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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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 215 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 5:49 pm. 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 the ordinance was favorable overall and that there were three

outstanding items, in her opinion, that still need to be changed. The first point she discussed
involved definitions. She was concerned that the ordinance contained too many different terms
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that were confusing on their meaning. She felt there was a need to clarify 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, generally, issuing
a building permit means the county has deemed that lot buildable. Ms. Spitzer commented that
the lot split process can be agreed upon within the family without giving the other split any rights,
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and need the cooperation of all owners to accomplish the short plat process giving the new lot
building rights. 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 Il 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 Il, 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
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following changes to the West Rim Village (entrance) Area: office, conference space, and spa uses
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 submittg ,

LM/?FV& Y o S
ave Hensel, Chaxman Sharon Fox, Scribe ‘

Attachments:

1. PZC June 14, 2016 Meeting Packet
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AGENDA
PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
WORK SESSION & PUBLIC HEARING
June 14, 2016
STARTING AT 4:00 PM

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

1. Approve Minutes

e May 17,2016
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 — 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 (Idaho 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.

7:00 PM - Item #3 — Continuation of 5/10/2016 PUBLIC HEARING: Application for River Rim Ranch PUD
Division 11 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 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.

Legal Description: River Rim Ranch Division I PUD, Phase 1. Further described as: Parts of Sections 8, 9, 16, 17, 20,
21, 22, 29 Township 6N Range 45E B.M., Teton County.

ADJOURN

e Written comments received by 5:00 pm, June 7, 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.

e 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 6-14-2016 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 this 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.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved.

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.

Staff (Applicant) Presentation:

Mr. Boal explained the changes. The draft ordinance that was proposed on April 12 was modified
to make it more comprehensive, to explain the reasons for the lack of building rights and the
inquiry process to verify building right eligibility. Section 9-11-2, Criteria for Determination, was
also clarified.

Mr. Larson asked if a “legally created parcel” meant a “buildable parcel”. Mr. Boal explained that
the term “legally created parcel” is used in the existing code to define a buildable lot. Ms. Spitzer
commented that it may be a good idea to change the term or provide a definition in this section of
the ordinance to define “legally created parcel”. Ms. Spitzer wanted to clarify that a lot could be
legally created without building rights, and we are only using the term “legally created parcel”
because it is used in our existing code to define buildable parcels.

Ms. Spitzer explained that the processes in the code changed several times in the past, and the
underlying zone is not a blanket. The Planning Administrator at the time signed off on these and
no one contested it. People went through a process and thought it was right, and this ordinance
would provide those with building rights. What’s not okay and what this ordinance doesn’t allow,
is people splitting their property without going through a process.

Mr. Larson asked about ag splits after a certain date. Mr. Boal confirmed that some ag splits would
be considered buildable. Lots created through a process are considered buildable, are lots created
outside a process are not. Mr. Breckenridge asked how ag splits are identified. Mr. Boal explained
that we rely on a survey or deed being labeled as an ag split. Ag splits that were created before
2003 are considered buildable. The code changed in 2003 to be more specific toward ag splits.

Mr. Boal commented that this ordinance, in his opinion, is the most equitable approach as it is
protecting those that have a reasonable expectation that a process was followed and rights were
obtained through a process. It also provides an opportunity to obtain building rights when the
process wasn’t followed.

Mr. Larson asked for clarification on a sort of hardship case, if someone does not qualify for one
of the three criteria provided, are we hoping the new code will provide an option? Mr. Boal
explained that section 9-11-8 provides different options to obtain building rights, but the
underlying zone must still be met. There is also the option to go through the subdivision process.
The new code may also provide new options.
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ATTACHMENT 1

DRAFT TETON COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Meeting Minutes from May 17, 2016
Main Courtroom (3" floor), Driggs, 1D

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

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT: Ms. Kathy Spitzer.

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

The meeting was called to order at 5:09 PM.
Approval of Minutes:

Ms. Robson asked that “It is important to remember private property rights during the code
process.” be added as a comment from the Commission during the Work Session.

Ms. Johnston asked that condition #3 of the Fin and Feather Zoning Map Amendment motion be
updated to add “and restricting any subdivision under the R-1 zone.”

Ms. Johnston asked that the discussion of the River Rim Subdivision Amendment be updated so it
is clear that the hospitality units are called out as “two key” hospitality units instead of referring
to the number of bedrooms.

MOTION: Mr. Arnold moved to approve the minutes of May 10, 2016, as amended. Ms. Johnston
seconded the motion.

VOTE: The motion was unanimously approved.

Chairman Business:

Mr. Booker commented that he was filling in for Mr. Hensel while he was out of town.
Administrative Business:

Mr. Boal expressed his appreciation with the Commission and thanked them for their work. Mr.
Booker commented that the Commission also appreciated Mr. Boal during his time with the
County and wished him luck with the City of Victor.

Approval of Written Decision:

Ms. Johnston asked that condition #3 of the motion for the Zoning Map Amendment be updated
to match the approved meeting minutes.

MOTION: Ms. Johnston moved to approve the Written Decision for a Zoning Map Amendment
Recommendation of Approval and a Conditional Use Permit Recommendation of Approval for
the Fin and Feather Bed & Breakfast, as amended. Mr. Larson seconded the motion.
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Ms. Robson commented that the proposed ordinance mentioned a violation of LLUPA. She asked
for a clarification of LLUPA. Mr. Boal explained that LLUPA provides the opportunity for
counties to have zoning and subdivision ordinances, and it talks about the processes that need to
be followed, so if something doesn’t follow those processes, it would be a violation of LLUPA.

Ms. Spitzer explained that LLUPA mandates that counties go through a subdivision process and
zoning process with a public hearing and notice, and that is the only way we are allowed to zone.
We need to be careful that we don’t subdivision or zone without a public hearing that is noticed,
that goes to Planning Commission first, then the Board of County Commissioners afterwards. That
iswhy LLUPA is mentioned because if it is not a process that the county had, we can’t retroactively
create that process because there wasn’t that noticed hearing, Planning Commission, and Board of
County Commissioners process at that time. We can allow anything that had a process in our code
at the time and if it followed our process, it’s okay because it went through that process. If we
retroactively created a process that wasn’t in our code, it would be a violation of LLUPA.

Mr. Booker asked for clarification of what surveys would be recognized. Mr. Boal explained that
if a survey was recorded with a county signature, or an ag split before 2003, it would be considered
buildable. If there was a survey without a county signature or only a deed, it would not be
considered buildable.

Mr. Booker references the map that was included in the staff report showing lots based on property
inquiries. Mr. Boal explained that this is not a parcel specific ordinance. Mr. Booker said he
understands that, but it helps him understand what examples there are and how to address them.
Mr. Boal explained that this ordinance makes a lot buildable if it went through a process. Mr.
Booker asked if there was potential that there are lots that may never obtain building rights. Mr.
Boal explained that it could be a possibility if a lot wasn’t created through a process and it can’t
meet the requirements of our ordinances. Ms. Spitzer explained that this ordinance doesn’t take
away any rights; it grants more rights that people did not have.

Ms. Robson asked about the voidability to void a deed or contract. Mr. Boal explained that state
code provides this process. The county doesn’t void it because they’re not part of the contract. The
property owner has that option. Ms. Robson also asked about a section of state code that discusses
property rights. Mr. Boal explained that it requires that property rights are addressed in the
Comprehensive Plan.

Ms. Johnston asked for the following clarifications:

e Section 9-11-2 — are all of the options listed considered individual options (one or the
other), or are they cumulative? Mr. Boal said they are one or the other. The word “or” can
be added after each of these.

e On the map provided, and it says one building right was associated with multiple RP
numbers, is it correct that this means multiple parcels with one building right shared
between them? Mr. Boal explained yes, this means multiple tax parcels sharing one
building right. There are a multitude of reasons for having multiple tax parcels, even
though a deed shows a piece of land as one parcel, it may cross taxing districts or township
lines that would require a different RP number.

e Are there any statistics on the properties included on the map from property inquiries?
How many parcels are probably affected by this or in subdivisions? Mr. Boal explained
that the statistics of the property inquiries was not something included. The majority of
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the parcels on the map are rural parcels. Probably less than 10% have no building rights,
which is probably skewed somewnhat because some lots were included in subdivisions.
Some inquiries were submitted for parcels in subdivisions, but platted lots are not in
question.

e Section 9-11-3-B: The “to develop™ language seems to restrict all development such as
future subdivisions and physical development. Does this only mean physical
development? Mr. Boal explained it is only physical development not subdivisions, and
this can be clarified.

e Section 9-11-2-C-b: Why are we putting a weight on the applicant having a recorded
survey in the past? From a surveying and legal perspective, if you record a deed recorded
with a metes and bounds description, it isn’t different from a survey showing it graphically.
Mr. Boal explained that the recorded survey has to be a One Time Only survey with a
county signature, not just any survey. Ms. Johnston apologized; she was looking in the
wrong section. Same question in the parcel rectification criteria section. Mr. Boal
explained a survey is required there because it goes back to the expectation of how it was
created. If there was a survey recorded when someone purchased it, there is a different
expectation of how it was created than if there was just a deed. Ms. Johnston asked for
clarification to ensure she was understanding correctly. To be eligible for this parcel
rectification, part of the criteria is an existing survey, and the intent is because the
expectation may be more likely that they thought they had a building right because of the
survey versus just a deed. Mr. Boal explained yes, that is correct. It is not to say that
processes are not available for parcels that were created by just being deeded off, but this
parcel rectification process is geared toward those property owners that had that different
expectation based on the survey recorded.

e Section 9-11-8-B-1: This says the parent parcel would be eligible for the One Time Only
under the existing code — does this mean the current code now or the code that existed
when the application was done. Mr. Boal explained this is the current code, as it exists
now. Ms. Johnston asked that the language be clarified.

e Section 9-11-8-D-1: This section also says “eligible under the existing code”. Does this
also refer to the current code? Mr. Boal said yes. Ms. Johnston asked that this language be
clarified as well.

e Section 9-11-8-C: Is there an example of a situation when this parcel rectification process
would be applied? Mr. Boal gave an example of a 40-acre parcel that had a survey recorded
to create 2, 20 acre parcels without going through the process at the time. They would also
be eligible for the retroactive One Time Only. Ms. Johnston asked if there was an example
where someone would be eligible for the parcel rectification and not the retroactive One
Time Only. Mr. Boal gave an example of a parcel that went through a One Time Only in
the past and then a record of survey was recorded, so it would not be eligible for the
retroactive One Time Only but would be for the parcel rectification.

e How long would this parcel rectification process take, realistically? Mr. Boal explained
that once we get a completed application, it’s a matter of getting it on the next agenda, so
pretty quick. It is an administrative approval, not a public hearing.

e Section 9-11-8-B: Is the retroactive One Time Only something that gets turned in for the
parent parcel or the resulting parcel? Mr. Boal explained that the parent parcel is the one
being split, so the application is for the parent parcel, and both parcels would be identified
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with you and highlight those that are covered with this ordinance and those that aren’t. I think the
sentiment of the last meeting | attended was to allow someone that had a lot of record that had
been approved, | thought that those would be grandfathered in. I think there’s been an effort to do
that, but I don’t think this is quite comprehensive enough. Two of the general categories that we
have examples of are where documents were signed by the county but by the wrong person and |
think this could be read either way that a signature by the county is covered. I think this isn’t clear
where it says an authorized signature, so | think it should just say a county signature. Another
example is if a lot of record was approved in Planning Commission minutes saying something was
approved and a signature page wasn’t provided, that should be approved. It’s not clear to me if
prior approved rights are covered. | think there are several situations where the county approved a
building permit for a property and now they want to come back in and do a remodel. It’s unclear
if they can come in and get that permit. A related category is where there was a split, where there
are two or more resulting rights and one of the property owners received a building right. Now,
the other owner is being told that they can’t get a building permit. I think these buyers should be
treated the same way. Another category are the innocent purchasers. Some may come under the
situation that it can be rectified, but we have people that don’t have the money or time to pay for
asurvey. | think that’s the kind of hardship that I think we seemed to have some kind of sentiment
for correcting before. Those innocent purchases that acquired property of value; | was thinking of
people that paid cash money, but you also heard from someone that was working on the farm to
earn that piece of land. So recognizing some kind of innocent purchaser exception that may not be
the original owner or developer that didn’t follow the process, and maybe they have to pay a fee,
but I think we should give building rights. Another category is adjudicated parcels. These are
parcels made by a decision in a court by a judge that parcels should be split. It’s not clear if these
are allowed building rights, and | think this deserves recognition as a category. Finally, for a
hardship, we already have a process in place to apply for a variance. | think we should have a
process where people can plead their case and have consideration given to them through some
administrative process. There was some discussion earlier about creating parcels that may not have
building rights associated with it. I don’t think that’s recognized adequately in 9-11-3, which calls
this a notice of violation. I think we could improve this by changing the name of it to a notice of
no building rights. I think this is a great thing for the county to do. This could be recorded, and it
doesn’t necessarily mean they violated the law, they just don’t have building rights. The Realtor’s
Association is not thrilled about subsection D. I think it would be appropriate to be struck out, and
it puts a burden on the county to make a notice about a sale. There’s a process for a purchaser to
file a complaint. | think that 9-11-6 makes state code more confusing. It seems to imply that if
there’s a sale in violation of this title that it somehow becomes a fraudulent transfer. I think this
could be deleted because anyone can go to their attorney if they think there was a fraudulent
transfer. 1 also think 9-11-7 should be stricken because you can divide property without building
rights. This would make every time we split something off without building rights that we’re
committing a misdemeanor. I support 9-11-8, but I don’t think it is broad enough to include all of
those exceptions | think should be in 9-11-2. | think having an expedited process is a good thing,
but I don’t think it is good enough for those innocent purchaser because of the time and expense
involved. | realize that the time for the county can be swift, but there are only a few people here to
create surveys, so that is where the time and expense comes in. That’s all | have. | appreciate the
willingness of the commission to work through this issue. We’re working on our own document,
but it was not ready for today. We can get it out to you as quickly as we can.

Roger Brink, of Tetonia. | would like to double everything Billie said. Those were my concerns.
Conceptually, I would like to add that when this all came to light, it seemed to be unfair to the
public. In my view, the County Commissioners and Teton County are in a place to aid the public,

Planning & Zoning Commission Hearing 5/17/2016 60f12

PZC Meeting 6/14/2016

ATTACHMENT 1

as buildable. Both property owners are required to participate, and if one does not, there
may be the option to go through the parcel rectification process. Ms. Johnston and Mr.
Boal continued to discuss different examples for going through the parcel rectification
process. Mr. Boal explained that a de-facto subdivision cannot be created through this
process. Language can be added to 9-11-8-B-4-iv to clarify that no more than two
buildable parcels are being created from the parent parcel.

Mr. Booker asked what the Fire District signature block was referring to under Section 9-11-8-B-
C. Mr. Boal explained it was only for access. It is not required for fire protection because only two
lots can be created through the process, and three or more lots triggers the need for fire protection.

Public comment was opened at 6:08pm
Public Comment:
In Favor:

Shawn Hill, representing Valley Advocates for Responsible Development, stated he is in support
of the ordinance. I think this is a good attempt to restoring some order to the chaos of the past.
There will probably never be a perfect solution to such a vexing problem. I think the planning staff
and county prosecutor have done a good job exploring all possible solutions, and I think the best
solutions are incorporated into this ordinance. | would prefer to use of the term Lot of Record
because it is industry parlance, it’s used in Driggs and Victor, and | believe the county draft code
has a definition for this as well. | would suggest the criteria of Section 9-11-2 and use that as the
definition for Lot of Record in the county’s draft code.

Neutral:

Joanne Labelle, of Victor, stated she was neutral because she hadn’t read enough of the revision,
but she appreciated the work that had been put into it since the last meeting. It seems like a lot of
the critical issues have been addressed. There will still be some hardship issues that will need to
be considered. There will be people that purchased, inherited, or somehow got a parcel they were
going to build in that doesn’t fit in one of these boxes. We need to look out for those people. The
map that shows how many inquiries there are; | just want to add that it looks like there are about
100 that had issues. There will be more than this, certainly. People are calling all the time that are
not in subdivisions, and we just don’t know. It is all over the place, and it is going to affect a lot
of people. I spoke before on going back to we as citizens, we relied on the process and if there was
a signature or a survey or plat, we relied on the surveyor to follow the proper procedures. The title
companies, mortgage brokers, realtors, and citizens had belief they had building rights. Thanks for
all you’re doing, but I think we need to make sure that no one gets kicked under the bus because
it was 2005 instead of 2003 because it was an ag breakoff.

Opposition:

Billie Siddoway, of Victor. | appreciate all of the work that has been done. | oppose the ordinance,
some pieces in part and some in whole. | think that section 9-11-2 has the most issues and is not
comprehensive enough. | have had the opportunity to talk to a lot of property owners, realtors,
developers, and contractors, and we’ve been able to identify those issued. I’d like to go over those
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and this whole process seemed quite unfair to me because most everyone bought land here
expecting to have building rights felt that those parcels had building rights, legal building rights
approved by the county, and no one sold those parcels with the intent of misleading anyone. My
objection is conceptually that all of this came to light years after the fact in most cases. In fairness
to the public, I think that should be an additional item to be weighed in this decision making
process. | think the fees that are outlined, and | commend Jason and Planning & Zoning for taking
another look at this and revising the whole thing. It seems they’ve done a great job trying to rectify
most of the issues here. That aside, the fees are still fees, and they are expensive. People can’t
necessarily afford those fees; some won’t want to. People may look into an attorney to look into
those issues. It is still an expensive and time consuming process. | appreciate your time and effort
you all put into this and your serious consideration.

Harley Wilcox, of Victor. Some simple math, it looks like of the 331 inquiries, there are 33 that
have been deemed to be no building rights and need to go through a process. Three of those are
not fixable. If you put that to the no inquiry of the 14,325, then that could be 4,727 lots.

It seems to me that this has been from a new interpretation of the rules. The rules have been
interpreted over the last 20 years. They were granted building rights through different processes.
I’'m not talking about the person that created a deed without any process. I’'m talking about the
ones that went through a process. | was there through some of this and knew some of these guys
that did it. Luckily I didn’t sell any of these lots to anyone and tell them it was a great building
site. When that stuff is pulled back out and shows that realtors and sellers were advertising these
as the best building sites with tremendous views, they’re going to get sued; the county is going to
get sued. I’'m tired of county law suits. I keep hearing expecting or what they thought, and I don’t
necessarily think that’s the right choice of words. I think the more clear definition is best practice
and directive. People would come to Planning and Zoning and say this is the parcel | have. This is
what | want to do. What can | do to get what | want? They were given directive, and they went
through a process. This document keeps getting bigger, and I think it needs to get smaller. I think
what Billie is working on with other attorneys and other land professionals will shed a lot more
light on this. Unfortunately, we weren’t able to get it to you prior to this so you could look at it.

| want to remind you that our ag 2.5 and our ag 20 zones are called ag zones. Some of these ag
splits were done by staff and by property owners with the understanding that they were creating
building sites. Saying if you did an ag split, you don’t get a building site is probably not the right
way to go. | heard Shawn say this is a good attempt to put some order to the chaos created in the
past. Maybe we did make some mistakes in the past. | don’t think creating an ordinance to open
up the process and look at it, see if we made a mistake, and then revoke approvals is the right way
to go. I think that’s what this gives someone the right to do.

| visited with the prosecuting attorney, and we were able to look up part of the statute. It calls out
in our subdivision ordinance a minimum lot size of 1 acre. The idea of going back to an underlying
density of either A-2.5 or A-20 is definitely not something that was explained or given as a
directive when some of these came through. I think that needs to not be a part of this final draft.
There was a date and time that I think a minimum lot size may have been added to the code, but it
was not from the beginning of all of this. I think we all have a good understanding that there have
been cases where lots were created, building permits were given, and some buildings were built.
Now we’re being told those buildings should not have been allowed to be issued and so there for
you can’t have a garage, shop, or your lot is unbuildable. Does that mean they can’t do their
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deferred maintenance? | don’t know. There will be some cases out of the 14,000 lots we have in
the county that there will be more than one home that was built on lots illegally and unfixable. We
need some provision so that something that doesn’t meet the cookie cutter will be heard by
somebody. The reason the 1-acre minimum lot size was in our ordinance for so long is because
that’s what District 7 allows as a minimum lot size for a well and septic. | realize that staff has
done the best they can to come up with something that is a workable solution. I think they’re
looking at it at a snapshot in time. Today’s snapshot. They’re saying regardless of what mistakes
we made in the past, it doesn’t matter because if we did something wrong, so we’ll just go back
on that. That’s not the way we do. If we made an agreement with somebody, we stand by our word.
These folks that went through the process and did their due diligence and used best practices as
explained to them, we need to make it easy for them to move forward. Don’t make them go through
that whole thing again and try to prove that they followed the rules at the time. Hopefully you can
see through that and make some a suggestion that if any administrative staff or working in P&Z
that was directed to sign that plat, that it be honored. Thank you.

Applicant Rebuttal:

Mr. Boal encouraged those that testified to reread the ordinance. Some of the concerns brought up
are things that have changed and are addressed. If there is a survey with a county signature on it,
we are accepting those as buildable parcels. It seems that was the majority of the objection you
just heard, and we are clearly in the ordinance recognizing those as buildable parcels. There were
some suggestions as far as removing 9-11-6. We are okay with removing 9-11-6. It is a state code
provision, so it is available there. 9-11-7 could be clarified. Itis also addressed in chapter 1, section
4. In regards to the 1-acre lot size or the minimum lot size, if it was approved by the county before,
this ordinance does recognize those as buildable lots. There’s no question of that.

The hardship, the variance that was talked about, I don’t know how you can legally hear someone’s
plea and make a sympathetic granting of building rights. There has to be a process. That’s what
LLUPA, state code, and our ordinance is. There has to be a process. It goes back to the equity
issue. It is fair to those people who went through a process, paid to have the surveys done, who
worked with staff and got those approvals. I think this ordinance tries to protect those innocent
buyers and provide opportunities to those innocent buyers to obtain those building rights and to
follow a process the same as anyone else who has obtained a building right in the county has done.

Commission Questions:

Mr. Arnold: What about 11-3-D? Mr. Boal said we can strike that. Just to clarify, | don’t think
there’s any problem with renaming 9-11-3 to a notice of no building rights.

Ms. Johnston: Can we add an exception to 9-11-7 where someone creating a parcel they are
acknowledging doesn’t have building rights to follow something similar to 9-11-8-A, recording
there are no building rights, that it’s allowed. Mr. Boal: okay.

Mr. Breckenridge: Some people built subdivisions in the 1980s, and the minimum lot size could
have been half an acre. Mr. Boal explained that if it was in a subdivision or created before 1999,
it is considered a buildable parcel, regardless of size. Any parcel that went through a process,
including the One Time Only, with a county signature, no matter the size, is considered a buildable
parcel with this ordinance.
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Mr. Booker closed the public comment at 6:53pm. The commission took a break and returned at
7:04pm.

Mr. Booker explained the public hearing was closed, so he is opening it up for discussion amongst
the commission only.

Commission Deliberation:

Mr. Larson: We had a lot of questions and a lot of issues raised. | think this is a good start. We’re
close to addressing the problem. | too am an engineer and having done this for a long time, | would
prefer we handle things legally versus a blanket style. The fees are something the BOCC can do.
We have a few different directions. One is to kick it up stairs or do one more crank of the machine.
1 would like to take another crank, but I know others want to move it through. I’d like to hear form
everyone. The only thing I haven’t quite resolved are the hardship scenarios. We’ve talked about
different scenarios, and I just don’t know quite where they fall in.

Mr. Haddox: | think this is good. Maybe it needs one more iteration, but we need to do something.
| feel for the people out there that unknowingly purchased these lots. I think Jason did a good job
at addressing a lot of issues. We can’t do straight math on this because it won’t be proportionate.
I’m comfortable.

Mr. Arnold: | agree with Chris. | want to ask a question. Will it be new info if I ask the
administrator how time sensitive this is for the public? Is that new info? Mr. Booker said he did
not think so. I think it needs to have a crank, whether it’s us or the Board of County Commissioners.
1 would prefer we do it. If that’s going to be a burden for the public, I don’t have a feel for that.
Mr. Boal explained that we do have several property owners that are waiting on building permits
and this solution. His thought and preference was to get a fix in place, and if we need to fix it, we
can always do that. Without it, it does leave property owners waiting. Mr. Arnold said that’s a
dilemma in his mind. He wasn’t sure if it should be sent to the Board or keep working on it, if that
would out a hardship on the public.

Mr. Booker said Mr. Larson had to leave soon, and he would like to throw something out. He’s
heard from three people saying they’d like another round at this. He would add himself to that list.
There were a lot of changes, and he’d like to see those changes made before voting on it. At the
same time, he didn’t want to hinder anyone. It is important to get it right. Is a general consensus
of the commission that they’d like to have another shot at this and continue this one more time?

Mr. Boal explained that the next meeting will be the second Tuesday in June. It can’t be noticed
for the Board until the Commission makes a recommendation, so it would be mid-July before
going to the Board. Mr. Boal explained that he had made a list of changes by section. He offered
to go through those changes if it would make them feel better to make sure it adequately addressed
the changes discussed. Mr. Booker said he would personally like to see a final product. Ms.
Johnston agreed. She felt there were a lot of changes, and she would like to see those revisions
before recommending. Mr. Booker explained that there were a lot of changes, and he’d like to see
it in a final format. Ms. Johnston said she felt other things may come up in the course of their
discussion as well.
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Ms. Robson: Will this go away with the new code or be incorporated into it? Mr. Boal said it would
be incorporated into the new code.

Mr. Moyer: Lots that weren’t created the right way and building permits were issued and buildings
built. Are we opening the door for that process to continue? We’ve already allowed property to be
built on that wasn’t created legally. Is that an issue? Mr. Boal said in looking at the inquiries that
have been done and the building permits that were issued, this ordinance is going fix the majority
of those problem. There may be some instances where a building permit was issued. Mr. Moyer
asked if in the process of denying someone else, if we gave a building permit to someone else. Ms.
Spitzer explained this isn’t a problem legally. Doing something that violates the law once doesn’t
mean you have to keep doing it. It is more of an equitable issue.

Ms. Johnston: Where does this leave people who own a home on an unbuildable lot as far as
maintenance, additions, or moving forward? Ms. Spitzer explained that the majority of them
should be taken care of because they went through some process that we are going to recognize.
If someone was able to build on a parcel that was just deeded off without going through some kind
of recognized county process at all, that’s where the parcel rectification process would come in.
Ms. Johnston asked is they chose not to go through that process, then where would they be left?
Mr. Boal said it would come down to what the building code requires building permits for. If they
wanted to do something that doesn’t require a building permit, then they could do it.

Ms. Robson: If someone who has a house and comes in to get a permit to add a garage, and they’re
told they can’t get a building permit. Is there anything they can do? Mr. Boal explained that this
ordinance lays out several processes to make lots legally created lots to obtain building permits.
Ms. Robson asked if there would be any cases where they’re told no. Mr. Boal explained that there
could be, but this ordinance is intended to be fairly comprehensive. The majority of the issues
we’ve seen did go through a process. It is possible, but not very probable. Ms. Robson said she
knew of a house that was deeded to a child, and they were told they couldn’t get a building permit.
Mr. Boal said he doesn’t know the specifics of that property, but it sounds like there are options
of fixing that. Ms. Robson commented that things like that happen, and it doesn’t seem right to me
that someone can’t remodel their house.

Mr. Moyer: Asked to clarify the difference between the types on the map (multiple RP numbers
with one building right, one building right with multiple RP numbers). Mr. Boal and Ms. Rader
explained the difference.

Ms. Robson wanted to clarify that the piece she was talking about was able to be rectified, but it
was expensive. It just seems wrong that they couldn’t get a building permit. Ms. Spitzer asked if
it was a house on a large lot that was cut into a smaller piece. She explained that on the large piece,
they only had one building right. When they went through the process, that created a new building
right for the new lot.

Mr. Haddox: What Ms. Siddoway brought up about a court splitting a property. Would a court
order supersede this? Mr. Boal explained that there have been numerous cases like this that we
have dealt with. It depends on how they divide it. Sometimes they split up the interest in a deed,
sometimes they go through a subdivision, and sometimes someone sells their interest. There are
processes that they go through. There are also cases that they only use it for ag.
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Mr. Larson explained that he thought they were doing a better job if they looked at it another time.
Time is sensitive. Mr. Arnold commented that it may be more of a benefit to the public for them
to continue it.

Mr. Larson left at 7:17pm.

Mr. Johnston commended staff on the background clarification on this and putting together a much
more standalone ordinance that defines and clarifies the whole process. One thing that would make
her understanding better would be the lot of record definition. We’ve had different terms floating
around for parcels that are and aren’t buildable, which adds confusion to this. The first thing that
pops up when I google legal lot of record is from Deschutes, Oregon. It says “Not all tax lots are
legal “lots of record.” Deschutes County will not issue any permits on a lot or parcel until it is
determined that it is a legal lot of record. If your parcel is not in an approved subdivision/ partition,
has not been issued a building or septic permit, or has never been determined to be a lot of record,
you will need to file an application for a lot of record verification.” That makes it very clear, and
1 would like to see us have something very similar if not verbatim. She also commented that if a
lot was split, then a septic or building permit was issued, it would become a lot of record. That is
something she would advocate for. She also commented that she was not very comfortable with
9-11-8-C. She did not have a clear understanding of the extent of this. How could this be applied
and where? She felt the next iteration of this will clarify that. Also, she was not convinced that
having a recorded survey being in existence should be a deciding factor for the parcel rectification.
When a deed is recorded, the survey is neither here nor there unless it’s a map attached to some
kind of process like a lot split. She felt the ordinance might be better without this part until she has
a better understanding of what that part does.

Mr. Haddox asked Ms. Johnston if she would be okay with just a legal description instead of a
legal description and a survey? Ms. Johnston said she felt that the deed, whether or not there was
aplat, she does not see the plat as being an important distinction. She would lean toward removing
section C completely. She did not feel there was justification to allow this for people with surveys
versus without surveys. Mr. Haddox said he would agree with that because historically the federal
government has just used deeds. Ms. Johnston said she did not want to open this up to everyone
and make it more broad. She would rather see it go away. If it stays, she would like to have
justification for why it is there and what it’s doing for only surveys. She would also like to see
how this applies to the comp plan. We’ve already said different dates mean building rights, so I'm
not seeing a clear argument for why this section is needed.

Mr. Moyer asked how many more parcels are going to fall under this. I’m sure you can’t come up
with a flat 10%. I’'m betting we’re still looking at quite a few more lots that we’ll have to deal with
in the future. He felt the easier we can make the process, the better off we’ll be.

Ms. Johnston commented that the map was based on the property inquiry requests, and this
ordinance has very different policies. She would anticipate that the number of affected lots would
go down significantly. She would be interested in seeing some kind of analysis to see what kind
of numbers we’re looking at. Again, she commented that she was not convinced that the parcel
rectification process was justified or needed, and she would like it better if C was removed.

Mr. Breckenridge said he would leave that up to the administration to see if they like it or why
they need it. If they have a good reason for it. His opinion was that this document gives the public
everything they want if anything the county said okay on now gets a building right. There were
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some examples discussed that couldn’t get a building permit, and he said he’d like to know those
circumstances as to why they couldn’t get one.

Ms. Robson commented that she agreed and would like to continue to give it another try.

Mr. Booker said he agreed with what everyone has said, and he would entertain a motion to
continue.

Motion: Mr. Arnold moved to continue the meeting for the Amendment to Title 9, Teton County
Subdivision Ordinance to add Chapter 11 — Building Permit Eligibility of Previously Created
Parcels to the next available meeting time, June 14th. Ms. Johnston seconded the motion

Vote: After aroll call vote, the motion was unanimously approved.
WORK SESSION: Draft Code. Discussion of the Draft Land Use Development Code.

Mr. Boal explained the Board will provide comments on the code to discuss on the 14", Mr.
Breckenridge said he would rather schedule the public hearing first, with the Board discussion
after, so it didn’t get ended early. Mr. Boal asked how long the Commission would like to take for
the continuation of this public hearing. Different meeting dates and times were discussed. It was
decided to start the meeting on June 14 earlier, with the work session from 4pm-6pm, the continued
public hearing on the ordinance amendment from 6pm-7pm, and the continued public hearing for
River Rim at 7pm. If the Board can’t meet at 4pm, then start the ordinance public hearing at 4pm,
the work session at 5pm, with River Rim still at 7pm.

Motion: Ms. Robson moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Breckenridge seconded the motion.
Vote: The motion was unanimously approved.
The meeting was adjourned at 7:40 pm.

Respectfully submitted,
Kristin Rader, Scribe

Cleve Booker, Vice-Chairman Kristin Rader, Scribe

Attachments:
1. May 17, 2016 Public Comment
2. PZC May 17, 2016 Meeting Packet
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Baard of County Commissloners’ Work Session
Staff's Notas from the Draft Land Use Code Discyssion | 5:31-2016

In genaral, the Doard agreed that the current draft was a good beginning and that it was
Impartant to collect public commant bafore deciding whether revisions are naudaed, Howevar,
wit should mave farward with an apen mind that the draft code (s changeable If nesded.

Conearns & Comments

= Wildlife Pratection

o How will this section work County-wide?

o Iu thers enaugh in this section to pratect wildlife habitat? (L&, the map does nat
include the entire county)

Water Quality/Quantity

o What are the Impacts ta our water?

o The Nutrient Pathogen Analysis helps with this concarn, but is that enough?

o Shauld we look at the number of existing wells and septic systems, the number
of possible new ones, and the number that could oecur while maintaining good
water guality/quantity?

= Lot Size/Density

o The 1 acre minimum |ot size is too small, especially with an accassory dwalling
unit.

o There |k concern that aven though the PUD process |s belng removed, the 1 acre
lot siza is allowing a similar impact.

o Having the densities the same through all rural zones Is not effectively moving
developmant toward the eiting,

s Goals/Policies of the Comprehensive Plan

@ The Property Develepment Plan does a good job at making sure development
address concerns, Le, natural resourcas, agriculture, views, etc, but this may be
too subjective, Is It accomplishing everything we want it o7 |s thera proaf that
the Draft Code will suceeasfully accomplish the goals of the Comp, Plan?

o Having the densitios and land split options the same In each rural zone makes it
hard to envision how they are actually different based on the eharaeter areas.

= User Friendliness

o The Draft Code Includes a lot of information. Is It actually sasy te use?

o A preliminary PDF s required for a pre-application meeting, which implias
saimaans had te know what they want befara they come In, Instead of coming In
ta talk with stalf and coma up with samathing that works In the County.

o The Scenario Tool helps someane understand what they can or eannot do with
theli propaity, but semeana should be able to read the cade and know exactly
what can or can't ba dona,

-

PZC Meeting 6/14/2016

ATTACHMENT 1

TETON COUNTY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
JOINT MEETING WITH THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIOENRS
Meeting Primer - June 14, 2016
Commissioners’ Chambers - Driggs, ID

On the May 10, 2016 joint work session, the Board agreed to provide comments to the Planning
Commission related to the Draft Code. Those notes are included in the packet. In general, the Board
agreed they would like to hear public comment before making revisions to the code, but they did
provide some comments related to the Code.

Goals

e Agree on schedule to adopt the code
e Agree on Public Outreach methods and dates
e Schedule Work Session to educate PZC and BoCC on basics of the Code
0 Use this to create a Frequently Asked Questions document
e Discuss the Executive Summary Outline
0 Make changes as needed and agree on what the document should include

& Maving plans in Article 13 required and possibly required does not make it easy
to Identify everything that will be needed and hew mueh It might cost,
= Missing Pleces
& Soma maps are missing from the Draft Code
= Zoning, workforce overlay, Transferred Development Rights areas
o Descriptions of aach zene with speeifica about ta character, not just the Intent of
the zone,
Descriptions of what went into choosing the boundaries of the zones, like the
different maps, and what went [ite ereating those maps.
s Other
o What are the zoning implications o existing parcels?
o Doas the public feel there Iz anything fundamantally wrang with the Diaft Cade
that ean't ba fixed?

Suggestions

& Provide an Executive Summary (5-10 pages) with graphles ta explain the major paints of
the code
= Seelng supplemental documents with the Draft Code may make It easler W@ understand
& Bulldout Analysis with the proposed densities varsus existing
o Comp. Plan matrix shewling how the Code is addressing the policies, goals, and
ohjectives
s Provide s Q&A sessien for the Board and Planning Commission members to laarn the
basics of the Draft Code, zoning language, density examples, etc. = this can be used to
ereate a Frequently Asked Questions compenent for the Executive Summary and public
outreach
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75 Why aren't building types applicabls to the REC
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9-34 9,4.2.0, searns to be missing the Tinal item of is
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9:39 9.53. 1. 15 the Intent te have an actual overlay =
map for affordable housing?
9-38 9.5.2 E. Who approves workforce housing
applications? Whao establishing the
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define what constitutes "confirmed source af
funding adequate to cover .. =
131 13,1,1.8, Wha Is the “approving body*? = e
13-3 1%,1,5.C. Whao and by what criteria determine if
 fiscal guarantee |5 required?
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13-4 a Define "documented historical
significance.”
18-34 15,3,10.5, What is the basis for requiring the
Public Servica/Flscal Impact Analysls balng
“more than ten (10) lots? -
1336 | 13,3,11.0.2, Where Is LOS A, LOS B defined? =
13-4 13,216 Shouldn't building rights applicabllity i
. be statad?
1345 [ 13.3.17.8. Define "Pre-Recorded Deeds.” How
are previously recorded Deeds track to ensure
historlcal aceuracy of the praparty ownership?
149 14.3.6.A, Shouldn't each public hearing "shall®
follow these procedures versus "shauld"?
ORAFT
o Sum. & 5t hanges Recommend code
:‘;Js:::mided to PZC & BoCC. glﬂ/zlgi‘slaﬁc
I Public Meting
Joint Work [ sripois
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SIS ork Sesson - Review Dt [l et
o e Sum. .Sttt Changes to Code
/1212016 .m?;"‘"m'”
Final Bec.Sum. & Code
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oo Continued BoccoH
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712012016 772572015

st ut ot Town|
oot

estinOutf own|
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Public Outreach - P2c|
8/12/2016 -9/6/2016

Public Outreach - BocC
9/30/2016 - 10/23/2016

Schedule to Adopt a New Land Use Development Code - October

Joint PZC/BOCC Work Session | 6-14-2016.
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14-14 | 14.5.8. Nead to verify i this paragraph is
conslstent with or Inconsistent with 3.6,1.C.
14:15 14.5.9 Needs clarification.
ELEY Need to add a section for Acronyms
Other | Need an executive summary of tha pertinent
mipoctiof the neweeds.
Other | What is the plan for Publie Outreach, Comment
Resolutions, and timeline to achleve final
approval?
Other Provide Bulldout Analysis et

| Provide Comprehensive Plan to Code Matrix

Exlsting to New Zoning Implications far
affected Parcels

Other How da enaure that HOAS and Developers
fallow through with thelr responsibllities and
owners have a recourse to utllize thelr bullding
rlahts, Bt s
Other | Flre Pands = need te understand basic for
requiring them and who [s responsible for
ansuring thoy are
—
|
ORAFT
Joint Work Session on FAQ_ 6/21/2016 6/21/2016 Identify Frequently Asked Questions - Staff Changes to Code
Draft Executive Summary Complete/Staff . N
Changes to Draft Code 07/08/2016 07/08/2016 | Submit to PZC/BoCC - make revisions as needed
Joint Work Session on Brecutve Summary &
Staff Changes to Code 07/12/2016 07/12/2016 | Discuss Draft Executive Summary - Identify changes
i public. i
Final Executive Summary Complete - Start . This will Facebook ads and I &
Public Outreach TEEIAS ORI email blasts; pe i i
throughout the ounty
i oy Tarmer, real
‘Stakeholder Meetings 7/20/2016 7/29/2016 | changed
“Free days o allow groups toschedule Meetings with us a desred
Kristin Out of Town (Wedding) 08/09/2016 08/16/2016 | comment boxes, etc.
f, or if PZC/BoCC take pl
Notice PZC Public Hearing 8/12/2016 8/12/2016
[ote PECPublc Hearne__________BAZA0I6 =
Outreach Efforts to Boost Public Comment 8/12/2016 9/6/2016 ghout the county. houses i o
people the id, Pierre’s, F: ' Market, Music|
on Main, rodeos, high school sports, etc.).
Kristin Out of Town (FEMA Training) 8/29/2016 9/2/2016 | comment bores, etc.
*If there's staff, or if PZC/BoCC take pl
1st PZC Public Hearing 9/6/2016 9/6/2016 Hear |
2nd PZC Public Hearing. 9/8/2016 C
Final PZC Public Hearing 9/13/2016 9/13/2016
o de fromthe PZC. The BocC | po—
1% BoCC Public Meeting 9/19/2016 9/19/2016 decide if any
2" BoCC Public Meeting 9/26/2016 9/26/2016 i ke ch: eded.
Notice Due for BoCC Public Hearing 9/30/2016 9/30/2016 __ | Notice due to paper
BoCC is about to Adopt. Continue Facebook
a
Outreach Efforts to Boost Public Comment. 9/30/2016 10/23/2016 | email blasts;
ty. Y
desired, the Spud, Plerres, Farmers' Market, fodeos, high school sports, etc.)
1st BoCC Public Hearing 10/24/2016 10/24/2016 | He
Continued BoCC Public Hearin [10/25/2016 | 1072572016 | resolution

Joint PZC/BOCC Work Session | 6-14-2016,
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Schedule to Adopt a New Land Use Development Code — December

Joint PZC/BOCC Work Session | 6-14-2016.

Draft Land Use Di Code - i y Outline

The purpose of this Executive Summary is to provide the public with an overview of the Land Use
Development Code update. This will be done by providing a brief history of the Comprehensive Plan
update and code revision process, examples of specific changes from the existing code to the new code,
including an explanation of what those changes mean on a county-wide and parcel level, and an overview
of how the Code complies with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. The Executive Summary
will include a Frequently Asked Questions section to help educate the public on the basics of the Land Use
Development Code. The Scenario Tool will be included to allow members of the public try out the process

on their own.

I. Introduction to the Code Process

History of the Comprehensive Plan Update

. History of the Code Writing Process

a. HUD Sustainability Grant & Code Studio
b. Public Outreach

c.  Planning & Zoning Commission Work Sessions

V. Examples of Specific Code Changes
a. Zoning District Changes
i. Maps that went into creating these new boundaries
b. Land Split Options
c. Density Options
i.  Build-Out Analysis
d. Use Changes
e. Sign Changes
V.  Compliance with the Comprehensive Plan

a. Uoflanalysis

VI.  Frequently Asked Questions
VIl Scenario Tool
Joint PZC/BoCC Work Session | 6-14-2016 1lofl

PZC Meeting 6/14/2016

ATTACHMENT 1

DRAFT
o 62172016
Draft Executive Summary Complete/Staff )
e e 07/08/2016 | 07/08/2016 | Submit to PZC/B0CC - make revisons as needed
i ok Session on UM STV | 07/12/2016 | 07/12/2016 | Discuss Drat Executive Summary - dentfy changes
Final Executive Summary Complete -Start a4 salt a e
e 9016 | 7/19/2016 b pages; e-news ltter & emall blass; newspaper ads/artice; loca news
coverage; adio coverage;fyers around town; comment bores set up throughaut the county:
Stakeholder Meetings 2712016 | /372016 s
Kistin Out of Town (Wedding) os/os/2016 | 08/16/2016 srownd e
“ifthere'ssaf, their take place this we
Notice PZC Public Hearing &/15/2016 | 8/19/2016 | Notice sen to paper
pages; newspaper
; & emilblast
Outreach Efforts to Boost Public Comment|  8/19/2016 | /1272016 | Seblorices e
the Spud, Pierre’s, Farmers' Market, Music on Man, rod etc).
Kistn Out o Town (FEMA Training) 8202016 | 9272016 s oround e
e “ifthere'ssaf, theiroun,
[t PZC Public Hearing o/13/2016 | _5/13/2016 | Hear publiccom
2l PZC Public Hearing [ s/a0/2016 | Contine pusle discussion - make revisions 35 needed
Final PZC Public Hearing o/27/2016_|_9/27/2016 o the Board
paps ; enews letter & emal blasts;
Outreach Efortsto Boost Public Comment|  10/3/2016 | 11/14/2016 the county.Schech
peor) desired. the Spud, Perre’s, armers' Market, Music on Main, rodeos, high
ool sports
15t BoCC Public Meeting 10242016 | 10/24/2016 BocC Once those
[Z7BoCC Public Meeting________|_11/7/2016_|_11/7/2016 e ded
37 BoCC Public Meeting. 11/14/2016 | 11/14/2016 ke ch ded.
Notice BoCC Public 11/18/2016_|_11/18/2016
pages;set up socal
newspaper  e-news letter & email blasts; local ; malers;
Outreach Effort to Boost Publc Comment|  11/18/2016 |  12/11/2016 .
nelghborhood meetings a desied. Atten local events(e.the Spud, Perre’s, Farmers' Market, Music o Main,fodeos, high school sports,
[Final 5oCC Public Hearing T2/12/2016 | 12/12/2016 | Hear s resolution
‘OPTIONAL - Continue BoCC Public Hearing|  12/13/2016 | 12/13/2016 ded,

“Joint PZGIBOCC Work Session | 6-14-2016,

1 ORDINANCE NO. 2016-9-11

3 AN ORDINANCE OF THE COUNTY OF TETON, STATE OF IDAHO, ADDING TETON COUNTY CODE TITLE 9,
4 CHAPTER 11 TO ADDRESS THE BUILDING RIGHT ELIGIBILITY OF PREVIOUSLY CREATED PARCELS.

6  BEIT ORDAINED by the Board of County Commissioners of Teton County, Idaho that Title 9, Chapter 11 of
7  the Teton County Code shall be added as follows:

10 CHAPTER 11

12 BUILDING PERMIT ELIGIBILITY OF PREVIOUSLY CREATED PARCELS

15 SECTION:

17 9-11-1 PURPOSE AND INTENT OF PROVISIONS.

18  9-11-2 LEGALLY CREATED PARCELS — REQUIRED FOR GRANTING OF CERTAIN PERMITS — CRITERIA FOR
19 DETERMINATION.

20 9-11-3 NOTICE OF VIOLATION — REQUIRED WHEN — CONTENTS — EFFECT.

21 9-11-4 CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE — REQUEST FOR DETERMINATION AUTHORIZED.

22 9-11-5 CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE — APPLICATION PROCEDURE — DOCUMENTS TO BE SUBMITTED —
23 FEE.

24 9-11-6 VOIDABIHY OF DEEDS OR CONTRACTS VIOLATING PROVISIONS.

25  9-11-7—6_FAILURE TO COMPLY AND ILLEGAL DIVISION OF LAND DEEMED MISDEMEANOR — PENALTY.

26 9-11-87 NONCOMPLYING PARCELS — PROCESSES FOR OBTAINING BUILDING RIGHTS.

27 91198 DENIAL OF APPLICATION.
28  9-11-10—9 APPEAL OF FINAL DECISIONS.
29

30  9-11-1 PURPOSE AND INTENT OF PROVISIONS.

31 Inaccordance with the provisions of the LLUPA (Idaho State Code 67-65), it is the purpose and intent of
32 the Board of County Commissioners to establish procedures for placing purchasers of illegally split

33 parcels on notice that such parcel split occurred in violation of the LLUPA and the requirements of Teton
34 County Code- Title 9, and to provide for a means of certifying that the real property does comply with
35 the provisions of LLUPA and Teton County Code- Title 9.

36 9-11-2 LEGALLY CREATED PARCELS — REQUIRED FOR GRANTING OF CERTAIN PERMITS — CRITERIA FOR
37  DETERMINATION.

38  No building permit, grading permit nor any other permit may be issued, nor any approval granted

39 necessary to develop any property, unless and until said property has been determined to have been

| Page 10f 6
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legally created; provided further, such permits may be denied if the applicant was the owner of the real
property at the same time of the violation or currently owns the property with the knowledge of the
violation as provided through a notice of violation pursuant to the procedures set forth herein.

For a parcel to be considered a legally created parcel, its specific boundaries must have been established
or set forth by one of the following means:

A. Asigned & recorded subdivision plat;
B. |If the parcel was created BEFORE June 14, 1999-;
a.__Adeed describing the parcel by a metes-and-bounds description recorded prior to
June 14, 1999 (contiguous sub-“lots” or sub-“parcels” described on a single deed
are considered a single parcel);
&0r
b. Arecord of survey recorded prior to June 14, 1999 showing the existing
boundaries.;
C. Ifthe parcel was created AFTER June 14, 1999;-

a.__Arecorded “One-Time-Only” survey with a Teton County authorization signature
(these may also be labeled as “Lot Split”, “Land Splits”, or something similar);
or
b. A recorded “Agricultural Exemption” survey recorded prior to September 22, 2003
(these may be labeled as an “Ag. Split”, “Ag. Break-off” or something similar);
aor
b-c. A recorded survey identifying the legal process in Title 9 and the created parcels
met the requirements of the identified process in Title 9 at the date of creation;
D. _Any of the above means combined with a County-approved and recorded boundary
adjustment survey or amended plat;
B:E.Any parcel that was approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission or Board of County
Commissioners and there are minutes verifying the approval;
E-F. Signed & recorded “Parcel Rectification Plat”, in compliance with 9-11-87.

9-11-3 NOTICE OF VMOLATION-NO BUILDING RIGHTS — REQUIRED WHEN — CONTENTS — EFFECT.

If the Planning Birecter-Administrator becomes aware of any parcel which has not resulted from a legal
division or consolidation of property in compliance with LLUPA and applicable County Codes, he/she will
send to the property owner, or owners, of said property written notice notifying them of the violation.
This written notification will advise the property owner(s) that:

A. The Planning Bireeter-Administrator has determined that subject property together with
other contiguous property has been divided or has resulted from a division in violation
of LLUPA and applicable County codes;

B. No building permit, grading permit nor any other permit may be issued, nor any
approval granted necessary to physically develop said property (this does not include
subdividing), unless and until an identified approval process 9-11-8 is completed,
approved, and recorded in full compliance with the LLUPA and provisions of this
Chapter, adopted pursuant thereto.

Page2.0f6

who subdivides or causes to be subdivided land without complying in all respects with the provisions of
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EXCEPTION: Parcels created for bona-fide agricultural purposes in conformance with Teton County
Code, Title 9-2-2, definition of “Agricultural Exemption” or parcels created without building rights,
where a “Notice of No Building Rights” has been recorded referencing the property, shall not be found
to be in violation of this title.

9-11-8-7 NONCOMPLYING PARCELS — PROCESSES FOR OBTAINING BUILDING RIGHTS.

The owner, purchaser, or his successor in interest, of a parcel which is the result of a division of land that
did not comply with the provisions of Title 9 may utilize the following provisions to bring the
parcel/parcels into compliance:

A. Recordation of no building rights: if the illegal split resulted in two (2) parcels, but there was
only one (1) building right and the property owners of the two lots agree that one of the lots will
remain unbuildable, they may record an official document clarifying which parcel would receive
the building right and which one would not.

B. Retroactive One-Time-Only:

1. Applicability-The parent parcel of the illegal split would be eligible for a One-Time-Only
under the-existing current code.

2. Process- The process for a One-Time-Only split must be followed, and the required fees
for that process shall be submitted as well. The property owners of both parcels must
sign the application.

3. Criteria for Approval- All requirements and submittals for the One-Time-Only shall be
followed.

C. Parcel Rectification Plat:

1. Applicability-The parcel would not qualify for a retroactive One-Time-Only, yet can meet
the criteria found in 9-11-87-C-4.

2. Application-

A property owner(s) of parcel(s) receiving a notice of violation, that does not qualify for
a Retroactive One-Time-Only can complete and submit the “Parcel Rectification Plat”
application provided by the Planning and-Building-Department. Application to this
process does not guarantee approval. In addition to the complete application form, the
following is required:
i. Fees (Application and Survey/Plat review fee);

ii. Narrative outlining how, when, and by whom the parcels were originally created;

iii. Approval letter from Eastern Idaho Public Health;

iv. Approval letter from Teton County Fire District;

v. Acceptance letter from the city for sewer hookup, or from the providing

community, if applicable;
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ATTACHMENT 1

C. The Planning BireeterAdminsitrator will cause a notice of violation to be recorded in the
office of the county recorder within 15 days of notification to property owner(s) which
will describe the violation and the property and name the owner(s) thereof. This notice
when recorded will be constructive notice of the violation to all successors in interest of
said property;

D subiect th hal d realestat brok
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9-11-4 CERTIFICATE OF-COMPLIANCE-BUILDING PERMIT ELIGIBILITY- REQUEST FOR DETERMINATION
AUTHORIZED.

Any person owning real property may apply for a Certificate of CemplianeeBuilding Permit Eligibility, and
the County shall determine whether said property was created in a way that complied with the
provisions of Title 9, and thus constitutes a legal and buildable parcel.

9-11-5 CERTIFICATE OF BUILDING PERMIT ELIGIBILITY— COMPLIANCE — APPLICATION PROCEDURE —
DOCUMENTS TO BE SUBMITTED - FEE.

A. Application.

1. Application for a “Certificate of-Cemplianee Building Permit Eligibility” shall be made
with the Planning and-Building-Department in accordance with the following
specifications:

i. A completed application form must be filled out

2 Eachplatshallcontainth o i

B. A notice stating the following shall be signed:

This certificate relates on to issues of compliance or noncompliance with LLUPA and local
ordinances enacted pursuant thereto. The parcel described herein may be sold, leased or
financed without further compliance with LLUPA or any local ordinance enacted pursuant
hereto. Development of the parcel may require issuance of a permit or permits, or other grants
of approval.

C. The required filing fee(s).

deed-of 1 tracttosell-mad ; toth isi £ this-tith b
¥ ¥ 7 ¥ P ¥

idablei ith-idaho State Code 55-9.

9-11-7-6 FAILURE TO COMPLY AND ILLEGAL DIVISION OF LAND DEEMED MISDEMEANOR—RENALTY-A
VIOLATION

Those parcels of land which are subdivided contrary to the provisions of this title shall not constitute
legal building sites and no permit shall be issued for the installation of fixtures or equipment or for the
erection, construction, conversion, establishment, alteration, or enlargement of any building, structure
or improvement thereon unless and until an identified approval process (9-11-87) is completed,
approved, and recorded in full compliance with the LLUPA and provisions of this Chapter. Any person

Page3of6

vi. Plat created by a surveyor, licensed in the State of Idaho which includes:
a. Vicinity Map, Date of Survey, and North Arrow
b. Map scale adequate to depict all adjusted lots (show Bar Scale)
c. Legend with a description for all line weights and symbols used
d. All bearings and distances for all property lines. Include Basis of Bearing
and CP&F Reference

e. Allknown easements shown with their instrument numbers

f. All existing physical access points shown

g. Legal access points shown or possibility for future County Road access
permits established

h. Property Legal Descriptions

i. Surveyor’s Certification — Signature block with statement

j. County Treasurer’s Certification

k. County Assessor’s Certification

I Easter Idaho Public Health Certification

m. Teton County Board of County Commissioners Chair Certification

n. Fire District — Signature block with approval statement

o. Certificate of Survey Review — Signature block with approval statement

p. Owner’s Certificate — Signature block with approval statement. MUST BE
NOTARIZED

q. Recorder’s Certificate

r. Certificate of Acceptance of Mortgagee, if applicable. MUST BE
NOTARIZED

3. Process
Once a completed “Parcel Rectification Plat” application is made, the process for approval
is as follows:

i. Staff Review: Any proposed application shall first be reviewed by the Planning
Administrator to determine if the application meets the criteria of this Chapter
and the intent of the Comprehensive Plan. The Planning Administrator has the
discretion to schedule a meeting with the applicant to review possible
modifications of the application. Once the Planning Administrator has reviewed
the application and finds it does or does not meet the criteria of this Chapter and
the intent of the Comprehensive Plan, a letter will be sent to the applicant
outlining the findings. If the application does meet the criteria of this section and
the intent of the Comprehensive Plan, it will be scheduled on the next available
Board of County Commissioner Agenda.

ii. Board Review: The Board will review staff’s findings and the application during a
regularly schedule public meeting. The Board will approve, deny, or table the
application to another meeting if additional information is needed. Approvals will
only be granted if the application meets the criteria found in 9-11-4.

iii. Survey Review: Once the Board has approved the application, the County
Surveyor will review the submitted plat. Any changes needed to the plat will be
forwarded to the applicant.

iv. Recording: Once the plat has been reviewed and approved by the County
Surveyor, the following shall be submitted to the Teton County Planning and
Building-Department for recording:

e Two mylar copies of the Final Plat with approval signatures
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e Atleast one paper copy of the Final Plat with approval signatures (for the
applicant)
e Development Agreement, if required
* DWG format of Final Plat on CD
The applicant is responsible for all recording fees required at the time of
recording.

4. Criteria for Approval-

The following criteria must be met in order for the application to be approved by the
Board.

. The proposed lots must meet the minimum lot size of the underlying zone,
exclusive of any public i or right-of-ways, either based on the
adopted requirements at the time of this application or the adopted
requirements at the time the parcels were created through one of the processes
identified in 9-11-1.

. The proposed lots must have an approved access.

There must have been a survey recorded with Teton County showing the creation

of the parcel(s) prior to 2010.

iv. No more than two (2) buildable lots are being created through this process from

the parent parcel.

D. Subdivision Process:

1. Applicability-The parent parcel of the illegal split would be eligible for a subdivision
under the current existing code.

2. Process- The process for a subdivision must be followed, and the required fees for that
process shall be submitted as well. The property owners of all parcels must sign the
application.

3. Criteria for Approval- All requirements and submittals for the subdivision shall be
followed.

9-11-9-8 DENIAL OF APPLICATION.
If the application fails to meet the criteria identified above, it shall be denied. Fees paid are not refundable
if the application is denied.

9-11-10-9 APPEAL OF FINAL DECISIONS.

Decisions of the Board of County Commissioners are final. Applicants or affected property owners shall
have no more than 14 days after the written decision is delivered to request reconsideration by the BoCC.
If still not satisfied with a decision of the Board of County Commissioners, one may pursue appeals to
District Court within 28 days of the written decision being delivered.
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an acceptable level of development by the Division | owners in their June 2014 letter to the
current owner (copy also attached).

The 12 employee units have also been listed as “optional” and would only be added to the
development if the County felt they were appropriate at this location. While we believe that
the employee units make sense from a planning perspective, we do not believe that they
should negatively impact the density discussions. We look for further guidance on this
issue from the County and their staff.

The revised plan for the West Rim Village has also reduced the incidental use area
significantly with the updated site plan for the storage units and the removal of most
commercial use at this site. The current administration building could serve as a temporary
site for local convenience commercial until there are options at the Golf Village. Also
included are concepts of the storage units to help answer some of the questions about this
proposed use.

4) Detailed Timeline. Attached is a general timeline that identifies the major steps and
represents the best estimate of dates for the overall project schedule. There is a financing
phase and detailed design phase that must come before the golf course construction
which itself is expected to take about two years. This pushes the completion of the golf
course into the year 2021 assuming all steps happen according to plan.

5) Justification of Unit Density Conversions. Brett Potter has put together a detailed
comparison of the impacts associated with the hospitality units as they compare to typical
resort single family residence, similar to what currently exists in Division I. Brett will be
prepared to discuss his assumptions and conclusions in more detail at the meeting.
Separate side by side comparisons are provided for the two bedroom hospitality units
associated with the golf village area and the hospitality units that would potentially be
associated with Tract C.

6) Draft Stand Alone Development Agreement. Also attached is a “draft” of the
development agreement for discussion purposes. It should be understood that this is a
work in progress as the prospective buyers are still reviewing and updating. However all
parties agree that it is helpful to have this document available early in the process for the
benefit of the Board of County Commissioners who will ultimately be reviewing these
details in the upcoming public meetings.

Without being contrary to the request of the Planning and Zoning Commission, a
discussion about density in the South Canyon is not within our purview or authorization at
this time. As you are aware, the number of units allowed was determined after a protracted
legal mediation between the County and Glacier Bancorp. The units that are currently
shown on the master plan for this phase were located based upon a wildlife analysis,
reviewed by the County and Idaho Fish and Game Department, and the regulations that
were applicable at the time. This resulted in a reduction in the allowable number of units
and increase in the required setback from the river compared to the approved original plan.
Plus development of the South Canyon, as stated in the current development agreement,
cannot occur until infrastructure in Division Il Phase | has been completed. This is
expected to be several years away as outlined in the proposed schedule for Phase I.
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HAND DELIVERED

RE:  River Rim A Me. 7/ Rasp [CY=: e fram May10, 2016 Planning
and Zaning Comimission Maating

Daar Kristin:

Atachad are the following decumants that wers prepared In responss o the commants
and questions raised by the Planning and Zoning Commiasion maating held an May 10,
2018, Also, Brett Potter, Sean Moullon, Sean Cracraft and | will be discussing this
infarmation at tha upcoming June 14" maating

1} Response to Comprehensive Plan Goals. The attached table provides a detalled
faaponaa Lo the apecific goals that Jasen Boal predented In his erginal alalf reporl, We
hava listed sach of the relevant comprehanaive plan goals, Jason's commenta snd our
rosponses, Wae will also prosent an abbreviated summary at the public meeting to help
digast the key palnta discussed in thia lengthy table

Altachad Is a brief discussion prepared by Sean Cracrait about
the financlal feasibility of the golf course which the prospective buyers are cufrantly loaking
{o re-introduce. This is based upon a more comprehenslve modal developad by OB sports
for this facility as wall as (helr inlimale knowledge of the golf business in Talen Vallay, 11
should also ba noted that in the attached timeline there is & substantial pariod allocatad 1o
“finanelng”, The owners naed to have a dear plcture of what they will be allowed to do and
than presant (hia 1o patantial investars bafera they can truly anawer all the quastions aboul
financial feasibility. This (s also addressad in the developmant agreamant with & "sunsst”
provision where the praject would revert o the current slatus after a speciiied date If the
golf course is not conatructad.

3} Allarnalive Site Plans, Bratl Poller haa provided updated site plans for the West Rim
Village, Golf Village and overall Phase | Master Plan. In this latest update, thera will only
ba 18 addilanal units thal are balng “relnstated” from the orlginal developmant plan
compared (o the 30 requeated in the original Amandmant 7 applieatian, This reduetion s n
response to some of the general comments receivad at the May 10" meeting and reflects
an undarstanding of the County's senaltivity to density. The 16 unlts were also identified as

26 Boiilh G Vil Biresl  Podl Offios Box 4850 - Jackion, Wyoring B3001
Phar - 307,733 82582 Fax - 307 7032334

The discussion of possible “conservation options” for this South Canyon site should occur
at the time this project comes before the County as a final plat. In the future there is hope
that the River Rim development will be profitable providing options and incentives for
potential tax relief benefits that could support a conservation plan. Currently River Rim is a
distressed property with an uncertain future that the prospective buyers are looking to
revitalize with this new plan and reintroduction of the golf course.

We are also attaching copies of recent letters submitted by Division | and Division li
owners at River Rim. They typically express the same support and excitement for this new
vision after experiencing many years of falling prices, lack of progress and uncertainty.

Please let us know if you or members of the Planning and Zoning Commission have any
specific questions or issues regarding this proposed amendment they would like to see
discussed at the upcoming meeting on June 14™.

Sincerely,

C S

Robert T. Ablondi, P.E.

Cc: Brett Potter
Sean Cracraft
Sean Moulton
David Choo
Don Chery
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS — RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

ATTACHMENT 1

CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS — RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
Develop a coordinated and collaborative This amendment would increase tourist traffc (o the
economic development strategy that Teton Valley area and provide economic benefits (o the
ep1 | encourages, promotes and supports e local economy outside of River Rim. This would include
locally-owned businesses and creates a additional business for local outfitters, restaurants, retail
hospitable and attractive environment for shops, transportation companies and other tourist
businesses and tourists support
The important issue is that this amendment would
provide the financial model for the local agriculture
This proposed amendment would reduce | operation to continue successfully for the long term at
ED2 :r';se”;’emg‘“e’ "‘;‘c':l' C“ﬁﬁf“jr’aﬁ':dzg‘r‘s’ge the amount of area being farmed currently, | River Rim. Only about 50 percent of the golf area is.
P gl and replace it with a Golf Course. currently being farmed with the remainder native
rasses. The large majority of viable farm operation
would continue in concert with the golf operation.
The current development is economically unsustainable
which could ultimately jeopardize the farming operation.
This proposal does incorporate recreation | A iabie long term plan s needed for the success of the
Encourage development and land use entire PUD which will help sustain the large percentage
into the development, however | am not
ED2.1 | proposals that support prime economic | [0 (08 SeUEOPTAIL Iwes 14 0% | of open space used forthe farming operation. Also the
values of rural character and heritage. new golf course plan will be designed to be more family
or heritage
friendly and take advantage of the exceptional views
and large open space that s a key element of River
Rim.
The proposal would not change the current farming
This proposal incorporates farming into the | operation but provide a sustainable financial model that
D22 | Promote local agricultural industries and | development, however itis unclear what | would allow it to continue once the current owner,
-2 | businesses. other local business may benefit from the | Glacier Bancorp, eliminates the current subsidies.
proposal ‘Additional tourism related business would be generated
with the golf operation and hospitality operation.
Given that River Rim is an existing development
Promote smart growth strategies that help designed more than 10 years ago, this proposal does
Epos | Preserve ruralcharacterby enhancing | pp G| promote rural character by preserving the open space

existing communities and directing
development towards them.

and concentrating the main development at the golf
village area within a smaller footprint while providing
additional business opportunities as discussed.

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
The golf and related hospitality business proposed with
. this plan would be environmentally friendly while helping
Encourage and afract businesses that to grow the local tourist economy. The tourist
ED24 | (e olonen wymme St a""" This proposal does not affect this policy businesses promoted would be sustainable over the
am“x;ahmy"m Bosnese P long term while providing the economy necessary to
sustain the large open spaces associated with River
Rim.
The environmental impacts of the River Rim | The discussion should start with the fact the River Rim
Development are not insignificant. The does exist but is not economically sustainable in its
question before the PZC, is whether the current state. The proposed plan will involve a golf
025 | Encourage development that adheres to | impacts of proposal can be mitigated, and | design that is better integrated into the existing
- | environmental standards. how could they be mitigated. It is worth and will be more sensitive
discussing what environmental standards | than the historic agricultural operations. Also the
the applicant is planning on utilizing or could | proposed changes are relatively minor and can be
utiize in their design an within a smaller footprint.
Contrary to this comment, the plan does enable the
- e ap! 9ing prop PP Poliey | over the long term on a more economically sustainable
paradigms sl
The new golf design will foster native vegetation to a
Recognize that tourism and lifestyle are | This proposal is focused on tourism, much greater exent han the current plan and e
fundamental components of our economy | however it is not focusing on fostering previous golf design. The native vegetation will cover
ED3 | and are dependent on healthy natural healthy natural more than half of the 280 acre open space. Plus the
ey e new plan will encourage more compact development
- : and less auto use with the creation of a centralized Golf
Village.
“This is more than just the golf course as there would
Encourage economic development The golf course would provide a also be a fishing and offsite tourism element that would
ED3.1 | through the promotion of recreational recreational opportunity, however there is | take advantage of the local natural resources an
opportunities and natural resources. nota promotion of natural resources recreational opportunities in a low impact and
Consarva Taton County's naturel o vt e semes o vt vegeston | h areas e cunemty seed o sgrcuuve, Al of |
ED32 | resources in order to enhance economic 9 y ag| y

development

and
convert it to a golf course

the native areas would remain and overall increased
with the proposed links design.

ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facilities;
ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS - RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
River Rim is in place and to date has not created a
significant burden to the county relative to the amount of
taxes paid. This is in large part due to the fact that there
:S““L"n'::‘“"::/:gd“m"’e':'l‘h";f‘“s'a"°“ by are a proportionally fewer number of school aged
ED4.0 ecgﬁom‘-‘a" o ';nsmle o Count -no comment- children, one of the largest local costs, associated with
ly resp y this type of recreational development. As shown in other
and the community.
surrounding communities, there is positive economy
generated from higher priced homes that are only
occupied a fraction of the time on an annual basis.
“This should be looked at more closely as River Rim has.
. There is alarge cost of services to support | not to date been a burden on the county as it pays in
Assess the public service requirements of | oo community 15 miles from Driggs much more than it costs. This has been the case since
new developments and weigh their oft-site | ; the bank took this over in 2007. Also the new
ED4.1 | impacts against projected changes in g
v ek emergency services, safety service (building | development plan will focus on the hospitality suites
e et pproving permit inspections), transportation services, | rather than individually owned units which will generate
prents. educational services (school busses), etc.). | fewer school aged children which is one of the largest
economic impacts to the community.
River Rim will not create competing business, only local
Support local retail by placing adequate convenience business designed to reduce traffic and
ED4.2 | residential density in close proximityto | This policy is not supported auto use. The tourists who visit River Rim will seek out
businesses other recreational and tourism opportunities that wil
enhance the local economy.
Teton County has a known over-supply of | Overall the net effect is limited compared to what is
residential building lots, yet under supply of | currently allowed. Plus the emphasis on hospitality units
D4 | Consider the economic impact of supply | bult residenial units. The proposal does | provides diversity compared 1o single family residences.
-3 | and demand in residential development. | seek to include 12 workforce housing units | The 12 employee units are a positive addition not
for employees or workers associated with | previously a part of the development and will help offset
the PUD. any employment demands created by the new plan.
Utiize a variety of regulatory and
The slight increase in density is in an area that has
incentive-based tools to reduce density in | This proposal does seek to increase the ' 2
ED44 | sensitive areas and encourage density in | density Services in placs should be considered a positive
areas where services exist. pment.
The commercial proposed s not designed to compete
EDas | Limit commercia retail business to “This policy is not supported if commercialis | but to reduce car trips for incidental uses and will be

Driggs, Victor and Tetonia

allowed in this area.

catered to the basic incidental needs of the River Rim
owners and guests.

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
Provide a variety of housing types that are | The proposal does seek to include 12 The proposed workfrce housingis a significant positive
ED46 | accessible to a socially and economically | worklorce housing units for employees or | £*® FIOPOSec. workioree fousnd e
diverse population workers associated with the PUD. g g this o -
“The project, unlike the current plan, would provide
Encourage creative economic solutions !
ED4.7 | such as live-work opportunities and This policy is not supported opportunities for small meetings, weddings and other
it e e similar public gatherings which could lead to various
pprop business development options.
Encourage the development of low- Again when the existing River Rim development is taken
urage \ into consideration, the hospitality units would be
ED48 | densiy, high-qualty neighborhoods This policy is not supported clustered in a smaller area that has the essential
u 9 - services in place.
;‘Qrﬂr‘;‘i‘:'"a:’;av'a:ﬁ‘a; "‘:;;:?“’:f;w The original approval of the River Rim The main farming and agricultural element will remain
ED49 de"sm? idential 9 PP project incorporated farming into the design | and with this plan be more sustainable over the long
plan term.
Agree that this does not directly apply. However River
£ps | Support the development of a VA Rim has installed high quality fiber communications lines
communications Master Plan to maximize internet access and opportunities within the
development.
;gﬁg"f‘zf:fh:’gﬁgg"a;’g: provde walkin9. | The paths are intended for the local residents.. However
there will be interconnections with any regional
Provide well-maintained transportation | connect to the Division | pathways. Itis
T1 infrastructure including roads, paved unclear if there will be limitations on who ﬁ:mz?s];‘:'m ﬁxz?:jé’;i:ﬁ::!f”f;gmﬁs ©
athways and sidewalks. can use those trails and pathways. The :
P Vs County is responsible forpmam‘aymmg the County Road (S00 West that serves as a major access.
County Road 9400 West. to Forest lands.
The paths would be completed with this project which
L’;‘m;z ‘gi‘ﬁg:‘g‘:"f ae';“e:;:;“ys'gf’ Most of the infrastructure being constructed | addresses this goal. Contrary to this comment, the only
T | ising ‘"an;’;owm" ‘I’""Es"ucme in association with this PUD is not existing | major infrastructure — other than buildings and golf
g infrastructure course completion— left after this spring would be the
especially roads important for agriculture paving of the roads.
dentify and implement financing ‘The proposed amendment provides the financial basis
112 | mechanisms to pay for needed The proposed amendment s not applicable | (11° PIoROSe STenamen ProviERs e TRee e

transportation maintenance and

to this policy

on a long term basis.

ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facilities;
ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage

3

PZC Meeting 6/14/2016

ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Faciltie:

ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage

4

Meeting Minutes




CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS — RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

ATTACHMENT 1

CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS — RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
There are no identified “ransi” facilities. | There is opportunity to provide transit from River Rim o
New development il provide adequte | i i e servie i th valy, bt thr pars of e vallyand regonlapors o it
T13 | uansportation facilties to accommodate | bei vehicle traffic and enhance the overall experience for
needed services Tesortdestinaton,this may be a polcy o | tourist. This would bs & pat of he hospialty Sute
discuss development plan.
Adopt a variety of design standards for all | The proposed amendment is ot applicable
T14 | iransportation infrastructure. to this policy Not related to this project
Providelpromote off-road transporiation
15 | coridors toand from Public Lands Eg‘;g’s‘pﬁ";i' E";g;‘:z;’::f;?ﬁ:zf ;‘gé: | As noted, County Road 9400 West was significantly
5| uitable for both motorized and non- o upgraded by River Rim as a part of this project
motorized vehicles. -
Educate and inform the public regarding
ransportation goals, costs and benefits; | The proposed amendment is not applicable
T16 | road construction and maintenance; and | to this policy. Not related
plowing schedules and policies
When key infrastructure (roads, bridges,
pathways, etc) is damaged or destroyed
by naturally occurring events, including
T17 | deterioration due to age and use, it should | [1'¢ ProPosed amendmentis not applicable | oy rejpreq
be replaced within as short a timeframe. poliey.
as feasible to avoid disruption of service
1o the public
Create convenient, safe, tmely, financially
l Pathways have always been a part of River Rim and
T2 | sSustainable and efficient options for muli- | can be completed with the improved financial model
modal* transportation that satisfies a rovided by this amendment.
multitude of needs P Yy -
‘A possible condition of approval, may ’ ]
River Rim would look to opportunities to connect to
Provide a well-connected transportation | include language in the Development
regional transportation systems as appropriate. This
T3 | network within Teton Valley and within the | Agreement requiring acceptance of a e o e e Tt by
region. connection to a County wide trail
this project.
Develop transportation appropriate for a
T4 | rural community, respectful of the unique | /a nia

character of Teton Valley.

ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facilite:
ts

ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS — RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
The main development in River Rim has been located
Work with state and federal agencies and n lands that were previously disturbed through historic
NROR 2.6 | Private landowners to protect The proposed amendment s not applicable | agricultural operations and no not involve
-6 | environmentally sensitive areas from o this policy environmentally sensitive areas such as wetland:
resource degradation foodplins, high groundvatr areas or sensitve idite
Provide and promote exceptional
recreational opportunites for al types of
users (ncluding but rot imited to biking, There is extensive potential for cross-country skiing and
NROR 3 | SKIng. fishing, off-highway venicle use, nia hiking trails within the River Rim development that help
target practice, hunting, trail users, oo this objeciive.
equestrians, boating, non- molunzed mgm) P )
as ameans for economic develop
and enhanced quality of Iite.
River Rim has gone (o exiensive efforts since its
inception to provide balance between development and
Balance private property rights and the preservation of open space and viable farm lands.
NROR 4 pmtecuunp of o0t masural res0urees No comment T amendment wil continus and enbance this effor as
the new development will be more compact and
confined to areas already disturbed.
The balance identified in this goal is unique
:::w; Proposal Consideration 12€ds 10| as noted, River Rim does provide balance which is an
Ensure that development regulations important goal of the overall PUD to preserve open
balance natural resources protection, existing infrastructure, existing pIoperties | guq g ang agricuiture while focusing development in the
(lots) and the development as a whole.
NROR 4.1 | view shed protection and growth, are least constrained portions of the site. This amendment
well as the acceptance, approval and
clear and predictable, and preserve the | % 4° 1% 206eRCe, SOPORLAN | wil enhance this effort through the long term
economic value of the land e e e " | preservation of farming and open space and through the
discussed and determined by the promotion of a more compact development footprint.
Commission
sslzcr’gj"r“ia’fdss"fﬁ;;’é‘y‘;‘;’ﬂ:‘:};ﬁmm " River Rim was originally designed to avoid potential
NROR 5 . na natural hazards. This amendment builds upon these

to flooding, earthquakes, landslides,
radon and fires

basic criteria.

ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facilitie:
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REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
Support continued improvements to the Not applicable. However future residents and visitors
T5 | Driggs Memorial Airport to support Teton | n/a are likely to be users of the Driggs Airport as air
County's aviation needs transportation opportunities grow in the future.
Conserve our public ands, trail systems, [, L alwould | MOStnative areas will remain with this revised plan as
and natural resources (air, water, wildife, i prop: the golf will focus on agricultural areas. It should also be
remove “native vegetation” that was
NROR 1 | fisheries, wetlands, dark skies, view e e e et noted that this proposal will not impact any other
sheds, soundscape, soils, open space, | 7 %! environmentally sensitive lands such as wetlands, high
native vegetation). PP! water table areas, floodplains, etc.
Public access to National Forest during the
Enhance and preserve access to public | summer would be through a developed part
lands and recognize the need to of the subdivision. The winter access would | County Road 9400 West was upgraded for this specific
NROR 2 | accommodate different user groups ina | be via the easement agreement that defines | purpose and is a significant improvement from what was
way that minimizes user conflict and the western boundary of Phase . Public in place prior to the River Rim PUD.
damage to natural resources. access, both summer and winter would
need to be assured
The proposed amendment would maintain
NROR 2,1 | Maintain and improve existing public land | |\ ic access to the Forest Service via 9400 | Agreed as noted above
and river access. Dot
Support the creation of new public land
NROR 22 | access when it consistentwith natural | < P'OP0Sed amendmentis not appicable | oy appiicapie
resource conservation goals polcy.
Support the creation of a County
motorized and non-motorized summer | The proposed amendment is not applicable
NROR 2.3 | O avel pian which includes ot poley. ‘Again County Road 9400 West provides this opportunity
access points
Consider and accommodate access for
NROR 2.4 | different user groups to minimize user | ' Proposed amendmentis notapplicable | o appjcaple
to this policy.
conflict and resource damage
Seek cooperation of private landowners to | \VInier access, which includes a snow
¢ 5 machine path, would be via the existing The new 9400 West provides much better year ound
NROR 25 ;'a“rf:;"’e accessibiity to adjacent public access easement that forms the western access to adjacent Forest Service land:
- boundary of Phase I, and follows 9400 West
ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Faciliies;
ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage
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REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
The original RR PUD does protect significant open
C:;Z;‘:":‘E”a’:'s’:‘sc‘l’fd’ﬁf Protection by & space and is able to achieve 70 percent overall open
9 space with a plan that was first development more than
compensation for willing buyer/wiling
NROR 6| e o ot rarcte oo nia 10 years ago when development standards for PUDs
e e only required 50% open space. A successful Division |
P mant Phase Il also provides greater opportunities for further
open space preservation in future phases
On public lands and accesses, balance
NROR 7 | recreation with protection of natural nia Not Applicable
resources
The development of Phase 1 started before
the requirements of the Wildiife Habitat Most of the areas associated with the developed
Assessment requirements. The utilies were | portions of RR were previously disturbed s part of an
NROR 8 ':ngzfﬂ“j"i‘,‘;’e habitat and migration | i\ ctotied and golf course was graded and | intensive agricultural operation. No new disturbance but
shaped. The natural habitat that was there | more areas of native grass to be created with the links
was removed. This proposal would not type golf course.
disturb any additional habitat
Teton County recognizes that wildife and
wildife habitats provide economic,
recreational, and environmenta benefis | adiional densty in Phase |is a The additional units are all proposed in areas previously
NROR 8.1 consideration that needs to be weighed planned for development. No new areas will be
Couniy. Land development decisions will | 2 ging the impact of natural resources disturbed.
strongly weigh the needs of wildiife to
protect the inherent values that they
provide.
Work with landowners, the Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, other
state and federal agencies, non-
governmental organizations, and other
natural resources professionals to utilize
NROR 8.2 | Widife habitat and species information | Atiached are the past analysis and Extensive efforts were completed for previous plat filings
““ | and other tools (such as Western comments from other agencies. 1o address these issues.
Governors Association Crucial Habitat
Assessment Tool and the Wildiffe Overlay
Map), including new information as it
becomes available, to make land use and
site planning decisions.
ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Faciliies;
ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage

8

Meeting Minutes
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ATTACHMENT 1

CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS - RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
The amendment proposal has been specifically
Minimize the cumulative impacts of designed to limit impacts to match what has been
NROR 8.3 | development on wildlife and wildiife ;ﬁ:;\']’v“’r‘:cym":ea"s :g;for‘ve‘ghe" Wwhen previously approved. Most noteworthy is the clustering
habitat 9 PPl of units at the golf village and now new areas to be
disturbed.
There is significant opportunity to enhance native
Protect and/or improve the diversity of vegetation with the links course design. Only about 100
NROR 84 | ative vegetation. This proposal does not support this policy. | 2croc oyt of 280 acres would actually be developed with
the links type golf design.
“Not applicable” is more accurate response as the areas
NROR 85 E;z‘:;‘:"" improve riparian and aquatic | s oronosal does not support this policy. | in question for this amendment do not involve riparian o
aquatic areas.
A Wildife Impact Mitigation Plan shal be It again should be noted that this plan will not involve
developed for any development project P RN "
e e new areas of development and that the current areas of
ey et otal | Without clear mitigation guidance inthe | development were analyzed in previous plat filngs. In
T el o | development code, the County has relied on | addition, the areas proposed for development were a
NROR 8.6 - Req comments from the consultants doing the | part of historic commercial farming operations The PUD
and performance standards for the
igaion plan shall b clearly esablisheq | S & Fish and Gaine o rovide has alo ncorporated special wid e rendly
B I L
Ordinance and shall be the basis for a , elc.
Soorouatof the o comments received from the Idaho Fish and Game
The River Rim PUD does through the overall planning
Provide incentives for voluntary habitat and project design address buffer and use restrctions
NROR 8.7 | buffers, seasonal use restrictions, and | This policy does not apply This proposed amendment will not increase but rather
aquatic connecivity along key drainages reduce the overall area of impact. There will aso be
slight increase in open space.
Work collaboratively with other
Jurisdictions to preserve, enhiance, restore Not Applicable to this amendment. Much of this was
NRORBS | oGl e crtical forproviding | This Policy does not apply accomplhed i the planning of th overall Rive Rim
ecosystem connections and buffers for -
joining significant ecosystems
ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facilties;

ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS - RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
Designate and map lands within or Much of this has already been done with the initial PUD
buffering Teton River Canyon as an planning and planning for the South Canyon area that
imeplaceable natural area, and work with was extensively discussed in Amendments 4 and 5.
NROR 8.9 | private landowners and government This policy does not apply Future changes to the South Canyon area should be
agencies to protect and conserve the addressed with future phases that are only allowed to be
area's ecological resources, including initiated once Division Il Phase | infrastructure is
wintering big game and cutthroat trout. completed and accepted by the County.
Provide high-quality public and private
Cer1 | sewices and faciliies in a coordinated | River Rim is providing a quality site with full road utiity
‘manner for the health, safety, and access for a future fire station at no cost to the county.
enjoyment of the community
Encourage the development and support
of high-quality education faciliies Not Applicable to this amendment, however there would
CEF2 | (primary, secondary and post-secondary) | n/a be future opportunities for various educational activities
and diverse and affordable activities for all with a more viable River Rim development
ages.
River Rim has encouraged community involvement in
CEF3 E:;‘::“L:?; ﬁ"“,;“:‘é"'::r""‘e"‘ thatfosters | this process which is seen as an overall positive in the
potential success for this
Financial sustainabilty is a key objective of this
Cera | Adequately fund existing and fuwre public | amendment to re-introduce the golf course so s to not
services and facilties create a future burden on local property owners and tax
) Not directly applicable to this amendment however the
ARH :,’"e;f"gjl:"‘:j“xﬁgfﬁ;:;;';‘;ﬁ'{‘fy5 proposed architecture can emphasize these rural and
Gistinctve identity small-town attributes to make this project a better fit for
this site.
5‘;":‘:‘r"e}’:“gmzﬁ:y’fs"r‘if‘a‘ac'ﬁ:;ﬁ?;s .;g; The number of units to be added is relatively small in the
. overall plan which will actually be more compact by
Ensure that planned growth maintains | Juestion is whether this proposal improves | ¢ongircting smaller units placing them within the same
ARH L1 the situation, by adding a tourist &

Teton Valley's rural character.

recreational component back in improves
the situation over what was already
approved

village area. Proper architectural measures can also
offset impacts and help the development ft better into
the existing rural landscape.

ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facilities;
ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage
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CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS - RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
Vacations are appropriate for dormant projects with
minimal improvements completed. River Rim has the
A2 | Encourage vacaton of ubdvon plas | i ey i not applcae oty o1 1 Ittt n pace an i o by a
pprop! diverse group of property owners who have a stake in
seeing this project succeed at some reasonable level
River Rim has been actively managing the open space
The River Rim project has large amounts of | g eq through the project has been dormant since 2007.
open space that have been and will eren D e 2
Ensure that open spaces are managed | continue to be farmed. The golf course 1ey have spent nearly $1.3 MM reclairming the gol
ARH13 | EISe s e e e e e | course area. They have spent another 1.0 MM on the
e ey moving | paraded County Road 9400 West and reclamaton of
the old county road. They also have a significant annual
forward.
budget to control weeds
) River Rim helps achieve this goal with the dedication of
ARH1.4 | Maintain the County's rural heritage This policy is not applicable open space with the overall PUD at the level of 70
through the scenic corridors
percent plus.
The River Rim Division Il Master Plan has
Support the preservation of open space, | approximately 3,300 acres of open space. ::;'r‘:‘;"ﬁl ';ee "‘;’f‘fl‘r" ‘;‘:“i‘f;"‘/’:‘ ;Zi’i"o‘r’" '?ﬁ;ﬁgﬂ:; e
ARH15 | farmland, natural beauty, and critical Most of those areas are intended to be oot ead o maling the. :wge Batter it the ot g
environmental areas. farmed. Two hundred and eighty (280) onranmant 9 9
acres are in the golf course area.
‘Again it is important to note that River Rim was first
approved for development in 2006. The revised plan is
siill much less dense than what was originally allowed.
The current amendment is now only requesting 16
Encourage higher density development in additional hospitality units to help make the project
ARH16 | e cities of Driggs, Victor, and Tetonia | | 'S Proposal does not support this policy | Viaple economically. Also to help with ongoing housing
shortages, this amendment also includes 12 units
dedicated to employees. This employee component was
never a part of any of the previous River Rim
scenarios.
We believe that the current Amendment 7 is a balance
ARM2 | Balance property rights and rural Should be discussed and determined by the | 1f® Po1 s FoeL 0o C e e oo
character ‘Commission
density or other facets of the development.
We believe the project does support and enhance
ARH3 | Supportand enhance agriculture and This proposal does not support this policy. | agriculture with the preservation of open space and
ranching
allowance for agriculture in the CC&Rs
ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facillies;

ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage
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REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE
ARH4 | Respect cultural heritage sites nia Not applicable to this amendment
Weeds have been a major problem inthe | As previously noted, River Rim spent $1.3 MM on golf
River Rim complex with disturbed soils course reclamation work in addition to the annual weed
being left unattended and, in some cases, | spraying. Also the farming operation has taken conrol of
unplanted, for years. The weed problem | portions of the land and is controlling weeds in these
ARH S I:sg:ﬁ; ‘:fe:c‘li‘s“’"’ introduction of needs to continue to be addressed in areas. This will ultimately transfer over to the golf
P eamest. A revised weed management plan | operation which will also continue to control weeds both
needs to be created and followed to support | from a practical manner relative to the golf course
weed-fighting efforts in conjunciion with the | operation and aesthetics. A financially successful project
proposal will enable this wiork to continue
River Rim has undertaken a comprehensive effort to
Support on-going efforts to map current | Aweed management plan could include | 62"l weeds in alllocations, even vacant lots as much
ARHS.L | foxious weed infestations mapping of weed infestations as possible. Additional mapping of problem areas can
- PPing be included in the overall control strategy as
appropriate.
Continue support of public education and
outreach that target noxious weed
identification, landowner control River Rim will over the long term desire to become
ARHS5.2 | responsibilties under Idaho State Law, | This policy is not applicable partof this effort to control weeds on an area wide
noxious weed management options basis.
and noxious weed management funding
alternatives.
Continue to offer cost share assistance to This may be of inerest to the private landowners who
willing landowners through the Idaho want o take adional measures on theirproperes and
ARHS5.3 | State Department of Agriculture’s This policy is not applicable to the River Rim property managers as all parti
(ISDA's) noxious weed cost share grant understand that woed management i an Gngoing
program. process.
River Rim has shown a willingness to comply with
Support current county weed control county weed control regulations and will continue to do
enforcement poles 0 beter epor,
S0in the future. A economically sustainable project with
ARH5.4 | police and enforce noious w This policy is not applicable S0/ ihe e, A econoncaly S, saname project wilh
Velesons nderSate L s el have a groater probatiity t succeed i this ongoi:
and consistent manner o P 'going
High priority will be given to managing ‘As noted above, River Rim continues in ts efforts o
invasive species that have, or potentally comply with county reguiations and will do 50 in the
ARHSS5 | could have, a substantial impact on This policy is not applicable future S0 long as it has the economic ability provided by
county resources, or that can reasonabl this proposed
ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facilties;

ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage
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ATTACHMENT 1

CONSISTENCY WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN GOALS - RIVER RIM PROPOSED AMENDMENT NO 7

REF GOAL JASON BOAL COMMENT RESPONSE

be expected to be successfully
controlled.

Agreed as River Rim will continue with the weed control
as noted. This will become be accomplished in the
future with the combined efforts of the local farmers, golf
course operators, property managers and individual
property owners.

Additional disturbances, especially with
seed sources in the area, should be
carefully managed and protected against
weed infestations.

Address the cause of invasive species
ARHS5.6 | infestations and work to reduce initial
outbreaks especially on disturbed lands.

Provide public education on appropriate
ARH 5.7 uses of chemical weed control so that it is

used in a way that is compatible with
surrounding uses.

Private owners and River Rim property managers will be
This policy is not applicable interested in this information to control weeds and
maintain the values of this development.

ED = Economic Development; T = Transportation; NROR = Natural Resources and Outdoor Recreation; CEF = Community Events and Facilities;
ARH = Agriculture and Rural Heritage
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River Rim Div. 2 Storage Units
Impervious Surface - nts.

A TYPICAL RIVER RIM CLUSTER HOME
COMPARED TO A TYPICAL (4) BEDROOM HOSPITALITY UNIT

COMPARISON #1 COMPARISON #2 COMPARISON #3
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River Rim Div. 2

Open Space - nts. River Rim Ranch Golf Course

|
Operations/Financial Summary

In 2016 there is no question that the business environment for golf is difficult to say the least. That said,
there are examples all over the country of courses and clubs that are doing well financially. Although no
2 facilities are identical, there are proven strategies that can lead to financial results that make the
business model more realistic. From our experience of being involved in over 100 projects of all types,
we believe that River Rim Ranch possesses several of these advantages from its first day of operations.

One key operating advantage will be the fact that the main operations team will be involved in the
construction and development of the course and amenities every step of the way. Everything we do
during the planning and construction phase will have an eye toward operational efficiencies. This will
range from the small things like making sure that every irrigation head is in the right place to larger
items such as making sure that the club facilities are designed to intentionally need less people to
operate in our slow seasons. This kind of forethought can truly be the key to the long term success of
the entire facility.

We also have some major advantages in the actual ‘format’ of the club. Our positioning of being a
resort course, as well as having a membership base, gives us tremendous operational advantages,
especially in the early years of the club. Most truly ‘private’ clubs struggle financially until they are able

¥ to gain enough members to cover operating costs. Although our membership will start out small as
FOCUS L = well, the ability to augment the membership with local and resort play will be a huge advantage for
River Rim Ranch. The quality and playability of the course will also make it very attractive to people
from the region and around the country. While sometimes it is good to be the first course in a market, it
can also be said that many times it is best to come into a market that already has quality, established
courses. We believe that adding River Rim’s course to the Valley’s existing golf portfolio will help all of
us. Itis well known that golf travelers need several quality courses at their disposal in order to travel to
an area specifically for golf. River Rim’s course will be another great venue that will help attract avid
golfers to our valley.

PZC Meeting 6/14/2016 Meeting Minutes



Probably the most important component of ensuring the financial success of the club is the fact that
much of the ‘heavy lifting” has already been done, not just on the course, but in the facilities themselves.
From a course perspective, all of the major dirt work, the main irrigation pond, the irrigation pump
station and the maintenance building are already in place. We also have an interim operations facility
that is extremely efficient in nature because it will also house most of our key personnel. In theory, our
main real estate sales team will also be able to double as operations help during our slower times. This
is just one of many cost savings strategies that we will have at our disposal.

One last point, but a very important one, is the fact that much of our available real estate abuts or
overlooks the golf course. Although the premiums commanded on the real estate sales side may not be
as significant as they have been in the past, there is no question that the home sites on the course will
command a premium compared to other locations within the development or region.

The following is a brief summary of a comprehensive business plan provided by OB Sports. Key
assumptions include rounds comparable to local courses early in their history, average greens fees that
are initially on the low end of the competitive set, and membership sales mostly related to real estate
sales projections as well as capturing a percentage of River Rim’s existing property owners through an
attractive initial offering. We believe that these financial goals are in line with like developments around
the region and other like facilities we manage. We also have the advantage in our plan to have a
significant resort component that will do nothing but help the long term financial success of the golf
operations.

Financial Summary

Operating Forecast Operating Year 1 Operating Year 2 Operating Year 3
Rounds 3500 5300 6750

Total Revenue 675,000 1,240,000 1,630,000

Total Expenses 1,365,000 1,440,000 1,480,000

Net from Operations (690,000) (200,000) (150,000)
Membership Sales 1,170,000 950,000 675,000

NOI 480,000 750,000 525,000

June 3, 2016

Mr. Brett Potter
Focus Architects
312 Accola Drive
Bozeman, MT 59715

Re: River Rim Ranch Division 11 Planned Unit Development
Dear Brett,

My wife and | have owned a cabin lot at River Rim Ranch Division | since 2007. We visit the Teton Valley
throughout the seasons, enjoying recreational activities, natural beauty, many fine restaurants, and most importantly
its citizens whom we have met, with lasting friendships made along the way. Our recent visit was especially
satisfying. There was a spirit of renewal. Most everyone we spoke with was more upbeat and sincerely proud to
call the Teton Valley their home. The Valley appears to be transforming as a diverse but inclusive community while
sustaining and retaining its inherent splendor and wonder.

It was with interest that we learned about your plans for River Rim Ranch Division 11. We support your efforts
whole-heartedly. In fact, we view it as an improvement over the earlier model given its objective of creating and
maintaining a sustainable community. We are especially appreciative of the drive towards creating a quality of life
that emphasizes a healthy, safe environment with energy conserving practices.

Given your background and expertise, we suspect that much thought has been given as to how the amenities as a
feature of the project will tie in with the surrounding agriculture and small town feel, while improving the
surrounding land values. This project among all the other transformative features occurring in the Teton Valley will
reverberate through the Teton Valley with i and ial benefits while maintaining its unique
character.

‘What we most appreciate is the opportunity to create a vibrant community with sustainable values that will be
enjoyed by generations to come.

By including a revised Rim Ranch Division 11, the Teton Valley will continue to retain its valued heritage while
transforming in a socially meaningful way.

Oh and did I mention, that not having to drive 13 miles for a cup of coffee or a gallon of milk is a small but
meaningful step in the right direction.

Respectfully,
Rick and Pat Katz

1141 Quince Avenue
Boulder, CO 80304
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June 3, 2016

Mr. Brett Potter
Focus Architects, Inc.
312 Accola Drive
Bozeman, MT 59715

Dear Brett,

My wife, Penny, and | are homeowners in Division | of River Rim Ranch, Tetonia,
ID. We were one of the first fo purchase a lot, one of the first to build a home
and the first to become full time residents at River Rim. We have now lived in
our River Rim Ranch home for 7 years and we love it here.

We have reviewed the new proposal (which is currently under consideration by
the Planning and Zoning Commission) for Division Il at River Rim and would like
you to add our names fo your list of supporters. We are encouraged by the
possibility of “resurrecting” Division Il and bringing some life, jobs, economic
development and excitement to the north end of the Teton Valley.

We view this proposal as a very reasonable and responsible solution to the past
challenges at River Rim and the Teton Valley. We hope others share our view.

Best wishes for success with this endeavor. Please don't hesitate to let us know
if we can be of further assistance.

espegtully,

R —
Doy ORT
Dave and Penny Abbott

9685 River Rim Ranch Road
Tetonia, ID 83452

@ Artesia General Hospital

Juie 01, 2010

Planning and Zoning Commission of Teton County, Idaha
150 Courthausa Driva, Room 107
Diiggs, ldaho 83422

y at River Rim Ranch, Teton County, [duhe. In division 1, 1
. One undeveloped cabin 1ot In division [, two

Lam on owner of 4 pleces of prope
own one cabin overlooking the Teton River,
undeveloped lots, 12 and 22,

My wife aind I strongly support the development goals of Mr, Drett Potter, and would strongly
recommend that the planning and zoning commissioners npprove his recommendations, River
ftim Ranch eertaiiily has the beat vists of @iy developiment conimunity in Taton County, In
addition, the Teton [iver is right there, [tis & very walkable community and has all the servicos
1o anjoy the outdoors, In my opinion, further development of River Rim Rineh would add to the
tenl estite value of Teton County,

Thanks for your support,

Tam and Janet Reich

702 M. 13th Bteeot * Avtas

www.rteni e eral.com
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Mark Streit
130 Providence Oaks Circle
Milton, Georgia 30009

Mr. Brett Potter, LEED, AIA
Yellowstone Architects
Bozeman, MT 59715

June 19, 2014
Dear Mr Potter,
Teton County Commissioners
Teton County Courthouse
130 Courthouse Drive
and amenities) in Tetonia, ID here is our opinion: Driggs, [D 83422

In response to your recent letter re: River Rim development efforts (golf course

River Rim Ranch is the perfect place for an outdoor living/recreational Dear Commissioners:

community. With the natural beauty of the Teton Range as the backdrop, and the

The purpose of this letter is to express the support of the lot owners listed below for
certain additional incidental uses to be allowed on the commercial lots in Division [T of River
proposal is a must. Having this infrastructure complete will only increase property Rim Ranch P.U.D. The suppornt of the lot owners listed below is limited 1o the following
incidental uses:

incredible weather in the Teton Valley, this “walkable” outdoor recreational

values of the land, but will also increase interest in future property and home

ownership. As property owners who bought property 5 years ago, we have been I Use of the building on Lot 8, Block 1 of Division 1T (commonly known as the Sales
waiting patiently for someone to come along and move the development forward Office) as a lodge facility.
so that we may build. r 5 Sixteen (16) ovemight stay units

3 A health club facility
Regards, R An equestrian facility

5. A self-storage facility (provided that the self-storage facility is completely fenced in by a
privacy fence at least six (6) feet tall, built in accordance with the current Design
Guidelines and subject to the approval of the Commiuee for Design Review for Division

Mark and Laura Streit

770 855 8211 11, which will ensure that the construction is harmonious with the existing development)
6. Real estate office
7 Property management office
8. Meeting conference space

Teton County Commissioners
June 19,2014
Page 2

Approval of the f dental uses is supp by the Division | lot
owners listed below. Thank you for your consideration
Sincerely,

.

John Fedders

£-23-14

Proposes imain

avid Abbot ® A B @ o n o » o

David Abbott & ,ﬁ‘ S ,9" &' & .é‘l ,.p"' # -# —
REGUUITONT RN

List of Division I owners who support the approval of the above-listed additional incidental uses:

FIMANCING PHASE
JOHN FEDDERS [

DAVID ABBOTT

PENELOPE ABBOTT = i
LINDSAY W. BREHM ccalr o g
KRISTY BREHM f g
LOUIS CARAVELLA conssTEMpIASE i
PATRICIA CARAVELLA [ E
ROBERT BURKE RIS a o~
SHARON MOORE STRUCTION PHASE 3 E —
DWAYNE MOORE H
el L g L
BERT O'NEAL !
PATRICIA SAYLOR
ROGER SAYLOR LASHR

MIKE THORTON
NONA THORTON
TXM, INC,
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AMENDED AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

FOR RIVER RIM RANCH DIVISION 11- PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT

This Amended and Restated Development Agreement for River Rim Ranch Division 11,
Phase I, Planned Unit I)nvctupmen( (this *Agreement”) in mude thin day of STl
2016, by and batweon Teion County (the “County™) and GRCH Other Teal Fstate LLC and 211
Wt Iim, LLC (the “Owner” which term shall include any succassors and asslgns of the Owner
o the awnership of River Rim Ranch PUD) (¢ollectivaly roforrod to hereln s the “Parties™).

STIPULATION OF FACTS

This Agreement portalns to Divislon 11 of the River Rim Raneh Planned Unit
Develapment (“River Rim™) which was approved by the County and rocognizad
a o mastor planned unit development.

On July 27, 2006, 0 Development Agreement for Division 11 was made between
West Rim LLC (“West Rim") as developer and the County, The Development
Agreement was recorded on August 7, 2006, ax Teton County Recorder’s
Inatrument Mo, 179247,

On ot aboul June 30, 2000, the Owner acquired Rlver Rim Ranch property (the
“Prajeet”) from Weal Rim pursuant 0 a nonsmerger Warrnty Deed in Licu of
Foreelosure recorded on July 14, 2009, as Teion County Recorder's Instrument
Mo, 205788,

The 2006 Development Agreement wins amended by: (i) that eerlain Amendment
o Regorded Development Agreement for the River Rim Raneh - l‘Jivlglcm ]
Planned Unlt Development, dated M ber 18, 2011, fed on [ 13,
2011, o Teton County Recorder's Imitrument No, 220042 (the “2011
Amendment”); (1) that certain Administrative Ameondment fo Dovelopment
Agreement for River Rim Ranch Division 11 Plannod Unit Development, dated
May 14, 2012, recorded on May 17, 2012, as Teton County Recorder’s Instrument
Mo, 222136 (ihe ‘!\dmihll!mliw Amundmwm Y by (i) thar eerain
Adininiatiative A ! to Do A for River Rim Ranch
Division 11 Planned Unit ﬂwulumnnnl. dated November 13, 2012, recorded
December 14, 2012, as Toion County Recorder's Instrument No. 225471 {the
“Hecomd Administrative Amendment™); and by (Iv) that certain Amondod and
Rentatod Dovelopment Agreement for River Rim Raneh Diviaion 11 Mlanned Unlt
Devalopment, duted Februiry 7, 2014, as Teton County®s Recorder’s Instrument
Mo, 231392 (the “2014 Amendment™), IJnlgnn upuo,lm,nlly Indlented otherwlse,
the 2006 Develoj A an I by the 2011 Amendment, the
Administrative Amendment, the Second Administrative Amendiment, and the
2014 Amendment are colloctively referred to hereln as the “Prior Development
Apgteements,”

10 RECORDED - Pajge L

== Curt Barn/Storage/Multipurpose/Offioe
= Recoption  Contor/Hospitality  Check  In/Property
Management

= Multi-purpose pavilion/Plazn/Lown commons

== Meeting Rooms / Conference Arei

= Wedding Pavilion/BBQ/Community Activity

= Pool-Jncuzzi area/Tennin Courta/Fitnons Center

= G y Center/Neighborhood Grocery Store/Coffee
Shop/Post  Office  Service/Dry Cleaning/Office
Space/Small outdoor retall shop (e.g., fishing, biking,
polfing, ote,)

The incidantnl uses within the Golf Village (Tracts D and 1
comblied) shull cecupy a maximum of 3.5 acros,

Traet E may be combined with Tract ID to optimize site planning

The hoapitality auiie on Tracts D and I shall have n moximum of
Iwo (2) bedrooms,

(C) Tragt &, The Oporation and Malnienance 1ot ("O&M lor") will
be converted from three (3) single family resldential lots to lots
used exclusivaly for the operation and maintenance of the galf
coursa par the sttnohed plas and those plats assoeiated with this
Agroement, Uses of the O&M lot shall include golf eart storage,
oquipment storage and repair shop, landseape material stomge and
other opertions rensonably related 1o the operation and
milnienanee of the goll” course, The three (3) single family lots
shall be tranaferied 1o Traet E and converted to throo (3) hospltalliy
siuiftes.

(D) Blogk 6 south), Lots 28 through 34, total of slix (6) single
failly lots, ahall be transforred to Traci E and this area vacated
and converted to golf course and open space. The aix (6) aingle
family lots shall be converted (o sl (6) hospitality auites,

(E) Tmet C, This waot (s platied for 62 individual chalet uniis,
These wunits may be individually owned residential units or
individually owned hospitality suites amxocinted with the guest
fucilities on Truet E. The hospitality suiten on Tract € shall have o
maximui of four (4) bedrooms,

(IF) West Rim Village (Block 1), Relnstatement of 16 of the 30 Bed
and Brenkfnat Condominium Unita, previously approved in the
2006 Develoy Ag and inted pints, which units
are to ba transforred to Tract K and converted to hoapitality sites,

TO RICORDID DIVILOFMINT < Faga i
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Thix Agreomant shall supersede and replace the Prior Development Apreement
solely as applicable to the changes made hereafier 1o the River Rim Ranch -
Divigion I1, Phase [, Planned Unit Development,

AMENDED AND RESTATED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

NOW THEREFORE, in congideration of the mutual covenants and conditions contained
herein, the Parties hereby stipulate and agree s follows:

Subdivision Description. This Development Agreement pertaing to and ineludos
that property which |s designated and identified as River Rim Ranch Division 11
(Div. 11, Phase 1 (Ineludiig Traets C, D, E O and Block é(sauth) with relnstated
usedy, o described in the [uateative Master Plan atinchad as Exhibit A and
ineorpornted herein by referonce.

i The Division 11, Phase 1, phases are amended and restated i
more specifically deseribed below and In the Exhiblts atached hereto and
incorpornted hervin by reforonce,

(). LovUnit Redistribution and Reinstntement.
(1) The Lots/Units are restated as follows:

(A) Toet . This trict will be converted from 45 chalet units to
A1 hospltality sultes and may be combined with Tract B to
optimize site planning.

(B Toagl . (Teton Rim Coll” Village), This tragt will be
eonverled fram 12 residontial lots to 41 hospitality sultes and may
be combined with Traet 13w optimlze slte planning. The additional
29 howpitality suitos would be transferred from the following
blocka/tracts;

DISCRIFTION URITS
| Meinstawment anil Trenkfnat Units BTy
I'roj Ciolf Driving Rango Shi aind Opai
8

TOTALS

Tract E will Teature 8 mixed use club village and incidantal none
tesldentinl uses 1o serve the River Rim communlty and Golf
Coursg ineluding:

= Clubhouse/Giolf Pro Shop/ Outdoor Recreation Shop
- Restnraunt/Bar/Lounge/ [ndoor-Otitdoor Dining

« Page 3

The followlng additional “incldental uses” within Block 1 will
includo:

== Multi=-purpose Meeting/Conlerence Space (within
exiating adminiswation building)

== Outdoor lawn aren to serve ag wedding and special ovent
venue with patios and docks

== Eleneral ptorage fucility to sorve ihe resldents of River
Rim only up to s maximum shie ares of two (2) neres,

= Interim general store fucllity, in existing administation
building, to serve the residents of River Rim only and 10
be allowed untll construetion of & stove at the Goli
Village area

= Future Teton County Fire Swtion lot, maximum of two
(2) ncres.

= Weddiig Pavilion

= Locker room, fiiness/gym fucilitios

The incidental uses within the Wost Rim Village shall occupy a
magimum of five (5) seror not ineluding the Fire Depaitiment Lot
1A or the agriculiural uses on Lot 7,

Went Rim Village will also Include optional employee hiousing,
maximum of 12 uniis and n maximum total of 2,200 square fect
per unt, maximum of two storles, The employes units are o be
ineluded only i specifically requested to be part of the River Rim
UL by Teton County.

() Maspitility Usits. Each hospitality sulle o unit, a8 mentioned throught
this Agreement, shall consiat of a two 1o four (2-4) bedroom unit with o
duil-key configuration allowing each “key" o be managod a8 o soparaie
part of the hospitality operation an two goparate subunifs or g8 one
complete two o four (2-4) bedroom hospitality suite, hawaver, enoh “key”
will not be considered a legally divided lof, Further, ench “key” may be
lnulmlund for short-torm rontals, inoluding, but not limited o, overnight
rontals,

The hospliallty  sulies mny In opemlad by one or more
hotelhospitality/resort of or

and individual unita may be mld s 1lmanlmm or ﬂlhnr foarms nl Joint
owneraliip.  Each of the two “keys” in oach of the hospitality suites may
be fenled o separile pardies al any glven night or othor Hme perlod and
may he adverstisad for hospitality sceommaodations on various marketing
meciume including signs, the Internet {neluding Alibnb ond VRBG and
othar internet marketing platforms) and other forms of advertiaing.

- Pajad
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@ . i If and
when the the Owner exercisen its option to gonstruet and reinstate the golt
coutse aren, pursuant to it option to do so as set forth In the 2014
Amendment, Owner will construet the golf course on open space Tract J
(approximatoly 270 Acres) of Phase | in necordance with the follawing
public benefits, provislons, and guarantess:

1) Owner will open the golf course to publie play by roaldents of Teton
County, Idaho, County residents shall b entitled w play o maximum
of two rounda per year and shall weove a twenty five percent (25%)
discount fram the publish local groans foes, Such public play shall be
limited to Tuesdays and Wodnosdays of ench week.

s

Should the Ownar exerclse its option to constiiel the golf entirie
pursuant to fis right (o do so under the 2014 Amendment, the entire 18
halos of the galf sourse shall be conatructed, finished, and playable by

2023,

() : ; The Ownor shall be
responsible for the completion of the Tollowing infrastructure [tems,
Flnancinl guarantees shall be wequired for the road paving, No finanelal
gunrantee shall be required for the future wastownier modules which will
be pald for with tap fees.

Rond Paving.

1) Loop Read. Asphalt paving of the Loop Rond shall be completed
by Decomber 31, 2026, or whon 30 residentinl building permits, or
aauivalont, aro imsued within River Rim, whichever (s sooner,

2) Tumning Lones. Asphalt paving for the wening lanes on State
Highway 33 (main entranee) shall be completed by either Decombor
31, 2026; mondate of the Idaho Transporiation Department; the
Issuance of 30 building permita fn Divigion i1 Phase [; or when the
Average Daily Traflic (ADT) oxcoadr 200 ADT, whichever is sooner.

1) The Notth - West entrance turning lunes will requived prist o the
aceupaney of the 12 employee housing uniis,

Future Wastewnter Modiles

1) The previous requirements for the contriction of fuure wasiowater
modules shll remain in effect,

(€)  Elnancial guprantge. The Ownar will provide o the County an updated
Finaneial guarantes in an amount equal o one hundied tweity-five

DFRATHT “Paga®

in) Coll course, guest accommodations and other related fheilities shall be
apon for public use,

7. Danglty. The modifientions to density by phase are amended ny more specifically
deseribad in Exhibit D stached hereto.

LS Inspegilpn.  Representatives authorized by the County shall have the right
to enter upon the property at any reasonable time to inspect and determine
whether the Owner s in compllance with this Agreement. The Owner ahall
pormit the County and ity representatives to enter upon and inspect the
property ai any reasonable tima,

9, The Owner shall notify the
County when It believes iy Impmvnmm\m IInvu h:nn fully and prnpurly
completed nd shull request fnal § and ! the
Improvements by the County, Upon Ilppmvnl Ihu (mmly whall l.|VlI its wrmun
noceptance of (he improvements,

10, Default. 17 the Owner defiuuli in or fiils to fully porform any of |ts obligailans in
accordance with this Agreement, or fails or refuses 0 comeot any defect or
deficiency in the improvements required by the provisions of this Agreament and
aueh default or fallure shall continue Tor o perod of thirty (30) days after written
notice speeifying the default is doposited In the Unled States mail addressed o
the Owner, without being completely remedied, sotsfled and discharged, the
County shall hava, and the Owner heeby grants to the County, in addition 1o all
other rights afforded to the County In this Agreement and by law, the right, at the
Counly's option, to complete the tion of the imp oF 1o correct
such defect or deficlency. The County imay diaw on the linancial guatanico
pursuant to the specifie terms of the Financial guamntee and this Agreemant, that
mmount required o complets the improvements on a line-itom basls,  The
County must commence the work within 365 days of drawing the funds from the
Financial guarantee, Motwithatanding any provisions in the Finanolal guarantes
o this Agreement, the Financial pusrantos shall be automatieally extended,
teniewed and remain binding on ownor until such time as the improvements are
completed and nceopled by Teton County, The County may enforce any other

remuody provided by law, These remedles are cumulative In natwre, In addition, it

the Owner is in breach of this Agreement, that Is uncured afler any applicable
oure period, the most recently approved Master Plan may be voeated for all
unplatied phases of ihe project (Phnses 1=V and all applicable subdivision and
mnlnu regulations in effect at the tme shall govern the futuro use of this land,
Priok 1o the expiration of the lime limitations above, and withoul cousing u brench
of this Agreement, the Ownar may apply to vagate all or a poriion of any platted
phase or amend the design of the platted lots in secordance with applicable
subdivision and zoning regulations,

To Fajs 7
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percent (125%) of the engineers extimuted costs for construction of ench
of the remaining infrastructure itoms described in soctlon (o) of this
Apreement. No Financinl guarantoe will be required for the golf courie
congtruetion, However, a Fimanelal guamntee for the reclamation of the
polf coursa, will sty in place in the event the golf courte i not compleied
by (#iming 7 phasing plan pending ~ subject io allowable uses and formal
applivarion). The estimated costs, on o line item bagis, and a dexeripiion of
the liems excepted from coverage under the financial guaranice, s
attnehed hereto ns Exhibit B and incorporatod herein by reference. The
apecific financial guarantee shall be provided at or befare the recordation
ol the final plat amendiment,

n . The Owner imay
wubmit 4 rvq\ml fo 1hu County for approvil of mmp]uluu iifiatrictiee an
a ling-itom basis ms sompletions are accomplished. The Owner ahall alio
nrrwido documeniation from i Idiho Registered Engineer eertilying that
the Improvements hive been pleted in general with the
doglpn.  Upon the County's acceptance of the infrastrueture, the County
shall provide wrltten acceptance of the completed infrastructure and
release any financial guarantee, or portion thersof, for that specific
Infrastructure/line=iem, The County shall retain for draw on the finanelsl
guarantee twenty-five pereent (25%) of the amount of the original line
item until aceeptance of the ontire phase assooiated with o specific
infrastructure line item and the one year wamanty poriod for the entire
phase has expired, at which {ime said amount will be released from any
finaneial guaranies i the Ownar,

(@) Ehaslpg Plan.  The proposed phasing plan for the completion of
infiastruetura mx desoribed 0 the preceding paragraphs |4 atlached hereto
as Exhiblt C, und incorporated herein by reference,

;| = " In the gvent
the owner does not exercise the right 1o exercise the option (o construet the golf’
aourse on or before July 1, 2021, this Agreement and assoclatod plats shall expire,
become null and void, and revert back o the 2014 Amendmant (Inatrument No.
231392) nind nssociated plats.

: . The Owner warrants that ench completed
improvement will aporate in gecordange with {ts intended use for one year from
the date thut the phase |8 aceepted by the County.

\ i - Building permits and  cortifleates of

ocoupaney shall be issued by Teton County in accordance with the Phasing Plan
atnehed s Exhibit C.

Public Benefits. The following public banefits shall be provided:

ALY < Paga i

11 Ldakility sogd Indemnliy of County,

(1) Na Linbility for Caunty Approval. The Owner scknowledges and ngroes (1)
that the County is not, and ahall not be, in any way linble for any dnmngnn or
Injuries hat may be suatained au the vowult of the County's lssuance of any

or of the | or e of any portion of the
Impruvamcnu. and (2) that the Cm.mly # {msunnee of any approvili or
aceeplances doen not, and shall not, In any way be deemed to inaure the
Chwner, or any of its successors, nuulnnl. tenants, or licensees, or any third
party, ngainst damage or Injury of uny kind at any time,

th) Indemnifieation. The Owner ngrees (o, and does hereby, hold harmleas and
indemnify the County, and ull of ita elected and appointed officials, offioers,
employees, igents, representatives, engineers, and attomays from any and ail
clnims, costs and linbility of every kind and naturo that may be nsserted oi any
time igainal any such parlies for injury or damage recelved or susislned by
oy person of entity in connection with (1) the development, conatruction,
maintenance or uie of any portion of the Improvements and, (2) (he
petformance by the Ownar of its obligations under this Agreement and all
relnted Agreements, The Owner furthier sgrees (o ald aid defend the Coiinty
in the event that the County Is named o8 a defendant in an action i
the improvements provided by this Agreement except where sueh suit i
brought by the Owner. The Owner Is not an agent of employee of the County,
Thix indemnifioation does not extend to clnims, coats and liability anserted by
the Owner or any third person In the event the County fails in its duties and
obligations to Owner or any third person us set forth in this Agreomont or by
law. The County acknowledges (aecepts) that what has transpired bofore with
respect to the previous Development Agreements for the River Rim
subdivision, supplements aind addenduing .mi ihe various Delarations,
led declarntions, other I andd are aoaepted by ihe
Couity and that the County, in exchango !'urllliu indomnifiaation from Owner,
agrees that the subdivision as it is prosently plaited as exists s not in vielation
of, or ia not congistont with, County law, statuies or [t lnterpietition of all
thesie varlous agreoments, wnderstanding and previous eventa that have taken
pluce with the River Rim subdivision,

Mo Walver of Rights, Mo waiver of any provision of this Agreement will ba
deemed to constitute o walver of any other provision nor will it be deemed (o
constitute o continued waiver unless expressly provided for; nor will the walver of
any such default under this Agicement be deomed a walver of any subsequent
defiult or defaults of the same typs, The County’s fullure to perform any
abligation under this Agreement will not constitute the approval of any wrongul
net by the Owner or the necopiance of any improvement,

« It is expressly agreed that the Owner may msign thin Agreoment, in
whale or [ part, to any thilid paity, withsut pior witten consent of the County,
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Motlges, All notlees in connection with this Agreement shall be in writing and
shall be deemed delivered (o the addressee thereof (1) when dalivered In person
on i business day ut the address set forth below or (2) on the third day after being
depoiited in the United Statar mail, for delivery by properly addressed, postage
prepaid, corlified or registored mall, return recelpt requested, at the address set
Tarth helow,

Unloas notified otherwise, notiees 10 the County shall bo addrossed to, and
dellvered at, the following address:

Teton County Commissiongm
Atn: Planning Administrator
Teton County Courthouss
150 Courthousa Drive
Driggn, ldaho 83422

Unlona notified othorwise, or notified subsequently by writlen nolice by Owner,
noticos o the Owner shall be addressed 10, and delivered at, the following
nddross;

Don Chery

Executive Vice Preaident and Chiel Administrtive Offlcer
Glncler Bancorp, Inc.

49 Comimons Loop

Kallispel, Montana 59901

The parties hereto may, in law or in equity, by suit, action,
mandumus, or any other pracesding, including without lmiatlon apecifie
performance, enforce or compel the performance of this Agreement.

Qiher Requiremants.

(O] Ceriifiente of Oceupaney. Except as otherwine provided hereln,
bullding permits ahall be imsued in accordance with Exhibii C of
the Phaaing Plan,  However, Certificatos of Occupancy for
tesidential units will not be imswed by the County, untll the
applicable infrastructure is complete for each phase, or other
armngements have been made and agreed 0 In writing by the
Owner and the County,

() Acknawledgment of Other Permiitting Requiremonis,  The
Owrier l.\I.‘jLI\()Wl:du:l the requireinent Tor approvals and permitting
{rom the Siate Depurtment of Environmental Quality ("DEQ™) for
dewer and waler improvements, District 7 for septic systems, Corp.
of Engineers for Wetlandy parmitting Idaho Department of

2L

22,

21

24

25,

26,

27

24,

29,

Spaee which would prohibit the use of the Open Space for agricultural and/or
farming purposes, Those areas (Including farm/raneh arens) will be managed by
the Proparty Owners Assoclition, subisiociations, club aperations, or the privato
owners to whom title to such areas is conveyed,

Adiscent Neighber Provigigns. Owner aprees o maininin n 200' separation
from all building envelopes to adjacent property in Phases 11-V1,

The County hns approved a Letier of
Motifieation to the County, ling Sharing of Devel Couta (Teton
County Subdivision Iunulnllun Sectlon 9402 (0 o8 revised on May 12, 2011)
submiited to the County which entitles the Owner (o colleet a pro-rata share of
compensntion for o portion of the coals of the public improvements roquired by
the Teton County Subdivision Ordinance from adjacent property ewners outslde
of River Rim.

¢ The Owner may record this Agraemant in the offiee of the Teton County
Cleik and Reeorder,

Binding on Successors. Thin Agrooment shall be binding, inuie (o the benelit of,
and b enforceable by the partios hereto, thelr respective suceessors and asaigns
and rung with the land,

Entire Agreament. This Agreement constitutes the entire understanding among
the Partios hereto In connectlon wiih the subject matter, and exeept an otherwise
[lrl'.lvkllld hmln, suporsedes and replaces all prior negotintions, agreemants,
undler or lons whether oral or written, The terms of this
Agraement may be modified only [n writing, by the authorized signaturo of all of
the Partles.

Tiiie 18 of the Essenge. Time in of the owsenca in the performunce of all terms
and provisions in this Agreement,

. Each of the Parties hereby walves and releases any and all
claims or causor of aotion they have or may have against the other, and their
respective officors, directors, employees, ngents and attorneys, resulting from any
claima or gauses of notion ocourring prior w the execution of this Agreement,

. The stwiements set forth in the Stipulation of Facts ahove are
flcts upon which the paries ngree and are not to be construad ws mere recitals,
Hald of Tnct are incory 1into this Ags by roference ns i1 set
forth filly,

- All amendmants to this Agreement shall be in writing and shall be
approved by the Owner and the County.

AMENDMIRT 10 RECORDED DIVELOPMINT AGREEMENT - Paja 11
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Transporiation for Route 33 intemection  upgrades; Tdaho
Department of Water Resources for wells and irrigation and other
Stite or Federal requirements, DEQ approval iy required prior to
sewer and witer [mprovements, Construction aetivitios subject o
these permitting requiroments will not commenoe untll permiis mre
received and permit coplos provided o ihe County Planning
Offica,

() Right 1o Furm 1 i The Owner ack ledges the Right 1o
Farm Act contained in Idaho Code Chapter 43, Sectiony 22-4501
through 22:4504 or ns may be nmended.

Goll Course ~ Open Space Avgn (Fragtl). Should Owner exorcise its opiion to
conatruet the Golf Course — Open Space Aren (Traet 1), av shown on Exhibit I, it
will be managed by the Owner, Property Ownars Assogiation, subnssoolntions,
clul operations or the private ownars to whom title to such area [ conveyed.

] . The Project falle within the jurisdiction of Telon
Pipeline Association, Ing, (TPA), for surfhoe [rrigation water and the Owner will
ahide by the Bylaws, Oporating Agreements, pro rata cost shating provisions, and
other mutunl agreements within TPA jurlsdiedon, Shares of TFA stock o water
rights partaining to the River Rim Ranch property will be held na follows. The
Property Owners Assoclntion or subassociations miy hald TPA stack in comman
for lots and common arens that are subject 1w phased Final Subdivision Plats, Tho
Property Owners Assoclation, subissociations, of private property ownom may
hold TPA stock for open arend and form/nch arcas and for areas that are not yoi
subject to i phased Final Subdivigion Plat, Notwithstanding the forogoing, if is
understood that, with reapeet to open areas and farm/ranch arcas that are subjoct
1o o Final Subdivision Plat, the private awner of such parcel{s) may continue to
hold TPA atock and exercise all Aghta associatod thorewlih, A slngle *Water
Miater™ for River Rim Ranch will bo appoinied to work with the Board of
Directora of TPA,

. + The Owner shall be reaponsible for public
improvements and shall not transfer inftdal conswruction obligations and the
rsponsibility for completlon of public improvements o the lal owners,
Improvement District Owner’s A fati wower and
willer eoimpiny of district hasessments, ele., are not encumbered by this provision,

Open Space Provisions. The Goll Course — Open Space Area (Traet J), and oll
other Open Space amsocinlod with River Rim Ranch Diviglons 1, Phase 1, as
shown on Exhibit . The Ownor will mainiain oll open space free of noxious
woads, froe of fire hazards or other nul under the adminisiration of the
POA, The Master Decloration of Proteetive Covenants, Conditions and
Restriotions for River Rim Ranch and the amendments and supplements thergio
aet forth these provisions, There shall be no restriction placed on any such Opon

ao.

EIN

32

3

The invalidity or unenforcenbility of any provision of this
Agreement shall not affect the other provisions hereof and this Agreement shall
ha construed in ol respects as if such {avilid oF uieiforeenble provisions were
omitted,

i - The Parties hereby warrant and roprosent euch to the
other, without any limitation or qualification that (i) they are duly sutherized and
empowered to enter into and sign this Agreement; (1) the persons exeeuting this
Agreement on bohall of the Parties are authorlzed o do so; and (i) tiig
Agreement in valid, binding and enforcenble on the Parties In accordance with its
forme,

This Agreement ahall be governed by and connirued undor the
Inws of the State of Idaho and jurisdiction and venue for any litigation of this
Ajireement ahall be in the state or federal courts of the State of ldaho,

. Should miy litigation be commeonced botween the Parties
concerning thia Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled, In addition to
any otlier relicl as may be granted, to court costs and rensonable atworneys’ Tees is
d ined by o court of comp Jurlsdiction,

TN WITNESS WHEREON the Parties have hereunto set their hands on the date fist

above written,

[Blgnutures on next page]
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BIG SKY WESTERN BANK

By:

Dan Chery

Exvoutive Viee President and
Chief Administrative Officer of
Glacler Hancorp, Ine., owner of
Big Sky Westemn Bank

STATLE OF IDAHO )

TS
County of J

On this ___ doy of . 2016, before me, a Notary Public,
personally appeared Don Chery, knawn (o me lo be the porson whoso name i subsaribed to 1I1e
within i i the authori fve of Glacler It P, Ine,, and 1o
me that he subscribed his name thereto s nch,

HNotury Public for IDAHO
Reaiding at;
(SIEAL) (2. inai amim

10 - Mg 19

EXHIBIT A: Hlustrative Master Plan dated
Architocts

» prepared by Focus

EXHIBIT B: Englneer’s Estimate for Financial guarantes
EXHIBIT C: Phasing Plan
EXHIBIT I Denaity Tablo by Phase

EXHIDIT E: Reinstated Golf Course - Open Spuee Area (Tract J) Plat

r + Page 10
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
TETON COUNTY, IDAHO

Willimm Leake, Chislrman

STATE OF IDAHO )
.
County of _ )
On this day of . 2016, bofore me, o Motary Publie,

personally appeated William Leake, known to me to be the person whese name is subscribed ta
the within instrument as the Chairman of the Toton County Board of Commlssioners, and
acknowledged to me that she subscribed hor name thereio as suah.

Nmm-y Public for IDAHO

I Al
(SEAL) Commission ex piros: B
« Wige 14
- BxisTing PLa - = Proposen LAy REFINEMENTS -
lsember sacss priedeifuiey
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Drvision 1T

River Rim Ranch PUD - Historical Information

e Aconcept plan for River Rim Ranch PUD was submitted in 2002.
e The Final Plat and Master Plan were approved by the BoCC in 2004.
e Between 2005 and 2015, several amendments were requested and approved.

0 West Rim Loop. This road and the roads in Block 1 shall be completed to Teton County
crushed gravel standards on or before December 31, 2016, or prior to the issuance of
any building permits.

e Road Paving

0 Loop Road. Asphalt paving of this road shall be completed by December 31, 2016, or

when 30 residential building permits are issued within RRR, whichever is sooner.

An amended and restated development agreement was recorded February 7, 2014. Provisions
contained in the Prior Development Agreements that are no longer applicable are not included in this
Agreement. This new development agreement allowed for the following:

0 Turning Lanes. Asphalt paving for the turning lanes on State Hwy 33 shall be completed
by either December 31, 2026; mandate of the ITD; the issuance of 30 building permits in

e The number of units in Division Il Phase | shall be reduced by 3 units. Of the 360 units originally
approved, 155 units have been sold.
e West Rim Village possible incidental uses are:
0 Fire Substation on Lot 1, Block 1 (6 acres). If no substation is constructed by December
31, 2026, the reservation shall be withdrawn and the lot returned to the then current
owner of Lot 1.
O Real Estate Office
0 Property Management Office
0 Existing Agricultural Buildings
0 Existing Storage
0 Brent Hoopes Residence
e Tract I shall be used as on ongoing farm and farming operation. There may be only one
residential unit on Tract |
e Utility Stubs and Extensions from existing infrastructure to Tract A, B, E, G, Lot IB/Block 5 and
Block 6 shall be completed in any order on or before the earliest of: completion of road paving
in Phase |, Issuance of building permits for any of these lots or tracts, or December 31, 2016.
e Block 10 Lots 1-4, a fire suppression and hydrant(s) for Lots 1-4 | Block 10 shall be completed on
or before the earliest of: December 31, 2016, or Issuance of building permits for any lot.

Division Il Phase I; or when the Average Daily Traffic exceeds 200 ADT, whichever is
sooner.
e Changes to other Phases
0 Division Il Phase Il (Norman Ranch/Western Highlands) will be reduced by 25 lots.
Division Il Phase Il (Central Plateau) will be reduced by 11 lots.
Division Il Phase IV (West Plateau) will be reduced by 17 lots.
Division Il Phase V (North Plateau) will be reduced by 18 lots.
Division Il Phase VI (South Canyon) will remain at 55 units which is the number of units
originally approved in 2006. The Width of the wildlife migration corridor will be increase
to minimum of 1150 feet between building envelopes.
Platting and Improvements for Divisions I, Ill, IV, V and VI. Improvements shall be completed by
December 31, 2026.
e Required Public Benefit
0 Acreage adjacent to the Teton River shall be used as an interpretive river park. The park
will be finished upon completion of the South Canyon Development (Phase V1), or
December 31, 2026 whichever occurs first.
0 Snowmobile access along County Road 9400 West.
0 Owner shall provide a cash sum of $1000 per lot at the time of final plat recording of
each phase of Division Il which will be paid to Teton County for use as determined by

o
o
o
o

e Reclamation of Golf Course area (Tract J). The golf course area which is open space Tract J BOCC.
(about 270 Acres) of Phase |, shall be reclaimed to agricultural land and native grasses along
with the construction of an internal trail system, and water features (the "reclamation"). The
reclamation shall be completed on a phased plan as follows:
0 Weed Eradication-Summer 2013
0 Site grading/top soiling-Fall 2014
0 Agricultural practices-Spring 2015
0 Native grass seeding-Fall 2014
0 Trail system-Fall 2016
0 Water features/ponds-Fall 2016
Option to construct golf course. The Owner, if applicable, shall retain the option to construct a
golf course until December 31, 2026.
* Road Improvements
0 County road 9400 West. The relocation and widening of this road to a 22 foot surface
shall be completed from Hwy 33 to the SW corner of Division Il Phase | to Teton County
crushed gravel standard by December 31, 2014.
River Rim — Historical Information 1of2 River Rim — Historical Information 20f2
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NOTE: The public comment was closed at the 5/17/2016 ATTACHMENT 2
meeting for Agenda Item #2, so public comment was not
taken. Agenda Item #3 was continued before public comment
was opened, so no public comment was heard.

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number: /l/ (9\

Date:j'\"‘\e 'Ll ) ZO_MZ

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name:

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

),Dflﬁl@‘?/ j;b Q2442 7

Choose one:
i X -
Support the application Neutral ___ Oppose the application
Do you wish to testify? L 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 6/14/2016 Meeting Minutes
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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: ;”

e /o~ lld
Date: —Z—7— ,20_17;

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Py ) . < ' ;) n F v g
Name: _ /¥ ¥ K T AL

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

1 7Y = [ | { .g'."‘

Choose one:

Support the application Neutral _ Oppose the application
Do you wish to testify? 1 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)
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TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number: W 7_—

Date: _J\he (Y 201

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY
A
Name: ¢ JoraVE L ABELUE

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):
Jieol - §F9 Cagry fone Wiy
7 L

Choose one:

Support the application Neutral “_%ppose the application

Do you wish to testify? L 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)
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TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Led
<

Agenda Item Number:

Date: (»//‘f//(o ,20

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY ,
Name: ‘ Cd.’ 4 5; // /o Y

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

" Nedopee ~

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 6/14/2016 Meeting Minutes



ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agenda Item Number: < =

Date: = . e , 20 _
PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY
Name:

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

— i A J I~

e 7] ; / f
V0 O K L2

NEXBUEe, L STHT
Choose one:

v~ Support the application Neutral __ Oppose the application
Do you wish to testify? v 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 6/14/2016 Meeting Minutes
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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: 3

Date: & € (Y ,20/%

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY
Name: ’/ép&,éf \j;/://pf

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):

- . )
/ < 710 Ay &
Choose one:
Support the application Neutral __Oppose the application
Do you wish to testify? _‘/Y es __ 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 6/14/2016 Meeting Minutes
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ATTACHMENT 2

TETON COUNTY

PUBLIC HEARING
SIGN-UP SHEET

You must sign up to testify — or submit comments

Agends Tem Numbee: 3

Date: (p-/4- /& ,201p

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name: __ SA 0 Oy Masod

City of Residence (Physicél Address- not post office box):

€200 U (060 Wedl

olewo . LD F3452

h bit

Support the application Neutral ___ Oppose the application

Do you wish to testify? ‘X\Yes ___No

Choose one:

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)
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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: ﬁ_

Date: OQ/IK{//Q/ ,20_1C

PLEASE PRINT LEGIBLY

Name: _(RILLNDAN Con 0 *-7

City of Residence (Physical Address- not post office box):
S Y€ N main ST

T \res /,Tv 241 T

Choose one:
Support the application Neutral i 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)
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