felt it was difficult to find that there was an undue hardship. He felt this proposal was the best solution
in this case, rather than building a new building. He was concerned with expanding the height of the
structure.

Mr. Booker also expressed concern with height and wished legal advice was available.

PZC discussed the road location in reference to the property line and the road right of way or easement.
Staff explained that the road is within the right of way, not on the property.

Ms. Johnson commented that the PZC needs to focus on what is being approved, so they need to look at the
application as the variance on the site versus what the applicant is building or claiming to do. She asked if
there was any reason to allow additional building within the setback versus any other property on that street.
In her opinion, there is nothing unigue about this request.

Mr. Larson felt that looking at the site overall, this is the best option. He felt impacts could be mitigated
with vegetation. He feels this is a unique property.

Mr. Hensel commented that he felt there were options available for the property owner to build outside of
the setback without a variance.

Mr. Larson asked about continuing the discussion until they have a measurement from the existing building
and well, as well as the required setback from the well. Ms. Johnston commented that it would also provide
an opportunity for legal advice.

The PZC discussed continuing the discussion to the next week’s meeting.

Mr. Hensel commented that the PZC needs to be able to justify their reasoning and be able to say no to
someone and yes to someone else.
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Mr. Moyer commented that the letter from Mr. Doyle (Exhibit 11), who owned the property to the south,
clarified the road right of way questions that were previously asked.

MoTION: Ms. Johnston moved to continue the application to the June 16" PZC meeting, reason being to
check on well setbacks and check with legal counsel. Mr. Larson recommended directing the applicant to
provide information on the well setback from the existing structure and staff to provide information on
setback distances required from a well. So moved. Mr. Larson seconded the motion.

VOTE: A roll call vote was taken. Ms. Johnston: in favor, Mr. Larson: in favor, Mr. Booker: in favor, Mr.
Arnold: opposed, Mr. Breckenridge: opposed, Mr. Moyer: opposed, Mr. Hensel: in favor. Motion passes.

ITEM #2 - PUBLIC HEARING: Rear yard setback variance for Clarence Hatt: A variance request
by Clarence Hatt pursuant to the Teton County Code Section 8-4-4 (Height, Setback, and Lot Size). The
Teton County Code specifies a rear yard setback of 40-feet. The applicant proposes a rear yard setback of
20-feet from the south property line to allow an addition to the existing residence.

Applicant Presentation:

Ms. Janet Hatt commented that they were misinformed about what they could do on the lot. She commented
that the lot is so small they do not have a storage area or anywhere else to build. She explained that the
septic and drainfield are located in the front yard, so they would not be able to build there. She explained
that the back of the house was built within the setback before they had the road closed. Mr. Hensel asked
the applicant to clarify this. Ms. Hatt explained that right of way was abandoned between the Eck and Hatt
properties. This provided additional land for a setback.

Staff explained the historical context of setbacks in the Felt townsite. Mr. Boal explained that the right of
way road vacation was approved, but it had not be recorded. The right of way was 80 feet total and 40 feet
was added to the Hatt property. Mr. Hensel opened Public Comment.

Public Comment:

There was no public comment. Mr. Hensel closed Public Comment.

Commission Deliberation:

Mr. Hensel commented he felt the PZC should get legal advice before making a decision, as it is similar to
the previous application.

Ms. Johnston commented that this application was similar to the previous application in that the lot was too

small for the development the applicant wanted.

Mr. Hensel felt this was different because it was part of the Felt Townsite. Mr. Booker commented that the
Felt Townsite made this situation unique.

Discussion on when the home was built and the setbacks that were used. The home was built in 2012. The
county may or may not have responsibility for measuring setbacks. Mr. Moyer asked about the site plan
and the property lines. The home is built on three lots.

Mr. Hensel suggested continuing the application to the next meeting, using the remainder of the time to

discuss the Draft Code and how to address bigger issues. He felt that looking at the Draft Code zoning
districts, lot sizes, and setback requirements might help address this issue for the entire Townsite instead of

Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting 6/16/2015 Page 4 of 5



a variance for an individual lot. Ms. Johnston agreed. This led to a discussion about how to address smaller
lots in the county, in addition to those in Felt. Mr. Booker commented that Felt should be treated as a city.

MoTION: Ms. Johnston moved to continue the application to the June 16" PZC meeting, reason being to
consult legal counsel. Mr. Larson seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved.

MoTION: Mr. Larson moved to close the public hearing and continue in a work session. Mr.
Breckenridge seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved.

The public hearing was closed at 6:24pm.

WORK SESSION: Draft Code: Discussion of the Draft Development Code.

The PZC and staff discussed open space requirements in Article 3.

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

The meeting was adjourned at 8:13 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Kristin Rader, Scribe

Dave Hensel, Chairman Kristin Rader, Scribe
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TETON COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
DRAFT Meeting Minutes from June 16, 2015
County Commissioners Meeting Room, Driggs, ID

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

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT: Mr. Bill Leake, Ms. Cindy Riegel, Mr. Kelly Park, and Ms. Kathy
Spitzer

COUNTY STAFF PRESENT: Mr. Jason Boal, Planning Administrator, Ms. Kristin Rader, Planner

The meeting was called to order at 5:04 PM.
Commission Swear In:

Mr. Bill Leake, Chairman of the Board of County Commissioners, swore in Mr. Jack Haddox as a new
member of the Commission.

Chairman Business:

There was no Chairman business.
Administrative Business:

There was no administrative business.

ITEM #1: WORK SESSION: Joint meeting with the Board of County Commissioners

Mr. Hensel explained that the PZC does not want to release the Draft Code to the public for outreach until
they feel they have gone through it and looked at everything. He asked the BoCC for feedback on how the
PZC has been working. Ms. Riegel explained that she felt there should be an educational outreach for the
Draft Code that should take place before the Public Hearing process, but she has not looked at the public
outreach plan yet. Mr. Hensel asked how much the PZC would be involved in the public outreach steps.
Mr. Larson brought up that there are multiple approaches to getting public outreach, and he feels that the
document should be together before starting the public outreach process.

Roles of PZC and BoCC

Mr. Boal explained the roles of the Staff, Prosecuting Attorney, PZC, and BoCC for adopting a new
development code. He explained that PZC’s role is to make a recommendation to the BoCC. Adopting a
new Zoning Ordinance is a Legislative matter, so the BoCC will make the decision. Ms. Riegel asked where
this role was defined. Mr. Boal explained it comes from State Statutes, which enables planning and allows
PZC to give a recommendation to the Board, which then makes a decision. Ms. Riegel explained that she
felt there was flexibility in the roles of PZC and BoCC in terms of educational and public outreach, and it
is clear that PZC will make a recommendation and the BoCC will make the final decision. Once the
document has been completed, it will be Ms. Spitzer’s responsibility to make sure it follows State Statutes
before it is adopted.
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Mr. Hensel explained that a lot of the public outreach would fall on staff. PZC will help, but most of the
time will be required of staff. He asked Mr. Boal if he felt there were enough resources for staff to handle
this process. Mr. Boal said staff is capable of doing the public outreach, and Teton County is also working
with Driggs and Victor for public outreach. The discussion continued about public outreach and education.

Mr. Hensel brought up that the agenda mentions looking at the number of PZC members. He explained
there are several members whose term will be up this year, and he feels that the PZC’s goal is to be done
with the Draft Code before those terms expire. He mentioned that he felt having the nine members was a
good thing and has been useful throughout this process.

Ms. Riegel said she felt it has worked well to have this many members on the Commission. She did not feel
that the Code process should be rushed to finish it before those terms expire. She commented that maybe
those two terms could be extended until the code is finished since they were created to help with the code
writing process. Mr. Park asked how the PZC felt about different sizes of the Commission, 9 versus 7
members, etc. Mr. Hensel said he felt the PZC worked really well together and would like to see this
Commission work together until the end of the code writing process. Ideally, he said he would like not to
see radical changes to the PZC near the very end of this process. Mr. Leake said he would have to figure
out the legalities of the terms, but he felt this PZC should work on the Code until the end of the process if
it is possible to extend the terms, then that is the way they would like to go. Ms. Riegel agreed. Mr. Arnold
agreed that he felt it has been very helpful having nine members and would like to see them stay together
throughout the rest of the process.

Policy Basis for Code (Comprehensive Plan)

Mr. Hensel said he felt like we should have all of the policies figured out before taking the document to the
public. Mr. Boal explained that he has been writing article analyses for each article that has been reviewed,
which explains how it relates to policies and action items from the Comprehensive Plan. He said he
welcomes any input if someone feels that policies need to be incorporated differently or explained more on
how it is being incorporated. He said the supporting documents are really trying to explain what the policies
were, how they are being used, and explain to the public what is being done. The discussion continued
about the article analyses.

Public Involvement Strategy/Plan

Mr. Hensel asked Mr. Boal about the Public Involvement Plan. Mr. Boal explained that there would not be
a one type of education approach for this. He explained the plan looks at four different types of involvement
to solicit feedback.

Open Houses
This is an open meeting that allows the public to come and go as they please. They can review the
documents, ask questions, and leave feedback. Possibly have multiple locations (Driggs, Victor, Tetonia).

Workshop

This is a public meeting where the public is given a short presentation, then given a problem to work on in
smaller groups. After working on the problem, the group presents their results to everyone. This is a very
interactive meeting that allows a lot of cross dialog and conversation with a variety of groups. It would
need to focus on specific questions.
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Presentations

This is a PowerPoint or other type of presentation given by staff to a large or small group of people. Time
slots would be available for specific groups (i.e. Realtors, Builders, Business Community, Large
Landowners, etc.) to have time with staff and the Code.

Driving/Walking Tour
This could be utilized to show the goals and objectives of the new code in the environment it will be adopted
in.

The discussion continued about public outreach options, including possible locations to access a large
portion of the public.

A timeline for the process was brought up. Mr. Boal explained that there was a timeline written, which has
been revised several times. He said one of his goals from this meeting was to at least identify a time of
when the PZC and BoCC would like the public hearing process to begin. Not setting the dates in stone but
to have at least an idea of when we would like to start so we can really focus on getting everything done.
Possible events for outreach and an outreach/marketing plan were discussed.

The PZC and BoCC discussed the timeline for adopting the new code. PZC would plan on having a
presentation on the final draft to recommend to the BoCC by the end of January 2016. They suggested that
Mr. Boal come up with a timeline of events leading up to that and identifying what events need to be done
and what kind of help may be needed. PZC will continue working through the code, and if there ends up
being extra time between all of that being done and the end of January timeframe, then it could be bumped
up. The PZC and BoCC agreed they were comfortable with that approach.

The Work Session was closed at 6:58 PM.

The Continuation of the Public Hearing from June 9, 2015 was opened at 7:04 PM.

Mr. Hensel explained there were two setback variance requests that are being continued. He asked Ms.
Spitzer for her legal advice on the variance process.

Ms. Spitzer explained that an undue hardship because of site characteristics must be shown. She said there
is not a lot of case law that explains what an undue hardship is, so it tends to focus on the site-specific
characteristics. She said she feels that variances are for special, unique circumstances that are specific to a
property that can show the general public is not subjected to it and it was not created by the property owner.
She said you need to focus on the uniqueness of it. Is it something that you may see a lot of or is it something
that is very unique? She said that the applicant has to show the undue hardship.

Mr. Hensel asked if a variance should be used for a deficiency in the code. Ms. Spitzer said the code should
be changed if there is a deficiency. A variance should not be used for that. Mr. Breckenridge asked if the
County allowed something that was not allowed, would the County be responsible for fixing that. She
explained that no she does not think the county would unless it was something that was directly caused by
the County. Property owners should do their due diligence before purchasing property. Mr. Moyer asked
about existing subdivisions that have different setbacks than the current setbacks. Ms. Spitzer explained
that there may be existing buildings that were built with different setbacks, but if anything new comes, they
are required to meet the existing setbacks.
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ITEM #2: CONTINUATION oF PUBLIC HEARING: Side yard setback variance for James Nichols

Mr. Hensel mentioned that there were members present that were not at the previous meeting. He explained
they could vote, abstain, or take part in the discussion. Mr. Hensel said he felt that the law was specific. He
said it seems that in the case of the Nichols Variance, the garage may have been built before the setbacks
were 30 feet. He said he feels that this does not meet the criteria of a variance. He said that there was new
information that the distance from the well required is a 10-foot setback, and there are 61 feet between the
existing garage and the well.

Mr. Larson mentioned that he felt we should try to fix the code to address situations like this. He asked Mr.
Boal how long that process might take. Mr. Boal explained it would probably take a few months because it
requires public hearings.

Ms. Johnston said she does not see any unique characteristics of the property that would set it apart from
the neighboring properties to allow a variance from the setback. She explained that the applicant quoted
setback and well locations. She agreed that as an engineer, it would be difficult to build within those
parameters, but those are not unique characteristics to justify a variance.

Mr. Arnold said he does not feel this application would be considered an undue hardship. Mr. Booker agreed
that he does not see any unigqueness of the characteristics of the lot that would make a variance applicable.

Mr. Breckenridge said he felt like the trees and everything on the property should be considered because
he feels that enclosing the existing structure like what is being proposed would look better than building an
additional structure.

MoOTION: Mr. Larson motioned to deny the request for a setback variance at 9983 Little Pine Lane based
on the inability to make the finding of undue hardship based on the plans proposed. Ms. Johnston seconded
the motion.

VOTE: A roll call vote was taken. Mr. Larson: in favor, Ms. Robson: abstain, Mr. Booker: in favor, Mr.
Hensel: in favor, Mr. Arnold: in favor, Ms. Johnston: in favor, Mr. Moyer: in favor. Mr. Breckenridge: nay,
Mr. Haddox: abstain. Motion passes.

ITEM #3: CONTINUATION oF PUBLIC HEARING: Rear yard setback variance for Clarence Hatt

Mr. Hensel said he feels similarly in this case as he did the previous variance, except he felt that the previous
applicant had more options for building. He felt that this lot does not have those options because the lot is
so small. Ms. Johnston said she felt that the PZC would agree that the lots in Felt might make it difficult if
not impossible to meet the setbacks. She does think though that because your lot is small, that would fall
under doing due diligence as a property owner and not necessarily an undue hardship. She said she does
not see anything unique to this lot versus those around it. Something may need to be changed in the code
to reduce the setbacks, but she does not feel this meets the requirements of a setback variance.

Mr. Arnold said he feels that the density that already exists in the Felt Townsite, and yes there is due
diligence of the property owners that should be done, but he believes they have an undue hardship by trying
to make things fit on the small lot. He thinks they should be allowed to alter that setback because the lots
are existing and he feels that we will alter those setbacks in the future.

Mr. Larson said he agreed with Mr. Arnold and Ms. Johnston. Mr. Haddox said that the original townsite
plat was approved by Fremont County, so he feels that applying our requirements would be an undue
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hardship because it was already platted. He said the lot sizes were historical for townsites as they were
platted.

Mr. Booker said he sees this application as different from the previous application because there are several
complications with this lot. He said that by approving it, it would not cause a problem for neighboring
property owners because there is already some extra space due to the road vacation. He also said it was
different because it was a townsite, and if it were in the City of Driggs, it would not be a problem because
they have setbacks of 10 feet and 15 feet.

Mr. Breckenridge said he feels that if it is an undue hardship, then the question should be can they build
anywhere else or not. He said if you look at it, they could not build on other sides because they have those
setbacks. He said this is a hardship to him because no matter where they want to build, they would be within
the setbacks.

Ms. Johnston said she would argue that there is already a home there, so the question is not whether or not
they can build at all because there is already a home there. This is an addition. She said zoning ordinances
change and in other locations, there may be lots where they cannot change because they are no longer
conforming to the ordinances. She feels this is not a unique hardship because the surrounding lots are the
same.

Mr. Hensel asked about the road vacation and how much additional land the property owners gained by
that. Mr. Boal and Ms. Spitzer explained that with the road vacation, the owners gained 40 feet. Mr. Hensel
said the applicants had a 50-foot rear yard setback with the existing home. Ms. Johnston

MOoTION: Mr. Arnold made the motion that after evaluation of State Statute and County Code, as well as
the application materials, staff report, and presentations to the Planning & Zoning Commission, | concluded
that the criteria for approval of a variance found in Title 8-8-1 can be satisfied with the inclusion of the
following conditions of approval:

1. The conditions of the road vacation on 11/26/2012 by the Teton County Board of County
Commissioners must be met prior to Teton County issuing a building permit (The applicant
shall obtain an assessed value of the property and pay that value to Teton County, if the value
is greater than $2,500.00. The applicant shall record a survey and update all deeds that are
affected by this vacation. The vacation shall not be valid until payment is received, the deeds
are updated, and the survey is recorded.).

2. The requested variance shall not be exceeded.

3. Obtain all other required permits from Local, State, and Federal Agencies.

4. Must comply with the Teton County Building Code.

¢ and having found that based on the site, granting the variance to Mr. Hatt can be justified,

e and having found that the proposal is not a detriment to the public’s or neighbors’ health, safety, and
welfare,

e | move to approve the variance applied for by Mr. Hatt for a reduced rear-yard setback of 20 feet on
the south property line and as described in the application materials submitted May 20, 2015.

Mr. Breckenridge seconded.
VOTE: A roll call vote was taken. Mr. Larson: in favor, Ms. Robson: in favor, Mr. Booker: in favor, Mr.

Hensel: opposed, Mr. Arnold: in favor, Ms. Johnston: opposed, Mr. Moyer: in favor. Mr. Breckenridge: in
favor, Mr. Haddox: abstain. Motion passes.
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MoTION: Mr. Arnold moved to close the public hearing. Mr. Booker seconded.
VOTE: All in favor.

The public hearing was closed at 7:47 PM.

WORK SESSION CONTINUED

Mr. Boal said that an option for the new code would be to have setbacks for townsites to avoid variance
applications for situations that are not considered undue hardships. Mr. Hensel agreed that writing it into
the new code instead of amending the existing code made sense. Mr. Boal mentioned that he would provide
the PZC with updated information on open space, as discussed at the June 9" meeting.

The PZC discussed options for Transfer of Development Rights in the new code.

Mr. Booker said he would like to see a map of where conservation easements already exist. Mr. Boal
explained that we have a map for that. Ms. Johnston brought up other GIS layers that she would like to see
made more publicly available. Mr. Boal explained that the GIS department is in charge of that data.

Mr. Boal said he continued working on Division 3. He said he feels there will be more questions in Article
10 with filling out the Land Use Chart. He also mentioned that he is transforming Article 13 to explain what
requirements are associated with different development types, including permits and studies required,
because this was not included by Code Studio. He said what is already in Article 13 will stay there, but it
will change format a little.

Mr. Hensel asked what Articles the PZC would work on next. Mr. Boal said they would finish Article 3
and continue that progression. Mr. Hensel asked that the PZC stay informed on the events that are planned
for public outreach, such as booths that the 4" of July even.

MoTION: Mr. Booked motioned to adjourn. Mr. Larson seconded.

VOTE: All in favor.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:04 PM.

Attachments:
1. Written Decision for Nichols Variance
2. Written Decision for Hatt VVariance

Respectfully submitted,
Kristin Rader, Scribe

Dave Hensel, Chairman Kristin Rader, Scribe

Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting 6/16/2015 Page 6 of 6



ATTACHMENT 1

June 16, 2015

Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
Written Decision for Side Yard Setback Variance Denial for James Nichols

Overview

On June 9, 2015, Peter Quinlan came before the Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission to
request a variance approval of a reduced side yard setback of 20 feet (along the south property line)
on property located at 9983 Little Pine Lane, Lot 27 of the Aspen Grove Subdivision. The discussion
and decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission was continued to the June 16, 2015 meeting.

Planning & Zoning Commissioners Present: Mr. Dave Hensel, Mr. Cleve Booker, Mr. Chris Larson, Ms.
Sarah Johnston, Mr. Bruce Arnold, Mr. David Breckenridge, Mr. Pete Moyer, Ms. Marlene Robson,
and Mr. Jack Haddox (Ms. Robson and Mr. Haddox were only present on 6/16).

Applicant(s)/Representative(s) Present: Peter Quinlan, Big Hole Builders, LLC

Motion
Mr. Larson motioned to deny the request for a setback variance at 9983 Little Pine Lane based on the
inability to make the finding of undue hardship based on the plans proposed.

Ms. Johnston seconded the motion. After a roll call vote, the motion passed.

Conclusions

Having given due consideration to the application and evidence presented, and to the criteria of
approval defined in Teton County Code, Title 8-8-1, the Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
hereby makes the following conclusions:

1. This proposal is in conflict with the provisions of criteria of approval defined in Title 8-8-1. As
such, it was not found to be an undue hardship.

a. Ingeneral, the proposed variance was not in conflict with the public interest nor the
general land or conditions in the vicinity of the application;

b. In general, the proposed variance would not negatively impact the public health, safety,
and welfare nor to neighboring property owners;

c. It was determined that the natural characteristics of the site were not unique to the
property nor did they create an undue hardship;

d. It was determined that the manmade characteristics of the site created a nonconforming
structure, but the built environment did not completely limit building locations to create
an undue hardship and deem a setback variance necessary.

2. One person in attendance expressed in favor comments of the proposed variance. All public
comments are on file with the minutes of June 9, 2015.
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3. 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 December 24, 2014 and December 31, 2014. 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.

To obtain a variance, the applicant could have provided a better description of undue hardship that
was unique to the property that would justify the need for a variance.

Reconsideration and Appeals

The Teton County Code 8-8-1(l) states that appeals to a variance decision of the Commission are
subject to judicial review as provided by Idaho Code Chapter 67, Section 5270. Prior to seeking judicial
review, an applicant must first seek reconsideration of the final decision. If you wish to have this
variance application reconsidered by the Board of County Commissioners, your request must be
submitted within 15 days after the final decision is rendered, and it must identify specific deficiencies
in the final decision. The applicant also has the right to request a regulatory taking analysis pursuant
to section 67-8003, Idaho Code.

Dave Hensel Date
Chair of Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
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ATTACHMENT 2

' COUNTY j
S

June 16, 2015

Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
Weritten Decision for Rear Yard Setback Variance Approval for Clarence Hatt

Overview

On June 9, 2015, Janet Hatt came before the Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission to request
a variance approval of a reduced rear yard setback of 20 feet (along the south property line) on
property located at 10265 Bancroft Street, Lots 14-16 in Block 12 of the Felt Townsite. The discussion
and decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission was continued to the June 16, 2015 meeting.

Planning & Zoning Commissioners Present: Mr. Dave Hensel, Mr. Cleve Booker, Mr. Chris Larson, Ms.
Sarah Johnston, Mr. Bruce Arnold, Mr. David Breckenridge, Mr. Pete Moyer, Ms. Marlene Robson,
and Mr. Jack Haddox (Ms. Robson and Mr. Haddox were only present on 6/16).

Applicant(s)/Representative(s) Present: Clarence and Janet Hatt

Motion

Mr. Arnold moved that after evaluation of State Statute and County Code, as well as the application
materials, staff report, and presentations to the Planning & Zoning Commission, | concluded that the
Criteria for Approval of a Variance found in Title 8-8-1 can be satisfied with the inclusion of the
following conditions of approval:

1. The conditions of the road vacation on 11/26/2012 by the Teton County Board of County
Commissioners must be met prior to Teton County issuing a building permit (The
applicant shall obtain an assessed value of the property and pay that value to Teton
County, if the value is greater than $2,500.00. The applicant shall record a survey and
update all deeds that are affected by this vacation. The vacation shall not be valid until
payment is received, the deeds are updated, and the survey is recorded.).

2. The requested variance shall not be exceeded.

3. Obtain all other required permits from Local, State, and Federal Agencies.

4. Must comply with the Teton County Building Code.

e and having found that based on the site, granting the Variance to Mr. Hatt can be justified,

e and having found that the proposal is not a detriment to the public’s or neighbors’ health, safety,
and welfare,

e | move to APPROVE the Variance applied for by Mr. Hatt for a reduced rear-yard setback of 20
feet on the south property line and as described in the application materials submitted May 20,
2015.

Mr. Breckenridge seconded the motion. After a roll call vote, the motion passed.
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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 8-8-1, the Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
hereby makes the following conclusions:

1. This proposal was found to be an undue hardship.

a. Ingeneral, the proposed variance was not in conflict with the public interest nor the
general land or conditions in the vicinity of the application;

b. In general, the proposed variance would not negatively impact the public health, safety,
and welfare nor to neighboring property owners;

c. It was determined that the natural and manmade characteristics of the site were unique
to the property due to it being platted in 1907 as a townsite. This was considered an
undue hardship because the individual lots are not large enough to allow building within
the required setbacks.

2. There was no public comment for this application. This is on file with the minutes of June 9, 2015.

3. 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 December 24, 2014 and December 31, 2014. 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.

4. This proposal is not in conflict with the provisions of any adopted ordinance or intent of any
county policy or use within the proposed zone classification.

Conditions of Approval

1. The conditions of the road vacation on 11/26/2012 by the Teton County Board of County
Commissioners must be met prior to Teton County issuing a building permit (The applicant shall
obtain an assessed value of the property and pay that value to Teton County, if the value is greater
than $2,500.00. The applicant shall record a survey and update all deeds that are affected by this
vacation. The vacation shall not be valid until payment is received, the deeds are updated, and
the survey is recorded.).

2. The requested variance shall not be exceeded.

3. Obtain all other required permits from Local, State, and Federal Agencies.

4. Must comply with the Teton County Building Code.

Dave Hensel Date
Chair of Teton County Planning & Zoning Commission
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SCENIC CORRIDOR REVIEW for: Joel Ahlum
WHERE: 1135 Taylor Mountain Drive
Prepared for the Planning & Zoning Commission
July 14, 2015

APPLICANT: Joel Ahlum
LANDOWNER: Joel & Lisa Ahlum

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

REQUEST: Joel Ahlum is requesting approval to remodel his home, including replacing the carport with a
single car garage and a living room and office area above, as well as rebuilding the existing mudroom. The
property is completely within the Scenic Corridor Overlay. The remodel would be located on the
southeastern and northeastern sides of the existing home, where a carport and mudroom are currently
located.

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: RP000690010040; LOT 4 BLK 1 T/C SEC 18 & 19 T3N R46E
LOCATION: 1135 Taylor Mountain Drive

ZONING DISTRICT: A-2.5

PROPERTY SIZE: 1.0 acre

VICINITY MAP:

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review Planning & Zoning Commission | July 14, 2015
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PROJECT BACKGROUND: Mr. Ahlum submitted a building permit on June 22, 2015 and a scenic corridor
design review application on June 25, 2015. The application was completed on June 30, 2015. Before the
building permit can be approved, a scenic corridor design review must occur and be approved for the
structure. The proposed remodel will be approximately 184 feet from the outer edge of Highway 33’s
right of way, and this proposal complies with all required setbacks (Attachments 5 & 6). The property
boundaries on the GIS do not accurately depict the property boundaries. Attachment 6 shows a better
representation of where the boundaries are actually located (green lines). Construction of the addition
has not begun, but demolition of the existing carport and mudroom was started.

Mr. Ahlum’s property is currently zoned A-2.5. The entire property is within the scenic corridor. Mr. Ahlum
purchased the property and existing home in 2012. There was a carport and deck area on the southeastern
side of the home, as well as a mudroom on the northeastern side of the home. The mudroom is not visible
from Highway 33. The applicant said both areas were in poor condition, which is the reason for the
remodel.

The proposed remodel will include replacing the carport with a single car garage on the lower level and a
living room and office area on the top level. The deck on the second level will also be replaced. The garage
will by 12’ 5.5” by 30’ 5”. The front of the garage will extend slightly beyond the front of the home (roughly
4 feet). The second floor will extend approximately 12 feet from the home and be flush with the garage
wall below. The front and back walls of this space will be flush with the existing home. A wraparound deck
on the second level will be replacing the old deck and updated. This will extend approximately 6 feet from
the front and side of the home. The back portion of the deck will extend approximately 8 feet from the
back of the new living area, with stairs leading to the yard. In addition, the existing mudroom will be
demolished, replaced with a new foundation, and rebuilt with updated materials. The mudroom is 6" 2”
by 9’ 4” and located on the first floor. Attachment 7 is a building plan that shows what the remodel will
look like with the existing home. The existing structure is a dark brown log home with a brown roof. The
remodel will be covered with materials similar in style and color (see Attachment 8 for examples).

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.

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review Planning & Zoning Commission | July 14, 2015
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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 remodel will be located approximately
184 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 remodel entirely.
There are some trees and bushes between the home
and Highway 33, which would help screen parts of the
structure from view if driving on Highway 33.

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 remodel is on the
southeastern side of the existing home. This location
was chosen because it is replacing the existing carport.
The existing driveway is built to this location already, as
the carport was being used for parking. The mudroom
is also being replaced on the northeastern side of the
home (not visible from HWY 33). There is a septic tank
and drainfield on the northwestern side of the home,
and a well is located on the southwestern side of the
home.

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 remodel 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 remodel will have brown siding similar in
style and color to the existing home and a brown metal
roof that will match the existing. There will also be a
wraparound deck made of redwood. The materials will
not be highly reflective.

RoADS &
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 (i.e. avoid
dividing them) to the maximum extent feasible

This property is accessed from Taylor Mountain Drive,
not Highway 33, so there will be no issue with vehicles
backing out onto Highway 33. No new roads or
driveways are being proposed with this application. The
existing driveway and yard area will be utilized.

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 is no outdoor storage proposed with this
application that would need to be screened. The
remodel will be located on the southeast side of the
existing home, which will be visible from the highway.
There are existing bushes and trees between the home
and Highway 33 that would contribute to screening the
building.

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.

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review
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POSSIBLE 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.

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 MOTION:
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 Joel Ahlum 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 Joel Ahlum 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...

Prepared by Kristin Rader

Attachments:

1. Application (4 pages) 6. Site Plan — aerial image (1 page)

2. Narrative (1 page) 7. Building Plan (3 pages)

3. Deed (1 page) 8. Material Design Options (8 pages)

4. T/C Subdivision Plat (1 page) 9. Site Visit Photos (7 pages)

5. Site Plan with setbacks (1 page)

End of Staff Report

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review Planning & Zoning Commission | July 14, 2015
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Attachment 1.1

SCENIC CORRIDOR OVERLAY APPLICATION

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 itenis.

SECTIONI: PERSONAL AND PROPERTY RELATED DATA

Owner: ,:‘:, { A[\ 'nm

Applicant:  _Toe | AM, W E-mail: 3’0::;@ Shaw w YoMIMNE, & om
Phone: (567) 920 -i00€ Mailing Address: _/ISS T%j,)cr mha  [)s U,t;ﬁof
City: \/;"c L,f State: rD Zip Code: 83‘-/‘5§

Location and Zoning District:
Address: 1138 Tawdsr  Min  Dr Viels LD Parcel NumberfSP OO 0L, 9 60! 004D

S

Section: ]5 4 H Township: 3N Range: q(?E Total Acreage: IOO ac.

B/ Latest recorded deed to the property = Affidavit of Legal Interest
] Fees in accordance with current fee schedule

I, the undersigned, understand that the items listed below are required for my application to be considered complete and for
it to be scheduled on the agenda for the Planning and Zoning Commission public meeting.

W Mate: é ‘2“/"’/5‘

I, the undersigned, am the owner g¥the referenced property and do hereby give my permission to
to be my agent and represent pr€’in the matters of this application. I have read the attached information regarding the
application and property and find it to be correct.

o Owner Signature: ,/4//% %27/ Date: é~.2({‘(§

// Fees are non-refundable.

cton County, ldaho Scenie Comridor Overlay | ol3

° Applicant Signature:




Attachment 1.2

SECTION II: CRITERIA FOR RECOMMENDATIONS AND DECISIONS

In accordance with 8-5-2 (C) of the Teton County Zoning Ordinance the Scenic Corridor Overlay shall apply to
those lands within 330’ of both sides of the right-of-way for Idaho State Highways 31, 32, 33 and Ski Hill Road
from Driggs city limits to the Wyoming stateline.

e Desien 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.

e Documentation Required: The applicant shall submit plans and drawings showing all existing structures,
building envelopes for all proposed structures, setbacks from the closest State Highway or Ski Hill Road,
as applicable, existing and proposed landscaping and fences, existing and proposed off-street parking
areas, and drawings of exterior elevations of primary structures 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 preliminary plat stage of a subdivision or PUD application.

e 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 outer edge of
the road right-of-way, unless the parcel does not contain any buildable site outside of the setback 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
accessory structures. Building envelopes 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 1 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
meadow, pasture, or hillside.

Notwithstanding Subsections 1 and 2 above, building envelopes shall be located so  that no
portion of a building up to thirty (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, and the applicant shall submit a sight
line analysis in sufficient detail to confirm that this standard has been met.

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

Teton County, Iahe Seeme Corvidor Oy erlay 203



Attachment 1.3

Roads and Driveways: Roads and driveways shall be designed to eliminate the need 1o back out
onto the State Highways or Ski Hill Road. Existing roads and driveways shall be used where practical.
When it is not practical fo use existing roads, then new roads and driveways shall be located to skist
the edge of meadows and pastures {i.e. avoid dividing them) to the maximum extent feasible,

Satellite Dishes: AH satellite dishes in the proposed development shall be located to minimize
visibility from the State Highways and Ski Hill Road and shall use earth tone colors and/or sereening to
mtinimize their visual impact,

Screening: Landscaping shall be used to screen the view of any resource extraction sifes,
outdoor storage areas, ontdoor 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,

Revegetation: The applicant shall revegetate all aveas disturbed by grading or cut-and-fill
activity with plants similar to those on the remainder of the development site  as  each siage of
grading is completed, and no later than one (1) year after constraction.

Utilities: Al service utilities (including but not Himited to electric and telecommmunication lnes)
shall be placed underground,

SECTION II: STAFF SUMMARY ANALYSIS, REASONING AND FACT FINDING
SECTFION 1V: PLANNING AND ZONIN G COMMISSION ACTION

SECTION V: PLANNING ADMINISTRATOR/DESIGNEE REVIEW/ACTION

24 Application is considered complete and acceptcl{i/cﬁn this }h}/) 304& dayof Yool | ZGMLé
i o i

.
g 4 gt ==

4

Planning Administrator/Designee Signature:

fgon Cusendy, Kabo Seortic Crowridir Chorbay Jofd



Attachment 1.4

1’: ‘{/JKMQ .:
wg_ (e 28 -AN0IS

SCENIC CORRIDOR OVERLAY APPLICATION

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 Planuing Staff prior to submittal,

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

SECTIONI: PERSONAL AND PROPERTY RELATED DATA

Owner: V:T:: ‘ A !‘; ’ LA

Applicant: o f A, !; W Fonail_Joel @ Show nw vomzie, Com
Phone; (567 G20 ~100€ Mailing Address: 1SS mjfer min D ks
City: Ve lor State: r{) . ZipCoder 854S

[

Location and Zoning District:

Address: | ’3<; mlb e M D ¢ Vi {w’ l_{) Parcel Nw.nbenQP Ne 0!;9 o0} 00‘{ O

e

Section: Lﬁ_ﬂa ‘Tovmship: 3N Range: quE Total Acreage: ! OO ac.

E/ Latest recorded deed to the property = Affidavit of Legal Interest
] Fees in accordance with current fee schedule

1, the undersigned, understand that the items listed below are required for my application to be considered complete and for
it to be scheduled on the agenda for the Planning and Zoning Commission public meeting,

) Applicant Signature: & /%/7 Maw: é ~ 29/ §

1. the undersivned. am the pwrer afthe referenced nroperty and do hereby sive myv permission te

garding the




Attachment 2

Joel Ahlum

1135 Taylor Mt Drive
Victor, ID 83455
June 25, 2015

Teton County Idaho
Planning and Zoning Commission
Driggs, ID

Teton County Idaho:

Here is a brief narrative of the work that will be taking place at 1135 Taylor Mt Drive:

| will be demoing an existing deck and mudroom off the south side of the house that is currently in major
disrepair. There is an existing footer and stem wall below the deck that | will also be demoing and replacing
to build the garage addition on. Essentially | will not be changing the existing site plan just improving. lam
well within the required setbacks (see site plan).

The existing house is a dark brown milled log home with a brown metal roof and tan windows. | plan to
complement the existing home with some updated materials for the addition {(see material and color
samples) whiles still staying with earth tones. The addition will consist of a single car garage with living room
and office above. We will also be building a wraparound deck with redwood. This will be attached to the
existing home. | have attached material and color submittals with this application (list of materials below).

We will not be removing any of the existing landscaping. We will also be repairing and reseeding any torn
up land from the grading.

e Roofing- (matching existing) Dark Brown-Metal
e  Windows- Marvin Integrity, Color- Ebony
e Siding- 1x6 Cedar T&G, Color- Charwood

e Deck material- Redwood, Color-Natural

e Deck Railing Material- Perforated metal panel, Color- Rusted Metal

| welcome the opportunity to discuss the position of work with you. If you have questions or would like to
contact me by phone at 307-920-1006 or by email at Joel@shawwyoming.com. Thank you for your
consideration of this project.

Sincerely,

Joel Ahlum  (307)-920-1006



Instrument # 222310 Attachment 3
TETON COUNTY, IDAHD
05232010 15:16:00  No.of a,?
Recorded for, ALLIANCE TITLE « B0 SE PRGDUCTIQN '
MARY LOU HANSEN Fee $12.00
Ex-Officia Recorder De Leu Hansen
Index to: DEED, SPECI L
After recording return to and send al} tax statements fo the followiag address

" Joel M., Ahlum and Lisa P. Ahlum
1133 Tayler Mountain Drive
Vietor, 1D 83455

ELECTROMIGALLY REGORDED - BO NOT

AEMOVE THE SOUNTY STAMPED FIRST *
PAGE AS IT 18 NOW INCORPORATED AS

PART OF THE ORIGINAL DOCUMENT.

7156403
SPECIAL CORPORATE WARRANTY DEED

FOR VALUE RECEIVED Federal National Mortgage Association its successors and assigns organized and existing under
the laws of the United States of America a corporation duly organized and existing under the !
does hereby Grant, Bargain, Sell and Convey to Joel M. Ablum and Lisa P. Aklum, husba
Whose address is: 660 E Hansen Ave, Unit A-2 Jackson, WY 83002

6%f the State of Idaho, grantor,

Grantes, the following deseribed real estate, to-wit:
Property commonly known as 1135 Taylor Mountain Drive, Victor 1D 83455

Lot 4 in Block 1 of T/C Subdivision, Teton County, Idaho, as per!
thereof

RPOOGSS0D10040A
easements, subdivision resirictions and U8,

SUBJECT TO current years taxes, irrigation district assessment, publi
patent reservations.

unto the said Grantee, his heirs and assigns forever,
at it Is the owner in a fee simple of said premises; that
¢ same from all lawful claims whatsoever, except as to
eugh or under Grantor, but not otherwise,

they are free from all encumbrances and that it will warrant '
the reservations from and exceptlons to warranty when the

DATED: Mayﬁ‘gf , 2012

Federal National Mortgage Assoclation

. Fot RCO s
By: AE

On behalf of RCO its Attomey in Fact

STATEOF Washington

COUNTY OF King
1 certify that } know or have = is the person who
signed this instrument, on oatis ¢ she is authorized to execute the instrument and acknowledged it on behalf of Routs o
Crabtree Olsen, P.§,, as thed Fact of Federal National Mortgage Association to be the free and voluntary act of
such pariy for the uses and p mentioned in this instrument.
. \\\\\\\\\\\5 Wy
Pated: May -.‘:'.'3" \BEYE'I? 11'.[,
R ":;‘4;, %
= /)
= Qf» TAp, B Y
= g ol 2 ~ 4.\
zZ 20 - Vil (722 LT8R
z (ﬂ% - =z & Del zBeyerm
;5." =X &‘;%‘:\6 s;ﬁ{? Fed Notary Public in and ffiihe Stath of Washington



Attachment 4

HEALTH DEPT._CERTIFICATE TREASURER'S CERTIFICATE

WEREDY CERTIFY THAT THE SANITARY -um:nut | WEREEY CERTIFY THAT ALL TAXES (UE HAVE BEEN PO ON TWE
uomlll BY IDAMO COOE TITLE 30, CHAPTER TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT,
BECTION 80— 1326, WAVE BEEW SATISFIED Mn ‘s

PLAT u WEREBY APPROVED FOR WECORDING BT -y - -
LT THIS CERTIFICATE, .f_d._ﬂ_ mnf.ml_
DATE COUNTY TREASURER
Q_Er M53 g ﬁhﬁ!! £,
HLALTH DEPT

ASSESSOR'S CERTIFICATE

PRESENTED TO TwE TETOM COUNTY ABSESTON ON THE FOLLOWNS
DATE FOR APPROVAL AND ACCEPTANCE,

.&%_n{ﬂ_%%%u'

| DO WEREBY CERTIFY THAT | MAVE CHMECKED THIS 'l.lfllﬂ
FIND THAT IT COMPLIES WITH 1I|! STATE OF 1DAMO CODE
RILATING TD PLATS AND SURVETS,

PLANNING 8 ZONING APPROVAL
PAESEATEO To THC TETON CONTY FLANNING. MWD IONIMG
COMMISBION ON THE FOLLOWING ODATE AT WHICH TIME

B T EWOWN TWAT WE, THE UNDEASIONED OwNENE, B0 = &4

WEREEY CERTIFY THAT WE ARE THE LEGAL OWWERS OF TAE e T
TRACT OF LAND SHOWN OM TS PLAT AND WAVE CAUSED

TWE SAME TO BE DIVIDED INTO LOTS TO BE WNOWN A3 LEGEND

amonamon (DIVISION |,  TETOM COUNTY, IDAND T SCREBAR WTR

BT 12T REBAN wiTAr

30" EaseENT C/O TRAL CREER
18" EACH 3I0E OF PPELINE

AND DO WERESY OIVE, GRANT, MWD DEDICATE TO THE
MALC FOR FERFETUAL USE ALL ROADY AND EASEMENTY
SHOWN MEREON,

N WITNESS WHEREOF WE MAVE MENELNTO ST CUW SOMATURES,

B
‘(dg S o e
®

JEWER DRASCFIELD AREA-

i,

‘{J’JS" falal ‘i Igf’..fﬁ"
i L

ACKNO WLEDGEMENT

™ J was [
€6 THE FOLLOWING DATE, WITNEIS WY HAMD,

(gt 11,0953 ’]“HE\QM\Y‘IHQ
i .

[ 3. ¢
ll.lr'e
3

Part of the NWI/4NWI/4, Sec.!9 and Part of the SWI/45W1/4,Sec.i8,
T.3N., R46E,Teton County, Idaho

S TP33'54"E
_PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

ENTRWTNE AT THE RORTHWEST CORMER OF SECTION 19,
“"ﬁ;‘ﬂt n.M, Nilm COUNTY, mu RUMMINO:
W O%0I'S8E, 4 ALIMD THE
i sTicR'S ma,
™ °r.¥4r'l zm.“nmﬂ !n'!: e
rw WO T, 31.53"; THENCE 32 24 0 E, -mu“
THENCE 427%35 'm'l.!h.!‘. THENCE. l‘ﬂdzr'l,m.a'

fl SECTION LINE; THENCE NO®01“32°E,480.78° ALONO
f THE JEETION LINE T0 THE POINT OF BEDINNING.
{ COMTAINE 3330 ACRIES, MONE OR LESS,

COMMISSIONERS" CERTIFICATE |
PRESENTED TO THE TETON COUNTY BOARD OF

COM M
OW THE FOLLOWING DATE AT WWICH TIME THS SUBOIVISION
m AFPROVED AND ACCEPTED.

EITE: TETOR COUNTY wor lltl.n RESPOWSIBL
FOR THE nm‘rlmmn OR MAINTENAMCE OF ur
ATURE Or ANY STAEEY. ALLEY, O RGAD WTHIN

RECORDER'S CERTIFICATE
STATE OF iDAWO
COUNTY OF TETON
| B0 WERESY CENTIFY, TWAT Twts PLAT was meeo Ymiw

GEn TS AL
BACHION, WYOMING
(20m 7a3-2983
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Attachment 7.1

" EX|STING BULDING —_»

*‘\ METAL ROOF TO
MATCH
EXISTING, TYP.

n I
T ITTT T_l':ﬂ:_” ) P S G )
T T TT A1
(JTITTTIT T
H )
L] -
ITITTT
L RiNImRIRIN Ll
I (| [ 1 | (.
|| R I ] ( ||
| I | N | |l
e -
——————————————————————————————————————————————— v N = _r:j_ | T soroomne &
_______________________________________________ = e et et e e o ELEV. MN 36"
AR _ BELOW GRADE, TYP.

(\EAST EXTERIOR PLAN

\ a3.1 J I/4"1-0"




Attachment 7.2

METAL ROOF TO — i
MATCH

EXISTING, TYP. st EX|STING BUILDING ~_ 9

REPLACE EXISTING WOOD
COLUMNS, SEE SHEET 5.2
OR MORE INFO.
& T. 0. W00
\?

. — —— - W — - -~ \

22 ] 1 T

1l

IO NCCORC Py | [T |
N T U ININIEIE) 'i N ] i-—
mi RS T = o
1L [  ———— - a———— n———" . pasrines . T

/SN\WEST EXTERIOR PLAN
\*3‘/ /410"




Attachment 7.3

e e e e e e o o T O RODE (MATCH EXISTING)
ELEV. £]15-4 |/4"

METAL ROOF TO
MATCH

EXISTING, TYP.
I~ VERTICAL WOOD
INSTALL SIDING, PROVIDE
EXISTING DOOR I " HORIZONTAL
BLOCKING @ 24"
oL, TYP. e
LA I T.O.WDO 4 ————
ELEV. |08-8" T
5
/ T— -
| L] l ' T. 0. GUARD RAIL ¢
T o O O o
— m — ; LILL L L L L1} LU LI ¢ L 11 0 L ETLE\?l':)ljg ¢
T l: [NIRINIRIRIR T O

== L] T. 0. 5LAB &

IJJ—_—‘::,F:_—_—:::::::| b= === P e P, 50"
i r= I I
1T b e . || |
L - | T |

e i i i S s i i S
ll_ _______ j____" ______ 'l__L 1 B. 0. FOOTING
ELEV. MIN 26"

BELOW GRADE, TYP.

/2 \50UTH EXTERIOR ELEVATION

A3l ) 1/4%-0"




Attachment 8.1

1X6 STK T&G WP4 Fineline R/S Back KD

Item#: 250030-1680

We inventory kiln-dried, Select Tight Knot Western Red Cedar that has the following features and
characteristics.

Kiln-dried cedar is dimensionally stable. Warp, cup, twist, and checking are minimized.
Western Red Cedar is naturally resistant to rot, insect damage and decay. It is a superior product
for exterior applications.

o STK cedar does not need to be chemically treated.

WRC is light weight, soft textured, free of pitch and is easy to cut, rip and mill with regular
woodworking tools.
Knot size and defects are limited by grade and do not detract from the cedar’s natural beauty.

STK Western Red Cedar is available in a full range of sizes in both boards and dimension lumber.
Additionally, Disdero carries a full line of appearance grade WRC Timbers to complement any
cedar project.

STK Western Red Cedar is available in many different patterns including tongue and groove
paneling, shiplap patterns, roof decking, patio decking, and beveled cedar siding.

Western Red Cedar accepts a variety of stains and finishes.

Select Tight Knot Western Red Cedar will add beauty and warmth to any interior or exterior
project.

Applications:

For Product Specifications...

Other Western Red Cedar - Knotty Products

STK Channel Rustic Texture R/S KD

1X6

1X

1X10

— |oo

STK S1S2E R/S KD



Attachment 8.2

SHERWIN-WILLIAMS.

Find Availahle Deck Stains Find Available Siding Stains

SW 3542 Charwood

Exterior Semi-Transparent Stain

View all Semi-Transparent stain colors

ADD TO PROJECT LIST

SAVE TO myS-W.com

Due to individual computer monitor imitations, colors seen here may not accurately reflect the selecled stain. To confirm your color
choices, visit your neighborhood Sherwin-Williams store and refer to our in-store color cards,

R SHERWIN-WiLL1AMs,
lel LT




Attachment 8.3

Call today: 855-426-7836 or email us at sales@perforated.com

ROUTE TRUCKS SERVICING ALL OF THE U.S.A. AND CANADA L L

PERFORATED CORTEN FLAT SHEETS PERFORATED CORTEN FLAT

Standard Perforation Pattern
.127 Round Holes With 7/32" Stagger and a 30.5 % Open Area
48" Wide x Any Length

AB08-4 (Aka Corten) in 22 Gauge
Galvalume® in 24 Gauge
Painted Polar White in 24 Gauge

Custom finishes, gauges and perforation patterns are available.
Please Click on the request a quote icon and fill in the specifics.

AB0B-4 (AKA Corten) does not arrive pre-rusted, Weathering sleel
will rust naturally when exposed to the weather.

Perforated Corten Flat Sheets will be manufactured to any length
needed.

Requesling a quote is simple with our quick quole form localed on
this page. Fill it out and get a delivered price.

SHEETS REQUEST FORM
SPECIFICATIONS

Select A Finish
Select A Panel Profile
Select A Gauge

Selact A Perforation Paltern

Malerial List or Square Footage

Additional Information

SHIPPING INFORMATION

Selact a Country

“Full Shipping Address

CONTACT INFORMATION

‘Company Name:

*Contacl Name:
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Attachment 8.6

Stone White
Cashmere
Pebble Gray
Bronze

ergreen



Attachment 8.7

"3 metal sales CoLoRrR GUIDE

MS Colorfast45® Paint System

Polar White (80) Light Stone (63) Mocha Tan (22) Antique Bronze (D4)

SR=058 | TE=087 | SRI=68 | [sR=050 | TE=098 |sRi=68 | [SR=052[ TE=087 |SRi=60| [sR=0.36| TE=088 | SRI=3s |

i e }-

Taupa (74) Ash Grey (25) Charcoal (17) Brown (12)
[SR=044| TE=007 16RI=43 | |SR=037 | TE=088 | SRI=40 | [SR=030 [ TE=087 |sRi=31| [sR=031] TE=0.87 | SRI=32

Dark Brown (44) !st Green (26)

Fem Green (07) Sierra Green (20)
SRzl 1E=087 | SRIz22{SR=027 | TE=087 [sRI=27 | [sR=030 | TE=088 |SRI=31| |SR=038 | TE=0.67 | SRI=41 |

Ocean Blue (35) Red (24) Galvalume® (41)"

SR=030 | TE=088 | SRI=31 | [sR=030 [ TE=0.86 |SRI=30 | |[SR=067 | TE=044 | SRI=55 |

SR =Solar Refleclance » TE =Thermal Emiltance « SRI =Solar Reflectance Index

AUGE

All Colors Meel or Exceed Steep Slope ENERGY STAR® Requirements
* Non-Painted Finish

Visit metalsales.us.com for valuable tools and resources. WESTERN



Attachment 8.8

CommoN 26 GAUGE PANEL PROFILES (COVERAGE)

Vertical Seam Clip-Loc Image Il Delta Rib
(12", 16” & 18”) (16") (12" & 16”) (24” & 36”)
R-Panel/PBR-Panel U-Panel/lPBU-Pa IC72-Panel V-Line 32
(36”) /f (36”) RGJ\ (36”) (327)
=~
Classic Rib® T —Pre-RanslliE— 7/8" Corrugated Span-Line 36A
(36") (36") (varies) (36")
il [l
(I J000TITO00ON | LI

2 1/2" Corrugated
(varies)

AT

Panels are available in other gauges also. Please inquire. Not all colors and gauges are stocked
at all branches. Color samples are close representations but are limited by processing and view-
ing conditions. Actual samples are available by request. For all specific warranty, application,
installation and technical information regarding these products, contact your sales representative.

MS CoLoRFASTA5® PAINT SYsTEM

MS Colorfast45® is a thermoset paint system composed of
polyester resin which has been modified with silicone resin.
The MS Colorfast45® system offers good protection from the
elements with special consideration to chalk and fade resis-
tance, durability, and chemical resistance.

Color side of panel:

Primer shall have a dry film thickness of 0.20 - 0.30 mil.
Top coat shall have a dry film thickness of 0.70 - 0.80 mil.
Total dry film thickness 0.80 - 1.10 mil.

Reverse side of panel:

Primer shall have a dry film thickness of 0.20 - 0.30 mil.
Top coat shall have a dry film thickness of 0.30 - 0.40 mil.

All measurements are in accordance with ASTM D 1005. Total dry film thickness 0.50 - 0.70 mil.

MS CoLorrasT45® PAINT PERFORMANCE

Direct and Reverse Impact

No visible paint removal with
cellophane tape

Salt Spray Resistance

Creep from scribe no more than
1/16"” (2mm), no blisters

ASTM B 117 | 1,000 Hours ASTM D 2794 | 80 in-lbs

Humidity Resistance
[ASTM D 2247 | 1,000 Hours | No field blisters

Water Immersion
| [AstMD870 500 Hours | No toss of adhesion (100°F) ]

Cross-Hatch Adhesion
| [ASTMD 3359 [cello.tape | No paint removal |

Abrasion Resistance

[AsTMD 968 | MethodA | 30 titers/mil minimum
Chalk Resistance Color Change

[ ASTM D 4214 [ 2,000 Hours | No chalking greater than #8 rating | [ ASTM D 2244 | 2000 hours | Not exceed 5 NBS units |

Bend Adhesion
[AsTMD4t4s | 2T

Flame Spread Rate
| [AsmESs |

I No loss of adhesion | Class A Coating |

N\ TRl When installed properly, this product will help reduce energy costs. Actual savings

LN il vary based on geographic location and individual building characteristics. S5 {od

‘i‘]"s metal sales

manufacturing corporation metalsales.us.com

Anchorage, AK: 866.640.7663
Fontana, CA: 800.762.7953
Sealtle, WA: 800.431.3470

Spokane, WA: 800.572.6565
Woodland, CA: 800.759.6019



Attachment 9.1

Existing mudroom - this is not visible form HWY
33. Demolition has begun. The footprint will
remain the same. The old deck has already been
removed, and the new one will extend over the
mudroom to the end of the home.

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit




Attachment 9.2

|
]

ks

e -
- au\snﬁm\\“mm\?é

The green wall is all that remains of the carport.
The garage will fit within this footprint. The deck

; e, _ | ; e~ R ~ ® onthe second level will extend approximately 6’
a3k %y 4 i Ve e ' R I SRS S further. The existing driveway is already built to

; ] this location.
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Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit



Attachment 9.3

There are existing doors on the side of the
a home that accessed the carport and deck.
These will access the garage and living
. room/office area. The new deck will wrap
around the living room/office area and

continue along the front of the house.

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit 30of 7



Attachment 9.4

The wraparound deck will not extend along
the back of the home, except along the
new living room/office space area. The
deck will extend approximately 6’ on the
side and front of the home. On the back
side, it will extend approximately 8" with
stairs leading down to the back yard.

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit 40of 7



Attachment 9.5

View from Highway 33.

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit




Attachment 9.6

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit




Attachment 9.7

Google Earth image of home from
HWY 33 - old carport and deck are
visible.

220 dpos L N , Google earth

Joel Ahlum | Scenic Corridor Review | Site Visit
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	 and having found that based on the site, granting the variance to Mr. Hatt can be justified,
	 and having found that the proposal is not a detriment to the public’s or neighbors’ health, safety, and welfare,
	 I move to approve the variance applied for by Mr. Hatt for a reduced rear-yard setback of 20 feet on the south property line and as described in the application materials submitted May 20, 2015.
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	 and having found that based on the site, granting the Variance to Mr. Hatt can be justified,
	 and having found that the proposal is not a detriment to the public’s or neighbors’ health, safety, and welfare,
	 I move to APPROVE the Variance applied for by Mr. Hatt for a reduced rear-yard setback of 20 feet on the south property line and as described in the application materials submitted May 20, 2015.




