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Fremont County Planning
& Zoning Work Meeting Minutes
March 7, 2011
6:00 pm
County South Bridge Street Meeting Room

The Fremont County Planning & Zoning Commission met in a special meeting on March
7, 2011. They met in the County South Annex Building. Members in Attendance were:
Cathy Stegelmeier (Chairman), John Nedrow (Vice), Sam Davis, Larry Singleton, Rod
Nichols, Layne Hepworth, Patti Crapo, Jim Gerber, Steven Trafton, and John Harrington.
Excused: Cindy Miller

Staff and others present: Stephen Loosli (Administrator), Greg Newkirk (Planner/GIS
Specialist), and Kaylie Bowman (P&Z Secretary)

| 1. Call to Order and Welcome

Ms. Stegelmeier called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m.

| 2. Work Meeting — Development Code

Mr. Loosli said that there were not a lot of topics left to discuss. He said that he still had
the notes from prior meeting so we don’t need to go through past things, unless the
commission felt they needed to be brought up again. He then told them that Mr. Newkirk
had maps for them. He explained what they were going to go over on the maps. He held
up a map and explained what each color represented.

Mr. Trafton asked if this was land that had a permit out or what is currently on the
ground.

Mr. Loosli said this is from the Assessors current records. He pointed out where the
density is in the county. He just wanted this map to point out where the population is
now and for the commission to think about where they wanted it to go.

Mr. Davis asked if the two tan colors were the same.

Mr. Loosli said no, he explained again what each color was.

Mr. Trafton asked if the majority of the county fell in the 1-50 section.

Mr. Loosli said yes.

Mrs. Crapo said that according to the research she had done only 32% of the County is
owned privately, the rest is BLM, Forest Service, or State land.
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Mr. Loosli showed a map with the roads more defined. He talked about what happens
when roads are added. He said that it creates more access to an area. He talked about
how planning should be designed around the infrastructures that you have today or that
could be put in today. He said that putting in the roads and maintaining these roads
create problems. He explained what the Commission needed to think about this
regarding where to put the zoning. He talked about rural conservation and rural living
and where they are on the Preferred Land Use Map and the map Mr. Newkirk created.
He referred to the Preferred Use Map and talked about what has happened and what is
happening in these areas. He talked about Wilford and what they are asking for. He said
that the question becomes what is the plan of the County and at what expense. He said
that city services already exist in St. Anthony and Teton City, but not in Wilford

Mrs. Crapo asked if it was Wilford’s goal to get city services.

Mr. Loosli said it would have to be to get the density that they want. He returned to the
Preferred Land Use Map and explained that just because something is on it doesn’t mean
the Commission needed to carry that over to the Zoning Map.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if what they were doing tonight was coming up with the zones.
Mr. Loosli said yes, and explained what the map needs to have.
Ms. Stegelmeier asked if that is what Chapter 4 is about.

Mr. Loosli said yes. He wrote the different zones on the white board and explained the
different districts in the Code on page 56. He went through each of the districts and
pointed out the subcategories. He said that rural infill has been taken out.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if rural infill was residential.

Mr. Loosli said yes it was residential. He said that now there are more typical residential
Zones.

Mr. Trafton asked if before they got too far into the zones, why they discarded the old
draft of Chapter 4 in the Code and started a new one.

Mr. Loosli said we didn’t loose rural living or conservation. Rural infill was a catch all
and it scared everyone because it was too dense. He said that the existing Preferred Land
Use Map has this in Chester and the people of Chester didn’t want %2 acre lots. He said
that he had talked to the Mayor of the City of St. Anthony and that they wanted to have
the county help them bring people into the cities not take them away. In order to do this
the Commission had to come up with ways to do this, and the new chapter is very
specific on this. The things that went away are PUDs and rural infill which was replaced
with four residential zones. Rural Village is in and added is a mixed use (MUD) that we
may not like, and will need to look at.
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Mr. Loosli asked Mr. Trafton if that cleared it up. He said that he didn’t feel that it was a
wasted effort, it was just more defined then the previous chapter.

Mr. Trafton said that there were other changes that have been made to tables and the
system has changed.

Mr. Loosli said that the challenge he had received from the Board was to get rid of
vagueness and uncertainty. He said that the old Chapter 4 left a lot of things open for
interpretation. He gave some examples of what this referred to. This new Chapter gives
a list of questions that need to be asked on each use allowed.

Mrs. Crapo asked if feed lots were still in there.

Mr. Loosli said that this is to help the applicant know if what they want to do is
something that is permitted according to the Code. He talked about a permit that has
come before him and that it took a lot of time to look up if this was a permit that was
permitted in the County. He said that in the old Code it was pass or fail. This new Code
has the same system; it is just more specific with a longer list.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked Mr. Trafton if he would rather stay with the rural infill for now.
Mr. Trafton said no, it was just a question that he needed answered.

Ms. Stegelmeier said that she had the same question and why it was separated into the
different sections.

Mr. Loosli said there are uses that are alright for rural and others that are alright in
residential or commercial. He said that this Code clears up when a person has moved into
commercial and industrial zones. He said that if the Commission thought about it they
could think of a business that was out in the community that was either commercial or
industrial that shouldn’t be where it is now.

Mr. Hepworth asked if the districts will show up on the map and if the subcategories
would also be on the map.

Mr. Loosli said that the Preferred Land Use Map is the map of the districts. He explained
that this is what was going before the Board for approval. He returned to the white board
and explained what each area was for. He gave examples of how people could still come
in and ask for changes to their area, which the Commission would have to approve. He
explained that the districts are rural, residential, commercial, and industrial. That if
someone wanted to come in and apply for one, they could get a rural village.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if in every section the first one was the default zone, and then the
ones below them became denser.
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Mr. Loosli said yes. He said that in Residential the least dense is the Rural Urban
Transition or the RUT zone. He referred to page 62, and what the ratios would be for
each subcategory. He explained what each one would allow for density. He said that if
people wanted more than this density they would have to follow certain checklists to
upgrade zones.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if the applicant would be asked why they were not asking to be
annexed into the cities.

Mr. Loosli asked how Ashton felt about annexing right now.

Ms. Stegelmeier said it would be new, but that the city wants lots annexed if they have
city services.

Mr. Loosli gave an example of annexing. He said this is why these rules should be
established up front.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if these rules would make the applicant show if they wanted to be
on city water and sewer.

Mr. Loosli said yes and in the case of Ashton they need to stay on a city grid. He talked
about a city that didn’t follow the County grid system, and the repercussion of this. He
said that they didn’t want to adopt codes that would go against the cities codes. He said
that land uses change as they get into different zones. He gave examples of this. Zoning
IS getting the right things in the right places. It isn’t saying that we don’t want things in
this County it is just saying this is where they can be.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked what remediation is.

Mr. Loosli said it is waste land that is being fixed up.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if this isn’t permitted in rural living.

Mr. Loosli asked where she was looking.

Mrs. Crapo read from this.

Mr. Loosli said that this means the individual that is offering this has agreed to remediate
as he goes. He said he didn’t know why this wouldn’t be permitted in rural living.

Mr. Nichols asked if it needed to be conditional or permitted.

Mr. Loosli said that it should be permitted in both cases.
Ms. Stegelmeier asked why a sanitary landfill would be conditional.

Mr. Loosli said that this can only happen in a rural area.
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Ms. Stegelmeier asked if the Commission could permit this.

Mr. Loosli said yes, but you don’t just want to let it happen. That they would want to
approve this, not just let them get a permit.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if they could permit this, she didn’t think they could.

Mr. Loosli said they could permit it, if the applicant had DEQ approval. He said that this
is something that the County might face; they may need a new landfill.

Mr. Gerber said he didn’t see subdivision and asked where they are at.

Mr. Loosli said that is the rest of Chapter 5. He said that single family dwellings are
permitted, but to get there the lots have to be subdivided.

Mr. Gerber asked about expanded transient use.

Mr. Loosli said that this is alright with a Class Il permit. He said that home occupation is
there and this is the blanketed term for residential business. He asked if there was a
challenge with any of the Zone concepts. He went back to the Zones and gave more
examples on commercial use. He read from page 68 of the Code. He said that they
haven’t shown any areas on the map because they don’t want to step on the cities toes.

Mr. Singleton asked who decided the changes on the Preferred Land Use Map.

Mr. Loosli said that when the Comp Plan was adopted in 2008 there was a map that went
with it. He talked about what that map had and how it didn’t go with the Commission’s
recommendation to the Board regarding Chester. He said that the Board came and
looked at the map and gave a different proposal. There was a hearing and people came
in and said that they wanted changes. He said that the Board said they were going to
make the changes this is the map that they are going to talk about on March 15™.

Mr. Singleton said people wanted to know why nothing is being done on the West side of
Highway 20.

Mr. Loosli said that the Board is proposing that one half of the commercial be on the west
side of the road. He said that the map follows section lines, not the road. He said that the
confusing thing is where ITD says the new intersections will be. He talked about the
changes that ITD is making to the exits on highway 20.

Mr. Davis asked if they had a timeline for these changes.
Mr. Loosli said they don’t have the money, but they want the county to act as if they are

already done. They want the County to build frontage roads. The County has some
control over where the exits will be, but not much. He said that the big thing is some
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people don’t want commercial by the highway it ruins the views of the community and
other people say yes we want it by the highway not by their houses.

Mr. Davis said that there couldn’t be any commercial areas by Highway 20 because there
won’t be any access to the highway.

Mr. Loosli said right. That is why people are saying lets put them in the cities. St.
Anthony is now saying that they don’t want more business by the south end of the city.

Ms. Stegelmeier said they will let them put them in, unless they don’t want to have jobs.

Mr. Loosli said that the County has been talking with the City of St. Anthony and that
they know that they are going to have to expand their horizons. He said that the
businesses haven’t come yet but they don’t want to make it so they never can. He talked
about why Boise County filed for bankruptcy. He stated that if there is something that
they don’t want in the County now is the time to say it.

Mr. Davis asked if the boundaries are yellow and not red, and was this determined by the
population.

Mr. Loosli said yes by population and also by what they have already done. He pointed
out there isn’t more room for Marysville, Twin Groves, and Parker to become denser
because of what they have already done. The area to look at is Wilford and how they
want their own zip code.

Ms. Stegelmeier said according to this map they don’t have the density to have their own
zip code.

Mr. Loosli said no. He asked if they get what they want will they be happy. He said the
Commission had to look at it as if they felt alright about helping a community become a
town.

Mr. Davis said it is about having some control.

Mr. Loosli said they were alright with that part of it, but that density wise they were
looking at a whole new set of issues. He referred to water and sewer. He said if they had
village rules then it would be like Chester or Shotgun. He said he didn’t want to spend a
lot of time on this because there isn’t a wrong answer; they just needed to be careful on
how they draw the maps. He explained the different options that the Commission could
do on zoning.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked what rural living was before, was is it the 70/30?

Mr. Loosli said that he didn’t have that. He returned to the white board and explained
what the Commission had decided in each section.
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Ms. Stegelmeier asked if there was open space in the residential.

Mr. Loosli said he hadn’t put it in, but there could be. He said for rural living they had it
at 20%. He explained at that density this is what it normally is.

Ms. Stegelmeier said she was comfortable with what it was; she just wanted to make sure
it was going over into residential.

Mr. Loosli asked if the Commission was alright with these numbers.

Mr. Hepworth said he wasn’t. He thought that open space should be 80%, but he wasn’t
here for that discussion.

Mr. Nichols said that he had heard from people that since 70% of Fremont County is
owned by the feds, the rest ought to be free game.

Mr. Hepworth said that didn’t matter.

Mr. Nichols said he agreed and said this is the mentality of people around here.
Mr. Loosli asked if they were alright with density.

Mr. Trafton said it is too high.

Discussion on open space requirements in rural conservation

Ms. Stegelmeier said they have already gone over this a lot and said she wanted to move
on to changes she wanted made in Chapter 4.

Mr. Harrington said he had a lot to look at in this also. He said that Mr. Trafton said he
would like to go back to the old Chapter 4 and asked how the Commission felt about that.

Mr. Loosli said that they could adopt these concepts with the wording of the old chapter
four. He then asked if any of the comments were for the commercial or industrial section
in the new section.

Discussion on Chapter 4. They decided to take out rural infill and replace it with the four
new subcategories under residential, to go back to the old tables, and use the new sections
on Commercial and Industrial. They also agreed to add Mixed Use Development and
leave rural village in. All PUDs will be removed.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if they needed to talk about set backs.

Mr. Loosli said they would match to the buffering in Appendix K on set backs for non
compatible uses.
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Mr. Gerber asked if there is anything in there where a business would be mixed in with
houses.

Mr. Loosli said there were two ways to do this. He explained that the two ways were by
following Appendix | or a rural village. He explained how each one would be used.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if the mixed use would be a commercial permit and would need a
Class Il permit.

Mr. Loosli said it would be an overlay that permitted a mixed use. He gave an example of
the Enchanted Forest in Island Park. He said there are ways to do it. He said that an
applicant could come in and show what they want to do.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked why a bed and breakfast would not be allowed in the LO and C3
areas.

Mr. Loosli said that C3 is usually industrial and a bed and breakfast wouldn’t go well in
an industrial area. He said the theory is, what is the complaint that neighbor A would
have with neighbor B and the use of their land. He said are we inviting nothing but
complaints.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked why not in LO.

Mr. Loosli said limited office that he didn’t have a problem with a bed and breakfast in a
limited office area.

Mr. Hepworth asked if on the Allowed Use tables, if someone comes in with something
reasonable and it is not on the table then they aren’t permitted to do it.

Mr. Loosli said that the P&Z can issue a special use permit. He said there is something
that is before the state legislature that if it isn’t documented and on the list the applicant
doesn’t get it. He said it goes to the fact that neighbors could complain about one
another. Special Use permits could be done away with by the state. He said that at this
rate the applicants may have to go to some state agency.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked about the M3 zone where it talked about small air field and that
they are not permitted by other air fields, if this was a typo.

Mr. Loosli said that it isn’t a typo it is absolutely correct. He said it refers to the zone
around the airport. He explained what this means.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked what kind of studios and if this should go away or better defines
what they are.

Mr. Loosli said that was fine.
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Mr. Gerber said that there are three uses on this table that are not permitted any where in
the county, example townhouses.

Mr. Loosli said that this was going to shift back to the old residential in Chapter 4.

Mr. Gerber said but they are not listed.

Mr. Loosli talked about townhouses and a permit that came in from Island Park. He said
that a townhouse is twenty units per acre. He said that except for resort type use the
county has no need for townhouses. He said there has been some discussion of this in the

Island Park area.

Ms. Stegelmeier said that Ashton has talked about condos for sun birds but that nobody
has followed through.

Mr. Loosli said that this goes back to TDRs and explained this.
Mr. Gerber asked about the multi-family dwelling.

Mr. Loosli said that single family attached could go up to four. But anything else is
multi-family. When it talks about multi-family this is anything over five.

Discussion on TDR’s.

Mr. Harrington said that on page 57 on 4.13.010 would be good place to put the
percentages back in.

Mr. Loosli said that this will be back in there.

Mr. Harrington said on page 79 it referred to PUDs.

Mr. Loosli said they would all be gone.

Mr. Harrington said he couldn’t find Articles E and J.

Mr. Loosli said they don’t exist. That the proof reading stopped until he could talk to the
Commission about this, but that all of this would be deleted. He gave examples of what
would be changed. He said that the Commission would get an e-mail version of all of the

changes.

Mr. Gerber said on page 53 on 4.05 there should be a fifth exception that would say it has
to be allowed by the laws of the State.

Mr. Loosli said that they needed to understand what this section is talking about. He read
from these allowed uses. He then said that what Mr. Gerber said is to add it but it has to
be legal in our State. He said that if you looked at marijuana growing, this would be
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accepted by these four exceptions. He then asked if anyone on the Commission had a
problem with adding that it has to be a legal use.

Mr. Gerber then referred to page 61, the Table on 4.2,

Mr. Loosli said that he hasn’t changed these numbers yet. The table will be updated and
so will the other tables.

Mr. Trafton asked if anyone has an objection to say that we don’t want adult
entertainment centers in Fremont County.

Mr. Loosli turned the time over to Mr. Newkirk to answer this question.

Mr. Newkirk said that you can’t say no. They have to be allowed somewhere. You can
say they can’t be within this amount of feet from, gave examples.

Mr. Trafton asked why can’t we disallow theses. We have taken out other things.
Mr. Newkirk said it is free speech.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if in the sign ordinance if they had to be allowed also.

Mr. Newkirk said yes they have to be allowed, but they could regulate the signs.

Mr. Trafton asked if Mr. Newkirk could give a recommendation on how to word this.

Mr. Newkirk said that putting it in the industrial zoning and then say that there has to be a
1000 foot buffer from anywhere children would congregate.

Discussion on where to put adult entertainment and how to word it

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if they needed to work on the map.

Mrs. Crapo asked about page 57.

Mr. Davis asked about little town sites that haven’t been included.

Mr. Loosli said that on the land use advisory committee, there was talk that the little town
sites need to be recognized and they were even mapped out. It didn’t survive the new
maps. He said that they could be named in the new chapter as historical hamlets.

Mr. Nichols asked what is the purpose of naming them.

Mr. Davis said for memory.

10
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Ms. Stegelmeier said Mr. Newkirk knows a lot about this because of mapping. They are
still on the maps because they were the school sections.

Mr. Nichols asked what the value is for us naming them.
Mr. Loosli said that the heritage value is still there. He gave examples for each town site.

Mr. Harrington said that the idea is there was already development there and that you are
steering development to the areas that had established town sites.

Mr. Loosli said that Fremont County was developed in two different ways, Mormon
Villages and Land Homestead Act. He talked about each development. He said that part
of the reason is that if you have this kind of density everywhere there is no reason to look
anywhere. If you keep these areas then this makes these areas more appealing (referring
to sections on the map).

Ms. Stegelmeier said there would be a break.
Ms. Stegelmeier called the meeting back to order at 7:57 p.m.

Mr. Loosli talked about the fact that people want this new Code to go away and return to
the old Code and why. He said they feel that Chester is a farming community and they
don’t want subdivisions. He asked if anyone would farm in Chester.

Mrs. Crapo said no it isn’t farm ground.

Mr. Loosli said that he isn’t picking on Chester, that there are other areas in the County
that feel this way. He talked about the meeting he attended in Utah and that there is not a
way to have a subdivision without having the feeling of a subdivision. The complaint
isn’t that they don’t want more people, they just don’t want subdivisions. It takes away
from the feeling of the community. He said this is why they are unhappy.

Mr. Trafton said that one of the problems he has is when people come in and say that
they are real farmers and someone else is not because of the size of their farms. It
doesn’t matter the size of the farm it is a farm. He said that this is what people are saying
to sway our thinking.

Mr. Loosli said that he gave a permit to a 30 acre farm that would make more money
per acre than a big farm.

Ms. Stegelmeier said that she liked chapter three because it explains this and people look
at the land and see what works best for the surrounding areas.

Mr. Loosli said that the reason he told the Commission about Chester was so that they

could understand that the design issues of the past subdivisions is what is upsetting them
and others in the community. He referred to the map to show them an example.

11
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Mrs. Crapo asked about on page 57, 4.13.20 and asked how they are defining what
important agricultural land is and what is not. She said that they need to provide for
everyone’s property rights.

Discussion on what productive farms ground is and who should define that

Mr. Harrington said that this brings density back up and asked if Mr. Loosli could explain
this again.

Mr. Loosli said that in the old rule; the densest areas were 40/100, 2.5 acres. He said that
they are proposing that the second least would be 50/100. He said that there have been no
problems with this and that no one has come in. They could cluster to get more density.
He then talked about the numbers they had discussed again. He also talked about the
LESA plan in Idaho.

Mr. Harrington asked what are more conservative numbers that we could look at. His
concern is that Fremont County will end up like Teton County.

Mr. Loosli said there is a good system, if the city is the most attractive thing that is where
people will go. He said that we are a rural county and the default is 40 to 100. He gave
examples of what would happen if you went more conservative. He talked about
personal property rights.

Ms. Stegelmeier tried to make a point that people can say they want to make people buy
in the city, but that none of the Commission lives in the cities and wouldn’t want to.

Mr. Loosli read part of a quote from the 1daho Supreme Court about zoning (Exhibit A).
He talked about zoning and what that does to property values.

Mr. Hepworth said that we could keep the open space the same, but look at the density
numbers.

Mrs. Crapo asked if it could vary from one area in the County to another.

Mr. Loosli said yes, it has before and could again.

Mr. Nichols said they need to make sure they don’t hurt the big farmer by putting
something in that says they can’t get the assessment on their land that they need to get
money from the bank. Or that they can’t break off a piece of land that they can’t farm to
sell. He said he likes little farms but both need protected.

Mr. Trafton said that he understands that, but his concern was that in placing value on

land that way could create a problem of people seeing how many houses they can cram
on the land.

12
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Ms. Stegelmeier asked how you take this to the bank.

Mr. Nichols said that if it is restricted to much, we are taking the value away.

Mr. Trafton said open space at 70/30 with 25units per 100.

Mr. Nichols said he is alright with that, he just doesn’t want to make it more restrictive.
He said that no one wants what happened to Teton County to happen here but that he
doesn’t want to hurt the full time famers either.

Mr. Trafton agreed, and asked if this was the right formula.

Mr. Nichols said he didn’t know. He said that they would just have to adopt one and

Mr. Hepworth asked under the current program what the numbers are.

Mr. Loosli said 40 units per 100. He said that there are only two zones, LESA which is
1/40 and not LESA which is 40/100.

Discussion on units in the Chester subdivision

Mr. Loosli talked about the LESA plan and how this affects the units per acre. Also how
they would fall into the different sections in Chapter 4 of the Code.

Mr. Nichols asked if on 40/100 if they had to have a common well.
Mr. Loosli said no.

Mr. Trafton said that the prior code was very restrictive and people were getting loans on
their land with it. He just wondered if there is something in between.

Mr. Harrington said that they could test this but the results are subdivisions. Once they
are there we can’t do anything about them. If we over develop now we can’t go back.

Mr. Nedrow said that before we go any farther lets see by a show of hands of who wants
to look at this more.

Mr. Trafton asked if they could throw out a middle ground rather than all or nothing.
Mr. Loosli gave out numbers for the commission to look at.
Ms. Stegelmeier asked if that would make rural living more than what they have it as.

Mr. Loosli said no, less. We are 40/100 they are 10/100.
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Mrs. Crapo asked if on 40/100 if that would be 2.5 acre lots. She said there is nothing
wrong with a 2.5 acre lot.

Mr. Newkirk said there is a problem with trying to stop development.

Mr. Singleton said that we need to review this every ten years.

Mr. Loosli said every two years.

Mr. Singleton said this is economy driven and doesn’t see anything in the near future that
would cause a problem. They could review this in the future and see if there needs to be
a change.

Mr. Nedrow said if you make it to dense to begin with it is hard to go the other way.

Mr. Harrington said you can not go the other way.

Mr. Hepworth said that Chester has a point here and that we need to think about this.
What is the density that we want from second homes? He asked about having the density
areas for Island Park, North Fremont Zone and South Fremont Zone different.

Mr. Loosli said they have been different in the past, but are currently the same. He
referred to the map that shows density and that Island Park should be the least dense, but
isn’t that way. He said that LESA wasn’t a limiting factor in Island Park because it is too
high in elevation.

Ms. Stegelmeier said that if you are in the trees, you can have more houses.

Mr. Harrington asked if Mr. Loosli knew the density numbers for Teton County.

Mr. Loosli said no, he did not. He said that one of the problems in Teton County is that
they didn’t have open space rules so they ended up with cookie cutter subdivisions.

Mr. Trafton asked what if they said 25/100 under rural conservation.

Mr. Harrington said that is where we are now. He said that we are proposing five times
more density than Ada County. To him that is a red flag.

Mrs. Crapo said that we have a million acres, we can’t compare to Ada County.
Mr. Hepworth asked if she was talking about the size of the Counties.
Mr. Nichols said no she was talking about the personality of the Counties.

Mr. Loosli said that we don’t have a Nampa or a Boise.
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Mr. Nichols said that we do not have business that draws people here. We have
recreation.

Mr. Harrington said that people want the rural character that we have here and with the
type of density we are asking for we are asking for trouble.

Mr. Hepworth said that even if you put a cookie cutter subdivision in a rectangle you still
have a lot of homes.

Mr. Loosli said you are building hamlets.

Mr. Gerber said we are going from 40/100 in the old code to 25/100 in the new code, so
we are reducing the numbers.

Mr. Harrington said that is not true. We are going from 1/40 to 25/100
Mr. Loosli discussed the ratios from the old Code to the new Code.

Mr. Gerber said that 2.5/100 would make it impossible for a subdivision, and asked
where do we go between there and 40/100. He said we have settled on 25/100 as a
reasonable balance.

Mr. Newkirk said how much you bring it down is important. He gave examples of what
happens if the county builds out of land to build on. He gave examples of this. He said
times change and things change look at the rental cabins in Island Park. What you do
now is important to the future.

Mr. Harrington asked what Mr. Newkirk thought was reasonable.

Mr. Newkirk said he didn’t know. He would have to look at buildable land in the
County. He talked about how this is done. The idea is doing an analysis on what this
County is going to become.

Mr. Trafton said won’t price push against that pressure a lot.

Mr. Newkirk said prices have a lot to do with it. He said that in the county he lived, it
doubled in size. They didn’t think this would happen, but now it is close to tripling. If
you have a certain density and try to change that, when the pressure comes there will be
problems.

Mr. Harrington said that this analysis needs to be done. He asked where this number
came from.

Mr. Loosli said that this was from negotiations from previous proposals. He then gave an

example from Teton County and trying to control density. He said we just need to get a
number that is a good policy number.
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Ms. Stegelmeier asked everyone in favor: Mr. Hepworth, Mr. Trafton, Mr. Nedrow, and
Mr. Harrington wanted to keep talking about it. Mr. Gerber, Mrs. Crapo, Mr. Davis, Mr.
Singleton, Mr. Nichols were against relooking at this. She said that with that count they
would move on.

Mr. Loosli said next we are going to draw on the map. He read the whole quote from the
Idaho Supreme Court (Exhibit A). He said that what they were proposing to the
community is a set of standards to dictate the yield that their property could have.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if it is zoned rural then it will be rural conservation and rural
living.

Mr. Loosli said no, she was looking at the wrong color on the board.
Ms. Stegelmeier asked if they were in rural living there is no limited office in it.

Mr. Loosli said if they wanted a mixed use they would have to come in and petition from
the Commission for a mixed use overlay. He gave examples.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if they were starting at rural conservation and then deciding where
to put rural living, etc.

Mr. Loosli said yes. He said that on commercial that everything is limited office, unless
they wanted to put something into the C1 area. He asked if anyone wanted to do this
right now.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked what C1 was.

Mr. Loosli said it is the next level of commercial use. His recommendation was to let
anyone who wanted this to come in and ask for the change in zone.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if there was anywhere that they had to do this or if everything out
there would be grandfathered in.

Mr. Loosli said everything out there is already fine. They wouldn’t be able to take away
from anyone their right to function as a business if it is currently there. This is for future
use.

Ms. Stegelmeier said she thought that the cities should be residential.

Mrs. Crapo asked if she meant Ashton and St. Anthony.

Ms. Stegelmeier said yes. She then asked what the rest of the Commission thought.
They all agreed.
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Mr. Loosli asked if they wanted all of the area on the Preferred Land Use Map that is
rural now, to start with rural conservation on the Zoning map. He asked if there are any
areas in the brown that should be designated as rural living the next step up.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if they had to do this.

Mr. Loosli said no.

Mr. Nedrow asked if someone wants to change it, can they come in and request for the
change.

Mr. Harrington asked out of rural conservation into rural living.
Mr. Nedrow said yes.

Mr. Loosli asked if they were suggesting that all rural start with rural conservation and
that rural living is a requested change.

Mr. Singleton asked about impact areas around the cities.
Mr. Loosli said that is a different area.

Mr. Nedrow asked if they were already taken care of.
Mr. Loosli said yes.

Mr. Trafton asked if Mr. Loosli was asking for something above and beyond the current
map.

Mr. Loosli explained that on the Preferred Land Use Map, everything that is brown on
the map could be rural conservation or rural living. It is going to get rural conservation;
he was just asking if there is anything on the map that they thought needed to be changed.
Mr. Gerber asked about Marysville.

Mr. Loosli said don’t worry about the yellow yet. We will get to it.

Mr. Nichols said he agreed with Mr. Nedrow that if they want something different they
could come in and request it.

Mr. Hepworth asked if the little areas counted in this. Like Drummond.
Mr. Loosli said that Drummond is a city and it is not affected. The reason it doesn’t look

different is because it has no area of impact, but they are considered a city. Warm River
is the same way. He said there is no reason to invite the growth out there.
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Mr. Davis asked about Twin groves.

Mr. Loosli said that it is also yellow.

Mr. Trafton said he thought it was good the way it is.

Mr. Loosli said everything in rural will be rural conservation and if they want a change
they will have to ask for it. He moved to residential on the preferred map. He asked
what they wanted to make Marysville.

Mr. Davis asked what their population is.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if they were incorporated.

Mr. Loosli said they were not incorporated and said they were in the 51 to 150 for
population and that they had 4/1. He said that they are currently built out at rural
conservation. He said they would want to go up a level or they wouldn’t be able to build
anymore.

Ms. Stegelmeier said rural living in Marysville.

Mr. Loosli he asked if everyone was alright with that. He moved on to Parker and asked
if they wanted rural living for them.

Mr. Nichols said they want an impact agreement.

Mr. Loosli said that they have two that are higher density and two that are not. He said
rural living would probably be the better option.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if everyone was alright with that.

Mr. Trafton asked Mr. Loosli to clarify on the map where he was talking about.

Mr. Hepworth asked if the point was to drive the growth to these areas.

Mr. Loosli said that the cities are not going to turn down growth in the right places. He
talked about Twin Groves and said they are in the improvement area of the city services.
He then said that rural urban transition should be 75/100.

Mr. Hepworth asked if they upped the density of rural urban.

Mrs. Crapo said that this would encourage Twin Groves to come into the city.
Mr. Loosli said yes.

Mrs. Crapo said that they have their own water system, but that they piggy back on the
city’s sewer.
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Mr. Loosli asked what they wanted for Twin Groves.
Mr. Harrington said make it the same rural urban transition.
Mr. Loosli asked about Wilford. He said that they have not built out.

Mr. Davis said rural living in Wilford. He said he didn’t think that they wanted rural
urban transition and if they wanted they could go towards rural village.

Mr. Nichols said when it is less dense there are more weeds and those areas that are more
dense have less weeds.

Mr. Loosli said that is alright, Fremont County is going to spray your weeds and bill you.

Mr. Nichols said that there are some areas we should zones more dense. So that people
can take care of this problem.

Mr. Trafton asked what he was going to see at the next meeting. He asked if they will
have a final draft to discuss. He asked if they would see the old charts and wording for
rural conservation and rural living and new for commercial and industrial.

Mr. Loosli said yes, and explained.

Mr. Harrington asked both verbiage and charts.

Mr. Loosli said yes, and gave the numbers again. He asked about mixed use areas and
they agreed to have it be the under lying zone.

Mr. Trafton asked if as a group could they have one final discussion.
Mr. Loosli asked if they needed to have another meeting.
Mr. Harrington said he thought there should be one more discussion.

Mr. Gerber said he thought that they should go around person by person and say if they
are alright with the new Code.

Mr. Loosli said that there had to be a hearing first. He asked if they wanted to have one
more work meeting or just look at it as a draft and schedule the public hearing. He asked
if they felt that they needed to look at it again as a group.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked how many public meeting there would be.

Mr. Loosli said there would be only one.
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Ms. Stegelmeier said that we should have another work meeting but also have a public
meeting scheduled.

Mr. Trafton asked if they needed to have a public open house.

Mr. Loosli said no. He said they need to give a twenty-one day notice. He said that he
would like sometime to look at this.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked when the public hearing would be.

Mr. Loosli said the 11™ of April would be the soonest. He pointed out that there are still
some areas that he wanted them to look at. An example of one of the things we need to
look at is the permissibility of a second house on a lot. He asked if they wanted to talk
about this at the regular work meeting on March 28"

Discussion on when to have the meeting and decided on March 28, 2011

Mr. Harrington said that he wanted to go over a few things in Chapter 5 before the next
meeting. Page 143, 5.59.050 he asked if this had been changed.

Mr. Loosli said that Mr. Trafton wanted the wording changed for the conservation groups
because they would shy away from this.

Mr. Harrington said if you can’t put an easement on a property then a deed restriction is
the perfect tool.

Mr. Loosli said they were there but due to comments there was a reason for things to
come out.

Mr. Trafton said that the language problem was that the easement needed to be held by an
approved conservation organization. He said there should be other tools there that people
can use.

Mr. Loosli said that this is an easement and you are saying there needs to be a deed
restriction.

Mr. Harrington read from the 5.59.050 and said it needs to have deed restrictions in there.
He moved on to page 123, 5.42 roads. He said that there is nothing in here that says that
roads can’t be moved for development.

Mr. Loosli said that this doesn’t go in this Code it goes on the official road map, which
Fremont County does not have. He talked about Fisherman’s Drive. He said that Mr.
Newkirk is working on an official road map. He talked about roads. He said it is being
worked on but it is for Ms. Vik’s department not ours.

Ms. Stegelmeier asked if they would have to have a public hearing on this.
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Mr. Loosli said yes. He said that the County has to have legal proof they own the road.
He reminded everyone about the meetings on the 28" and the 29" of March.

3. Dismiss

Ms. Stegelmeier adjourned the meeting at 9:16pm.
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