Valley County Planning and Zoning

Phone: 208-382-7115
Fax: 208-382-7119
Email: cherrick@co.valley.id.us

PO Box 1350 ¢ 219 North Main Street
Cascade, ID 83611-1350

STAFF REPORT: C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision — Preliminary Plat
MEETING DATE: March 14, 2024
TO: Planning and Zoning Commission
STAFF: Cynda Herrick, AICP, CFM
Planning and Zoning Director
APPLICANT/ Lake Fork Ranch LLC, c/o Dave Callister
PROPERTY OWNER: 3500 Quail Creek LN, Boise, ID 83714
ATTORNEY: Amy K Holm, Millemann Pemberton & Holm LLP
PO Box 1066, McCall, ID 83638
LAND PLANNER Samantha Hammond, Ardurra Group INC
322 N Broadmore Way, Nampa, ID 83687
LOCATION: North of Spink Lane

43.75 acres of RP17N03E227205 in the SE %4 Section 22, T.17N, R.3E,
Boise Meridian, Valley County, Idaho

SIZE: 43.75 acres
REQUEST: Single-Family Residential Subdivision
EXISTING LAND USE:  Agricultural (Dry Grazing) per Valley County Assessor’s Office

Lake Fork Ranch LLC is requesting a conditional use permit for a residential subdivision on
43.75 acres.

¢ The maximum number of residences would be 40.

o Twenty-two (22) lots would be single-family residential.

¢ Nine (9) lots would be either single-family residential or duplex units. (Lots 23-31).

Lot sizes would range from 1.0 acre to 1.78 acres. The proposed density range is 0.69 to 0.91
residential units per acre.

Common areas, labeled as “C” on the preliminary plat, are also included. These would be used as
common space for residents, snow storage, and private road rights-of-way. A 20-ft landscaping
buffer is proposed along Spink Lane.

Individual septic systems and individual wells are proposed. A water tank and hydrants for fire
suppression are proposed.

A portion of the Mahala Ditch would be piped and moved. The applicant states the site is dry and
has no water rights.

The lots would be accessed by new graveled, private roads from Spink Road, a public road.
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Shared driveways are requested. No direct access to lots from Spink Lane would be allowed. A
gate would be installed where the two roads connect at the north end of the subdivision.

Road right-of-way for Spink Lane would be dedicated to Valley County.

A Wildland Urban Interface Protection Plan has been submitted. The plan states that ail
vegetation treatments must be completed or financially guaranteed prior to recordation of the final
plat; an evacuation plan should be developed; and firewise defensible space guidelines be met
prior to construction of each home.

A draft development agreement was submitted.

A small portion in the northwest corner of the site is within the designated floodplain. Only the
common lot designated as 11C is within the floodplain. Marshy areas in Lots 3-10 would be
designated as “no-build” areas.

FINDINGS:

1.

The required neighborhood meeting was held on December 8, 2023; information is included
in the application.

The application was submitted on January 29, 2024.

Legal notice was posted in the Star News on February 22, 2024, and February 29, 2024.
Potentially affected agencies were notified on February 13, 2024. Property owners within 300
feet of the entire property owned by the applicant were notified by fact sheet sent February 14,
2024. The site was posted on February 29, 2024. The notice and application were posted
online at www.co.valley.id.us on February 13, 2024.

4. Agency comment received:

Jeff McFadden, Valley County Road Superintendent, stated County-maintained roads that
would see increased traffic are Spink Lane and Farm to Market Road. It is expected that
transportation services would be impacted by increased traffic. He recommends the
dedication of 35-ft right-of-way to the public and the mitigation of impacts by negotiating with
developer payment of road improvement costs attributable to traffic generated by the
proposed development. Recommendations that are agreeable to the developer should be
memorialized in a future voluntary development agreement negotiated between the Board of
County Commissioners, the Road Department, and development owner. (March 4, 2024)

Mike Reno, Central District Health, stated an application has been submitted and test holes
conducted. The applicant is currently conducting spring ground water monitoring. (Feb. 13,
2024)

Jess Ellis, Donnelly Fire Marshal, listed requirements for roads, fire flow, fire hydrants, and
addressing. (Feb. 27, 2024)

Kenneth Dodd, PD, Parametrix and Valley County Engineer, listed requirements and required
modifications. The piping and rerouting of the Mahala Ditch may require approval of the U.S.
Corps of Engineers under the federal Clean Water Act; a federal 404 permit may be required.
(March 5, 2024)
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5.

Kelly Copperi, Valley County Communications Supervisor, commented on road names.
Approved road names are River Fork Ranch, River Fork Meadows, and Meadowbrook.
(Jan. 9, 2024; Jan. 11, 2024)

Rebecca Goehring, Idaho Department of Environmental Quality Water Quality Analyst, sent
Idaho State Statute Section 39-126 Duties of State and Local Units of Government. This
states that the entity [County] issuing a permit or license shall take into account the effect the
permitted or licensed activity will have on the ground water quality of the state and it may
attach conditions to the permit or license in order to mitigate potential or actual adverse
effects from the permitted or licensed activity on the ground water quality of the state. (Feb.
14, 2024) [Staff Comment: read on in the statute.]

Public comment received:

In Opposition —~ Reasons Given Include:

Conflicts with the Valley County Comprehensive Plan that “encourages new development in
or near the existing cities and communities.”

Too dense for rural area; much denser than the surrounding area and is not compatible with
neighboring land uses of agriculture and large parcels.

Potential domino effect of new center of development between Lake Fork and Donnelly,
leading to conversion of agricultural lands to more residential subdivisions in valley floor
outside of impact areas.

Application does not adequately describe nor provide satisfactory mitigation of potential
environmental, economic, and social impacts of the conditional use permit (VCC 9-5-3)

Too dense without central water and sewer infrastructure, particularly the proposed duplex lots.
Multiple small septic systems and multiple wells drilled in a tiny footprint will endanger the
current water table, existing well owners, and water quality of Lake Fork Creek.

Public records indicated that Central District Health staff encouraged development of
community well/septic at these lot sizes. Community septic and water are appropriate.

The application fails to acknowledge groundwater impacts. Abutting property owners to the
east are at a higher elevation and risk having their wells affected. By relying on individual
groundwater wells for each lot, 43 acres of dry grazing land without water rights would be
converted to 15 acres of potential irrigation with installation of individual wells. This scale of
groundwater well installation may cause reduced water availability or elimination of other
wells and springs.

Lots 3-10 show septic fields right up to the high-water level for Lake Fork Creek which will
negatively impact water quality. Will a home fit on Lot 22 with the ditch easement and
septic/well separation requirements.

Impact to Mahala irrigation ditch, maintenance of the ditch, and downstream water quality.
High water levels on property and adjacent property.

Spink Lane and the Highway 55 intersection are inadequate and dangerous. Turn lanes are
needed.

Negative impacts to law enforcement, fire, and emergency medical services, utilities,
roadways, and the school system.

Records on file with Central District Health show preliminary plans and surveys by this
developer for about 100 lots on abutting property; this was not disclosed during neighborhood
meeting. The additional lots will exacerbate the negative impacts.

The application fails to illustrate how the proposed development conforms with the
Comprehensive Plan’s goals to protect fish and wildlife. Negative impacts to wildlife and
birds, particularly elk and deer crossing Highway 55 near Spink Lane and Lake Fork Creek
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and calving/fawning areas. The sample fencing photo in the application does not appear to
be wildlife friendly.

Degradation of filtering wetlands and riparian habitat along a stream currently not meeting
Cold Water Aquatic Life designated beneficial use.

Although the property is currently 85% wooded, development will require removal of most of
the wooded area.

Will be property for vacation homes, not worker housing.

Valley County Ordinance does not guarantee maximum profit or allow unlimited
development. Denial is appropriate and still leaves the applicant with the ability to make a
profit by managing or reselling the land as agricultural/open space or through reconfiguring a
proposal more compatible with the rural character and appropriately mitigating negative
impacts.

Opposition to short-term rentals.

The proposed project does not meet Valley County Code 9-5H-7.

Incorrect information and inconsistencies in the application, including past grazing use and
wetlands.

The application does not address particulate emissions to the air, does not address
agricultural, housing affordability, and the impact report is incomplete.

Bilt and Barbi Burke, 13605 Farm to Market RD, March 2, 2024

Cynthia Heiney, 13643 Morris Ranch RD

Miles S. Miller and Dr. Vicki L. Miller, 13541 Farm to Market Road, March 4, 2024
Marshall Haynes and Peggy McMillen, 13607 Farm to Market Road, March 5, 2024
Patsy Kelly, 13629 Farm to Market Road, March 5, 2024

Larry V. Dolsby, March 5, 2024

David and Cindy Squires, owners of 30 Spink Lane, March 5, 2024

Lannea Latreille, 13640 Morris Ranch RD, March 5, 2024

Jonathan Rentzsch, March 6, 2024

Kathleen Trever and Tom Peppersack, 28 Spink Lane, March 5, 2024

Lenard D. Long representing Friends of Lake Cascade, March 5, 2024

Diana and Barry Bryant, 32 Coho Lane, March 5, 2024

Peter G. Miller, 13643 Morris Ranch RD, March 6, 2024

Tami Parkinson, March 6, 2024

Galen Shaver and Judy Anderson, Lake Fork, March 6, 2024

Chuck Seubert, Morris Ranch RD, March 6, 2024

Jacqueline N. Walton representing Harry Bettis, March 6, 2024

Physical characteristics of the site: The ground is relatively flat; the northwest portion of the
site slopes down towards Lake Fork Creek. The site
has some open meadows and is approximately 85%
forested, primarily with lodgepole.

The surrounding land use and zoning includes:

North: Agricultural (Dry Grazing) and a Single-Family Residence — Property is owned by
Applicant

South: Single-Family Residential Parcel and Agricultural (Irrigated Grazing)

East: Agricultural (Irrigated Grazing)

West: Single-Family Residential Parcels
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8. Valley County Code (Title 9): In Table 9-3-1, this proposal is categorized under:
e 2. Residential Uses (c) Subdivision for singie-family subdivision.
e 2. Residential Uses (g) Subdivision for muiti-family subdivision.

Review of Title 9 - Chapter 5 Conditional Uses and Title 10 Subdivision Regulations should
be done.

TITLE 9 LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT

9-5-3: STANDARDS:
B. Setbacks:
1. Structures Exceeding Three Feet In Height: The setbacks for all structures exceeding three feet
(3') in height are specified herein under the site and development standards for the specific use.
2. Highway 55: All structures shall be set back one hundred feet (100') from the right of way line of
Highway 55 unless a more restrictive setback is required within other sections of this title.
3. High Water Line; All residential buildings shall be set back at least thirty feet (30') from high water
lines. All other buildings shall be set back at least one hundred feet (100" from high water lines.
6. Measurement: All building setbacks shall be measured horizontally, on a perpendicular to the
property line, to the nearest corner or face of the building including eaves, projections, or
overhangs.

9-5A-1: GRADING:

A. Permit Required: Grading to prepare a site for a conditional use or grading, vegetation removal,
construction or other activity that has any impact on the subject land or on adjoining properties is a
conditional use. A conditional use permit is required prior to the start of such an activity.

D. Wetlands: Grading or disturbance of wetlands is subject to approval of the U.S. corps of engineers
under the federal clean water act. The federal permit, if required, shall be part of the conditional use
permit.

E. Site Grading Plan:

1. The conditional use permit application shall include a site grading plan, or preliminary site grading
plan for subdivisions, clearly showing the existing site topography and the proposed final grades
with elevations or contour lines and specifications for materials and their placement as necessary to
complete the work. The plan shall demonstrate compliance with best management practices for
surface water management for permanent management and the methods that will be used during
construction to control or prevent the erosion, mass movement, siltation, sedimentation, and
blowing of dirt and debris caused by grading, excavation, open cuts, side slopes, and other site
preparation and development. The plan shall be subject to review of the county engineer and the
soil conservation district. The information received from the county engineer, the soil conservation
district, and other agencies regarding the site grading plan shall be considered by the planning and
zoning commission and/or the board of county commissioners in preparing the conditions of
approval or reasons for denial of the applications.

2. For subdivisions, preliminary site grading plans and stormwater management plans must be
presented for review and approval by the commission as part of the conditionai use permit
application. However, prior to construction of the infrastructure, excavation, or recordation of the
finai plat, the final plans must be approved by the county engineer.

F. Land Surfaces Not Used For Roads, Buildings And Parking: All land surfaces not used for roads,
buildings and parking shall be covered either by natural vegetation, other natural and undisturbed
open space, or landscaping.

G. Stormwater Management Plan: Prior to issuance of building permits, the administrator must receive a
certification from the developer's engineer verifying that the stormwater management plan has been
implemented according to approved plans.
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9-5A-2: ROADS AND DRIVEWAYS:

B. Access Roads Or Driveways: Residential developments, civic or community service uses, and
commercial uses shall have at least two (2) access roads or driveways to a public street wherever
practicable.

C. Private Roads; Private roads shall meet the provisions of the Valley County subdivision ordinance
and any policies adopted by the board of county commissioners.

9-5A-5: FENCING:

F. Conditional Use Adjoins Agricultural Uses: Where a conditional use adjoins an agricultural use where
animal grazing is known to occur for more than thirty (30) consecutive days per year, the permittee
shall cause a fence to be constructed so as to prevent the animals from entering the use area. The
permittee shall provide for the maintenance of said fence through covenants, association documents,
agreement(s) with the adjoining owner(s), or other form acceptable to the commission prior to
approval of the permit so that there is reasonable assurance that the fence will be maintained in
functional condition so long as the conflicting uses continue.

G. Obstruction Of Vision: Sight obscuring fences, hedges, walls, latticework, or screens shall not be
constructed in such a manner that vision necessary for safe operation of motor vehicles or bicycles
on or entering public roadways is obstructed.

9-5A-6: UTILITIES:

A. Direct Access Required: All lots or parcels, for or within conditional uses, shall be provided, or shall
have direct access to, utility services including telephone, electrical power, water supply, and sewage
disposal.

C. Probability Of Water Supply: Probability of water supply, as referred to in subsection A of this section,
can be shown by well logs in the general area or by a determination of a professional engineer,
hydrologist, or soil scientist.

D. Individual Septic Systems: If individual septic systems are proposed to show compliance with sewage
disposal requirements in subsection A of this section, sanitary restrictions must be lifted on every lot
prior to recordation unless it is designated as a lot where a building permit wiil never be issued for a
residential unit, such as pasture lot, common area, open space, or a no build iot.

E. Easements Or Rights Of Way: Easements or rights of way shall be set aside or dedicated for the
construction and maintenance of utilities in accordance with the provisions of the subdivision
ordinance.

F. Utility Pian: A utility plan showing the schedule of construction or installation of proposed utilities shall
be a part of the conditional use permit.

9-5B-2: LIGHTING

9-5B-4: EMISSIONS:
C. Wood Burning Devices: Wood burning devices shall be limited to one per site. Wood burning devices
shall be certified for low emissions in accordance with EPA standards.

9-5C-2: MINIMUM LOT AREA:
B. New Subdivisions:
1. Single-Family Residences: New subdivisions for single-family residences shall provide the
following minimum lot sizes:
a. One acre where individual sewage disposal systems and individual wells are proposed.

C. Frontage On Public Or Private Road: Frontage on a public or private road shall not be less than thirty
feet (30") for each lot or parcel. The lot width at the front building setback line shail not be less than
ninety feet (90").

9-5C-6: DENSITY:
A. The density of any residentiali development or use requiring a conditional use permit shall not exceed
two and one-half (2.5) dwelling units per acre, except for planned unit developments or long-term
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placed on the face of the plat that states: "Utilities have not been installed at the time of recordation of
this plat".

E. Connection To Public Road Required: The county shall not accept any new subdivision unless the
streets within the subdivision, whether public or private, are connected directly to an existing public
road. In the event the subdivision is not connected to a public road with an approved minimum
standard as determined by the Valley County Road Director, then the subdivider shall construct, or
guarantee the construction as provided by this title, a connector road to county standards, either
private roads or public roads, which shall provide access to the subdivision. All subdivisions shall be
required to be accessed by a road system that meets the minimum standard as determined by the
Vailey County Road Director. When access has historically been provided through the subdivision to
other ownerships, the subdivider shall provide for continuation of the pubilic right of way.

CHAPTER 7 WILDLAND URBAN INTERFACE FIRE PROTECTION PLAN

10-7-4: SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS:

A. General: All developers of proposed subdivisions shall provide a wildland urban interface fire
protection plan (the plan) for review and approval by the planning and zoning commission with their
preliminary plat application or planned unit development submittal.

B. Content: The plan shall be based upon a site specific wildfire risk assessment that includes
consideration of location, topography, aspect, flammable vegetation, climatic conditions and fire
history. The pian shall address water supply, access, fire protection systems and equipment,
defensible space, and vegetation management.

1. Preparation: The pian shall be developed by a "professional” (see definition in section 1{-7-2 of
this chapter). Professionals can be prequalified by the commission and a list will be maintained at
the Valley County planning and zoning office.

3. Submittal, Implementation And Verification:

a. The plan shall be submitted with the preliminary piat application to the Valley County planning
and zoning office.

b. Planned mitigation work must be completed or financially guaranteed prior to the recordation
of the final plat. A schedule for the phased completion of mitigation work may be approved in
conjunction with recordation of final plats.

c. Verification of completed implementation of mitigation actions will be the responsibility of the
jurisdictional structural fire district. Where no structural fire district exists, the Valley County
sheriff shall appoint a county representative.

4. Exceptions: Proposed administrative plats of less than five (5) lots and proposed subdivisions
with lands less than twenty percent (20%) "forested" (see definition in section 10-7-2 of this
chapter) are exempt from the professional requirement. For proposed subdivisions fitting these
descriptions, the developer may complete the plan (see the fire protection form). The plan for an
administrative plat can be approved by the administrator upon receiving an approval letter from
the fire district.

5. Cost: The cost and implementation of the plan preparation shall be the responsibility of the
applicant.

6. Plan Retention: The approved plan shall be retained at the Valiey County pianning and zoning
office and the jurisdictional fire district or designated agency where no fire district exists.

SUMMARY:
Staff's compatibility rating is a +16.

The Planning and Zoning Commission should do their own compatibility rating prior to
the meeting (form with directions attached).
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STAFF COMMENTS / QUESTIONS:

1.

This site is within the Donnelly Fire District. It is not within an irrigation district nor a herd
district.

The Mahala Ditch crosses the property. Has the Mahala Ditch Irrigation District reviewed
the proposal to move and pipe the ditch? Is there an access and maintenance easement for
this section of ditch? Notice was sent to Harry Bettis.

What is the use of the common lots? Where is the access to Lot 11C?

4. Shared Driveway Maintenance Agreements will be required and must be constructed prior

to recordation of the plat or in coordination with road construction prior to issuance of
building permits.

Must bury conduit for fiber optics with utilities. This must be included in the Declaration of
Utilities.

6. Wetlands are shown on Valley County PZ GIS maps. Has a wetland delineation been done?

7. What improvements are you proposing for Spink LN?

8. What is your timeline on implementation of the Wildland Urban Interface Fire Protection

Plan?

ATTACHMENTS:

Proposed Conditions of Approval

Blank Compatibility Evaluation and Instructions
Compatibility Evaluation by Staff
Vicinity Map

Aerial Map

Floodplain Map

Assessor Plat — T.17N R.3E Section 22
Photos taken February 29, 2024
Proposed Preliminary Plat

Responses

Septic System Handout

Proposed Conditions of Approval

1.

2.

The application, the staff report, and the provisions of the Land Use and Development
Ordinance are all made a part of this permit as if written in full herein. Any violation of
any portion of the permit will be subject to enforcement and penalties in accordance with
Title 9-2-5; and, may include revocation or suspension of the conditional use permit.

Any change in the nature or scope of land use activities shall require an additional
Conditional Use Permit.

3. The issuance of this permit and these conditions will not relieve the applicant from
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complying with applicable County, State, or Federal laws or regulations or be construed as
permission to operate in violation of any statute or regulations. Violation of these laws,
regulations or rules may be grounds for revocation of the Conditional Use Permit or grounds
for suspension of the Conditional Use Permit.

4. The final plat shall be recorded within two years, or this permit will be null and void.

Sanitary Restrictions must be removed by Central District Health prior to recording the final
plat.

A site grading/stormwater management plan must be approved by the Valley County
Engineer prior to construction of the roads or installation of utilities.

7. A letter of approval is required from Donnelly Fire District.

8. The water tank and hydrants for fire suppression shall be shown on the final plat.

9. All easements shall be shown on the final plat.

11.
12.
13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

. Written approval of the Mahala Ditch owner to relocate or place the ditch in buried pipe is

required.

A Declaration of Installation of Utilities shall be recorded and noted on the face of the plat.
Must bury conduit for fiber optics with utilities.

A Declaration of Private Roads shall be recorded and noted on the face of the plat.

A shared-driveway maintenance agreement shall be recorded and noted on the face of the
plat. Shared driveways shall be constructed prior to recordation of the plat.

The Wildiand Urban Interface Protection Plan shall be recorded and noted on the face of the
plat.

CCR's should address lighting; noxious weeds; septic maintenance; wildfire prevention;
firewise wildland urban interface landscaping requirements; fertilizer, herbicide, and
pesticide use; maintenance of the landscape buffer; maintenance of the water tank and
hydrant system; and limit each lot to one wood-burning device.

Shall place addressing numbers at the residences and at the driveway entrance if the house
numbers are not visible from the road.

Must have a fencing plan with neighboring properties if they run livestock for over 30 days
per year.

The following notes shall be placed in the notes on the face of the final plat:

¢ “The Valley County Board of Commissioners have the sole discretion to set the level
of service for any public road; the level of service can be changed.”

¢ “All lighting must comply with the Valley County Lighting Ordinance.”
¢ “Only one wood burning device per lot.”

¢ “Surrounding land uses are subject to change.”

END OF STAFF REPORT
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Compatibility Questions and Evaluation

Matrix Line # / Use: Prepared by:
Response
- YES/NO X Value Use Matrix Values:
(+2/-2) X 4 1. Is the proposed use compatible with the dominant adjacent land use?

2, Is the proposed use compatible with the other adjacent land uses (total and
(+2/-2) - X 2 average)?

3. Is the proposed use generally compatible with the overall land use in the local '
(+2/-2) X 1 vicinity?

Site Specific Evaluation (Impacts and Proposed Mitigation)

4. Is the property large enough, does the existence of wooded area, or does the

lay of the land help to minimize any potential impacts the proposed use may
(+2/-2) X 3 have on adjacent uses?

(+2/-2) X 1 Is the size or scale of proposed lots and/or structures similar to adjacent ones?

6. Is the traffic volume and character to be generated by the proposed use similar
to the uses on properties that will be affected by proximity to parking lots, on-
(+2/-2) X2 site roads, or access roads?

7. Is the potential impact on adjacent properties due to the consuming or
(+2/-2) X 2 emission of any resource or substance compatible with that of existing uses?

8. Is the proposed use compatible with the abilities of public agencies to provide
service or of public facilities to accommodate the proposed use demands on

utifities, fire and police protection, schools, roads, traffic control, parks, and
(+2/-2) X 2 open areas?

8. Is the proposed use cost effective when comparing the cost for providing
public services and improving public facilities to the increases in public
(+2/-2) X 2 revenue from the improved property?

Sub-Total (+)
Sub-Total (-)
Total Score

The resulting values for each questions shall be totaled so that each land use and development proposal
receives a single final score.



9-11-1: APPENDIX A, COMPATIBILITY EVALUATION:

A. General: One of the primary functions of traditional zoning is to classify land uses so that those which are not fully

B.

C.

D.

compatible or congruous can be geographically separated from each other. The county has opted to substitute
traditional zoning with a multiple use concept in which there is no separation of land uses. Proposed incompatible
uses may adversely affect existing uses, people, or lands in numerous ways: noise, odors, creation of hazards, view,
water contamination, loss of needed or desired resources, property values, or infringe on a desired lifestyle. To
ensure that the county can continue to grow and develop without causing such land use problems and conflicts, a
mechanism designed to identify and discourage land use proposals which will be incompatible at particular jocations
has been devised. The compatibility evaluation of all conditional uses also provides for evaluations in a manner
which is both systematic and consistent.

Purpose; Use:

1. The compatibility rating is to be used as a tool to assist in the determination of compatibility. The compatibility
rating is not the sole deciding factor in the approval or denial of any application.

2. Staff prepares a preliminary compatibility rating for conditional use permits, except for conditional use permits for
PUDs. The commission reviews the compatibility rating and may change any value.

General Evaluation: Completing the compatibility questions and evaluation {form):

1. All evaluations shall be made as objectively as possible by assignment of points for each of a series of questions.
Points shall be assigned as follows:

Plus 2 - assigned for full compatibility (adjacency encouraged).

Plus 1 - assigned for partial compatibility (adjacency not necessarily encouraged).
0 - assigned if not applicable or neutral.

Minus 1 - assigned for minimal compatibility (adjacency not discouraged).

Minus 2 - assigned for no compatibility (adjacency not acceptable).

2. Each response value shall be muitiplied by some number, which indicates how important that particular response
is relative to all the others. Multipliers shali be any of the following:

x4 - indicates major relative importance.
x3 - indicates above average relative importance,
x2 - indicates below average relative importance.
x1 - indicates minor relative importance.

Matrix - Questions 1 Through 3: The following matrix shall be utilized, wherever practical, to determine response
values for questions one through three (3). Uses classified and listed in the left hand column and across the top of
the matrix represent possible proposed, adjacent, or vicinity land uses. Each box indicates the extent of compatibility
between any two (2) intersecting uses. These numbers should not be changed from proposal to proposal, except

where distinctive uses arise which may present unique compatibility considerations. The commission shall determine
whether or not there is a unique consideration.

E. Terms:

F.

DOMINANT ADJACENT LAND USE: Any use which is within three hundred feet (300") of the use boundary being
proposed; and

1. Comprises at least one-half (1/2) of the adjacent uses and one-fourth (1/4) of the total adjacent area; or

2. Where two (2) or more uses compete equally in number and are more frequent than all the other uses, the one
with the greatest amount of acreage is the dominant land use; or

3. In all other situations, no dominant fand use exists. When this occurs, the response value shall be zero.

LOCAL VICINITY: Land uses within a one to three (3) mile radius. The various uses therein should be identified
and averaged to determine the overall use of the land.

Questions 4 Through 9:

1. In determining the response values for questions 4 through 9, the evaluators shall consider the information
contained in the application, the goals and objectives of the comprehensive plan, the provisions of this title and

related ordinances, information gained from an actuat inspection of the site, and information gathered by the
staff.

2. The evaluator or commission shall also consider proposed mitigation of the determined impacts. Adequacy of the
mitigation will be a factor.



Z+ SV STUVNOS arios IHL ILVY

€7 (4 RS2 +izjr-jecjr- I+ |1+ THIF I eH T | T- il [ (A4 ‘aNI 4ILXH €T .
[<A KAZ I+ clejrjecinr I-i1I- A8 Ao B ol kA4 K- K4 ol ol Kol Kol K T o ‘ANI AAVAH T mm
1+ |1+ rad rad taa hoa kas i o 1 I+ 1+ I+ T T I+ 'ANIIHOIT 12 | °F
1oz i+l e |+ I+iZ+H 1+ 1+ e+ il i+ -y 1- I+i1+ .~+. I+l 2+ [Ad sna OFd 02
6L|T- T |z+| |1+ |-+ T+ T I I+ I+ - o L4 'SNG VIV 6L - |
Izl |1+ X3 kTS I+ |2+ T+ N+ F2a kA3 I+ ﬂ.?., 1+ 1+ diadiagd hadhe w+ I- ‘SNd "‘A¥dS ‘8L - m m
MEEREBEEE EBEEREREEEEE GGG SN IONFAIST LI g
oGLiL-}1I-jT+ +Hje+H|TH] I+ <+ T lIH] I+ LH I+ T I+ [T+ I+ T+ 1+ I I- ‘sNd AOOHYOHHDIIN 91 =
, — .
SL{t+|1- 2+ ||z I+ G EEEEEELG (NOD) DFI'ARId SL |-
AR AR GRS il -] (e e ] (430 DI AR PL
eLjzH ||| ]| ]| -1 R EEREEEIEEEE INV1d IMS 10 TIHANVT "€l m
A8 R hod ko B BT B2 B2 00 RO AN RRS RO N A% 3 K43 K4 2 B A A ad I 13 R o B K AYILANED 7L ”m 0
IS I I IS A I IS R E B EE R R DRIOMENd 1L |5 w
orjz+izr|1+]| N+l |+ || frfe] (el ] (R e [ (I'€-V1) "ILLN Orignd. o1 mm
6 [T [T [1+] - [1+][1+]|1+|1+ - | 1- AR HEBREEE R LAODOLVE 6 |
g8|1-|z |+ - |1+ |+ [+ |2+ -|1- e+ +H I+ |z [ avHTI ¥ ONAd 194 '8 m
* -
LT |T |1+ - I+ T+ 1+ - j1+} T I+ 1+ TF|TH T+ [+] 1+ rAd sand 4
9T T |1+ +Hi- I+ 1+ ]I+ I-j1+ T ] I (44 CHITH] ] 1+ F A . TI’NOSIAIQENS 9 :
S|z |z [+ I+ --|1+ AIBIENEEENEEEE B - W IONAISTE. S | m
vz |+ H{ -1+ |1+ 1+ - {1+ ARSI IS RS - MV AN 10 HIW E; wm m
ElT T ] |TH]T- I+ T+ |1+ -+ |t I+ I+ 1+ 1+ (44} 1- "I'S'NOISIAIQENS € -
ClT T+ i+ —_. I+jI+ 1+ -1+ CHHTH - T+ I+ I+ I+ I+ ] T+ [Ad s .muaemmm T
|9 FAS Fad 1 S T. FAl B A YA N o -1+ T IH] TH] )1+ (4 ‘N.. ¢l .N+ "TVANLINDORNOV .HA.
e GZi6LiBLILL IO SLiyt CLICLITIL|OL} 6 | 8 FA o slylele L gpue ‘Z ‘L SNOLLSANO
ONLLYY O XTHLVIN :

|V XIANZLAY
























\O . N& AAME

nete 133084
V707 ‘T katworr 3ivE

ararsens = e

L)
wotlNaste

llllll e omea 26126 3.26.22.088 ~ WA MDY o TeH N 9800 45
T NUORJE T T T g T e T T e e s e
3

I

82 Qe 52K T S10Y

DIILLINGD LTNER Artin
213074 orv SERITIES 3NN

¥ ARAR 0L KEIARR) RUVARLY

|

EROCYR 04 HIAN

i
y

SNOISNINIA 1O
NOISINIAEGNS HONVY MHOd "IN
H04 LVd AUYNINTNG

\
-
2k 18
£ll 3 3
alf L ]
B ¢ :
gy '8

saudvare
1

LBVCR Oy CE Y astend
404 BRDWOONE N 28
TS Az RGOy

VHNady
N

T — e s e G

4

—_ ) A
= »//// /4 H H

td«
/4. a e e s
g el § .
Pyl -ZZBEL LASELO0N
0, or !

on

ALV I U 0 VY

RONLGPOTI
SNOISIARE

g P T

Aoy { 3A2r0%98 §s0e0se | viser | Doces 12 hU.m; - — o irr—
S13518 m Hli wonis | cevia | viia |t | s | T e
mmmmr 312 W F1ev1 3aum
HHHEHREUD
3 8] 81

OBLEIHOYNC ATLORLS St VHENCYY 40 NOISSHNYTd NILLHAM DIDFdS LNOHLM SINZINOD S41 5O INSMNYULSNI SIHL 40 NOUYIIACON NO 35N NOLLONCONAIY ANY YHENCUY J0 ALYZ0UG FHL 81 INSWNMISNI SIHL 0N ‘dNOYD YHENOYY 3202




Valley County Road & Bridge PO Box 672* Cascade, Idaho 83611

Jeff McFadden imcfadden@co.valley.id.us
Superintendent Office * (208)382-7195
Fax *(208)382-7198

C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision March 4, 2024

The Valley. County Road Dept. was asked to review this CUP and provide
comments related to the anticipated impact on the local roads that will be utilized for accessing
the proposed subdivision. CUP 24-02 is a preliminary plat submitted by Lake Fork Ranch LLC
seeking approval of 31 residential lots, and common area.

County maintained roads that will see increased traffic by the addition of the proposed
development if the plat is approved include Spink Lane and Farm to Market Road. it is expected
that transportation services including all season road maintenance, road resurfacing, road
rebuilds provided by Valley County Road Dept. will be impacted by the increased traffic.

» Recommendation (1): Dedication of 35' right-of-way to the public for property owned by
the owner immediately adjacent to Spink Lane. Prior to final plat, the developer agrees to
provide an appraisal for the value of the ROW along with a legal description and warranty
deed to be recorded with the Valley County clerk.

» Recommendation (2): Mitigate impacts to transportation services on those roads
identified above by negotiating with developer payment of road improvement costs
attributable to traffic generated by proposed development. The value of the developers
proportionate share may be determined by several methods: (1) reference 2023
Improvement Program cost comparisons for the Paddy Flat improvement area with a
predetermined cost per lot contribution by developer; (2) engage a qualified engineering
firm to conduct a traffic study based on proposed development to provide
recommendation for proportionate share to be attributed to the developer; (3) negotiate
in-kind construction credits for immediate road improvements needs that can be
mitigated by developer.

Any or all the above recommendations that are agreeable to the developer should be
memorialized in a future voluntary development agreement negotiated between the Valley
County Board of County Commissioners, Valley County Road Dept. and development owner
identifying the value of road improvement costs contributed.

Valley County Road Superintendent

Jeff McFadden
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Donnelly Rural Fire Protection District

P.O. Box 1178 Donnelly, Idaho 83615
208-325-8619 Fax 208-325-5081

February 27, 2024

Valley County Planning & Zoning Commission
P.O. Box 1350
Cascade, Idaho 83611

RE: C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision — Preliminary Plat
After review, the Donnelly Rural Fire Protection District will require the following.

o All fire apparatus access roads shall be built to Valley County Road Department
standards or Section 503.2 IFC 2018

o Section 503.2.1 IFC 2018 Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed
width of not less than 20 feet exclusive of shoulders, except for approved security
gates in accordance with Section 503.6 IFC 2018 and an unobstructed vertical
clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches

o Section 503.4 IFC 2018 Fire apparatus access roads shall not be obstructed in any
manner including the parking of vehicles, minimum widths and clearances
established in Sections 503.2.1 and 503.2.2 IFC 2018 shall be maintained at all
times

o Section 503.4.1 IFC 2018 Traffic calming devices shall be prohibited unless
approved by the fire code official

e Section D107.1 IFC 2018 developments of one- or two- family dwellings where
the number of dwellings exceeds 30 shall be provided with two separate and
approved fire apparatus access roads

o Section D107.2 IFC 2018 Where two fire apparatus roads are required, they shall
be placed a distance apart equal to, and not less than one-half of the length of the
maximum overall diagonal dimension of the property or area to be served. This is
measured in a straight line between accesses

o All roads shall be inspected and approved by the DRFPD personnel prior to final
plat

o Section 507.1 IFC 2018 An approved water supply capable of supplying the
required fire flow for fire protection shall be provided to the premises upon which
facilities, buildings or portions of buildings are hereafter constructed or moved
into or within the jurisdiction

* In accordance with Section 507.2.1 IFC 2018 Private fire service mains and
appurtenances shall be installed in accordance with NFPA 24



o Section 913.1 IFC 2018 Where provided, fire pumps shall be installed in
accordance with this section and NFPA 20

o The required water supply for this development shall be a fire hydrant system. All
fire hydrants shall have 5 inch Storz connector installed on the hydrant. Fire
hydrants shall be placed every 400 to 600 feet, depending on occupancy
classification and capable of providing adequate flow. Redundant power supply
and redundant fire pump shall be required

¢ An engineered drawing of the water system complete with hydrant locations shall
be submitted to the Donnelly Rural Fire Protection District for review prior to
construction. All fire hydrants shall be installed in accordance with Section
C102.1 IFC 2018

e The required fire flow for single family dwellings shall be a minimum of 1125
gallons per minute with duration of not less than two hours. The fire flow
requirement for commercial non-sprinklered buildings shall be based on Table
B150.2 IFC 2018 The minimum fire flow requirement for commercial
sprinklered facility shall be not less than 1500 gallons per minute for a duration of
not less than two hours

e All hydrants shall be flow tested prior to final plat

¢ In accordance with Section 501.5 IFC 2018 Where fire apparatus access roads or
a water supply for fire protection are required to be installed, such protection shall
be installed and made serviceable prior to and during the time of construction
except where approved alternative methods of protection are provided. Temporary
street signs shall be installed at each street intersection where construction of new
roadways allows passage by vehicles in accordance with Section 505.2 IFC 2018

e Section 503.7.5 IFC 2018 all buildings shall have a permanently posted address,
that shall be placed at each driveway entrance and be visible from both directions
of travel along the road. In all cases, the address shall be posted at the beginning
of construction and maintained thereafter

Please call 208-325-8619 with any questions.

Jess Ellis
/ r

Fire Marshal
Donnelly Fire Department






ParametriXx Cynda Herrick, AICP, CFM
March 5, 2024
Page 2

Old Business:

1. P.U.D. 23-02 MacGregor Townsite and C.U.P 23-52 Phase 1 - Preliminary Plat

As indicated in the previous review, detailed site grading and drainage plans and drainage
design documentation for the site improvements are required for review and approval by
Valley County. Additional stormwater resulting from site improvements will need to be
retained on site. Appropriate temporary and permanent best management practices (BMPs)
and erosion control measures are required to protect adjacent properties, waterways, and
roadway ditches for each phase of the site development.

The primary concern with the requested 50’ ROW and 24’ pavement section with 2 rolled
curb and gutter is that there is no room for parking. Parking on the local roads will need to be
restricted. It appears that adequate space is being provided for utilities and snow storage.

Please contact me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,

Parametrix

Yk L

Kenneth M Dodd, PE

cc: Project File






¢ Meadowbrook Avenue
¢ Meadow Lane

Thank you @

Samantha Hammond

Land Use Planner

0: (208) 323-2288

2471 S. Titanium Place, Meridian, Idaho, 83642

From: Lori Hunter <lhunter@co.valley.id.us>
Sent: Tuesday, January 9, 2024 2:15 PM

To: Samantha Hammond

Cc: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>
Subject: Re: Subdivision Name/Street Names

These street names have been approved by Valley County Dispatch. | will add them to my
list of proposed names.

Lori Hunter

Valley County Planning & Zoning Planner II
208-382-7115

219 N. Main Street » P.O. Box 1350
Cascade, ID 83611

Service Transparent Accauntable Respansive
From: Samantha Hammond

Sent: Tuesday, January 9, 2024 12:30 PM
To: Lori Hunter <lhunter@co.valley.id.us>
Cc: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>
Subject: RE: Subdivision Name/Street Names

Good afternoon, Lori-
Are the following street names available:
s River Fork Ranch Dr.

e River Fork Meadows

Thank you,



Proposed road names

Kelly Copperi <ktaylor@co.valley.id.us>
Tue 1/9/2024 1:58 PM

To:Lori Hunter <lhunter@co.valley.id.us>;Laurie Frederick <Ifrederick@co.valley.id.us>

I'm good with those. ©

Sgt. Kelly Copperi

Valley County Sheriff's Office
Communications Supervisor
Office: 208-382-5160

Cell: 208-630-3566

From: Lori Hunter <lhunter@co.valley.id.us>

Sent: Tuesday, January 9, 2024 13:28

To: Kelly Copperi <ktaylor@co.valley.id.us>; Laurie Frederick <lfrederick@co.valley.id.us>
Subject: Proposed road names

We have 2 proposed road names for a possible subdivision (no application yet). Your
thoughts?

Possible subdivision name = River Fork Ranch
s River Fork Ranch Drive
s River Fork Meadows ...

Lori Hunter

Valley County Planning & Zoning Planner II
208-382-7115

219 N. Main Street ¢ P.O. Box 1350
Cascade, ID 83611

Service Transparent Accountable Responsive












Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to permit cities,
counties or other political subdivisions of the state to regulate ground
water quality with respect to any activity for which another statute or
other statutes may have expressly or impliedly preempted such local ground
water quality regulation.

History:

[39~-126, added 1989, ch. 421, sec. 2, p. 1032; am. 2000, ch. 132, sec.

31, p. 340.]

How current is this law?



Comments on C_.U.P. 24-02

From: Bill Burke

Sent: Saturday, March 2, 2024 12:29 PM

To: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>
Subject: Comments on C.U.P. 24-02

To Valley County,

We have serious concerns about the proposed conditional use permit off of Spink Lane.
First and foremost being the density of the proposed residential lots, which is slightly
preposterous to consider without central water and sewer infrastructure in place.
Multiple small septics and multiple wells drilled in such a tiny footprint will not only
endanger the current water table and well owners in the surrounding area, but will
seriously affect the water quality of Lake Fork Creek.

The proposal also directly goes against the current Comprehensive Plan in place for the
surrounding area.

The proposed density and number of residences will also negatively impact the wildlife
in the Lake Fork Creek corridor which is quite substantial, and will add serious traffic
implications and loads on the Spink Lane and Hwy. 55 intersection.

The area proposed also has serious ground water issues already which will negate the
use of septics on much of the ground, as well as making suspect any approvals that are
given without extensive water and soil studies.

There are sound reasons in place that encourage high density projects near developed
townships that have central water and sewer services, as well as storm water
prevention and run-off mitigation in place. Even these are not near delicate fish and
wildlife environs.

I have spent most of my life in the water and wastewater industry, most of it in idaho,
and in Valley Co., seventeen years with Payette Lakes Water and Sewer District, five
years as a wastewater circuit rider for Idaho Rural Water Assn. and five years as a
construction manager for Mountain Waterworks Engineering. | have worked in and on
water and sewer systems all over the mountains of Idaho, | consider this proposal to be
a recipe for disaster.

Bill and Barbi Burke
13605 Farm to Market Road

Sent from my iPad



C.U.P. 24-02 River F ivision - Preliminary Plat
From: Cynthia Heiney

Sent: Friday, March 1, 2024 12:25 PM

To: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>

Subject: C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision - Preliminary Plat

Ms. Herrick,
Please include my comments below in the staff report in regards to the above referenced C.U.P.

1. Dense housing subdivisions that are outside currently incorporated areas are in violation
of the Valley County Comprehensive Plan which "encourages new development in or near
the existing cities and communities”.

2. 40 residences on 43.75 acres (proposed density range .69 to .91 residential units per acre)
is much more dense than the surrounding housing and is not compatible with
neighboring land uses.

3. Large developments like this will put undue stress on our already stressed law
enforcement, fire, and emergency medical services.

4. Records on file with Central District Health show preliminary plans and surveys by this
developer for approximately 100 lots on abutting property. This was NOT discussed
during a neighborhood meeting.

5. The addition of 40 (up to 100) new septic systems in a dense area of land immediately
above Lake Fork Creek and straddling Mahala irrigation ditch will further deteriorate
water quality which eventually drains into Lake Cascade.

6. The addition of 40 (up to 100) new domestic wells in this area will strain and/or draw on
irrigation rights. Abutting property owners to the east of this proposed subdivision are at
a higher elevation and risk having their wells affected.

7. Much of the proposed lots have high ground water levels in spring and some areas may
be designated as wetlands.

8. Spink Road is a dirt road with many pot holes and has a high volume of traffic already to
the transfer station; is not suitable for additional traffic from new subdivision.

9. Traffic traveling in a southerly direction turning onto Spink Lane will be making a
dangerous hairpin turn onto Spink Lane.

10 The Mahala Ditch and surrounds are part of the spring Elk migratory path.

I respectfully ask you to take these concerns into consideration when reviewing C.U.P. 24-02
River Fork Ranch

Sincerely,

Cynthia Heiney

13643 Morris Ranch Road
McCall, ID 83638



Miles S. & Dr. Vicki L. Miller
P.O. Box 315
Star, ID 83669

March 4, 2024

Valley County Planning & Zoning Commission
P.O. Box 1350
Cascade, ID 83611

RE: C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision — Preliminary Plat

Miles and I own 320 acres on the Farm to Market Road and Spink Lane (13541 Farm to Market
Road). Three hundred and forty acres are located on the north side of Spink Land and 80 acres on
the south side. The ranch provides grazing land for more than110 cattle with 11 miles of wire
fences. Cattle are frequently moved between the north and south sides of Spink Lane for grazing.
There is a wide drainage ditch that runs along both sides of Spink Lane. Our cattle corral is
located directly on Spink Lane and is frequently used to manage the cattle. This cattle ranch has
been owned and operated for three generations of the Miller family and we have a long-standing
commitment to preserving the rural culture and economy through agriculture land use in Long
Valley. This ranch will remain agricultural for generations to come through a trust and not
conducive to a subdivision that encroaches the west side of the ranch on future proposed phases.

The approval of this new subdivision will increase the number of vehicles along Spink Lane
between Hwy. 55 and the Farm to Market Road to avoid access to Hwy. 55 which is 65 mph and
dangerous to access. Spink Lane is a dirt road and has ruts because it is designated as a road for
agricultural use and garbage trucks to access the landfill. Likewise, deer and elk travel between
the fields and frequently cross Spink Lane.

The proposed subdivision is also on a high-water table that is not conducive to below ground
septic tanks. The Valley County Health Department recently conducted several water table tests
on our ranch and determined that only above ground septic systems are permissible in this area
which is not conducive to a multiple housing development. Likewise, multiple wells would also
lower the water levels and affect the existing wells that support families and agriculture use. The
proposed subdivision would further place stress on public services, roadways, utilities, and the
school system.

Moreover, the placement of a subdivision in the agricultural area of Long Valley is not
compatible with the agricultural and cattle businesses in the area and is in direct violation of the
Valley County Comprehensive Plan which protects the agricultural culture and only “encourages
new development in or near the existing cities and communities” of the county. The proposed
phases of this project are in direct violation of the preservation of this social and economic
environment that has supported and depended upon agriculture in past, present, and future
generations.



We, therefore, join our many neighbors in Long Valley who support the protection of agricultural
land use in opposing the River Fork Ranch Subdivision and additional phases.

7w ,L; A Sulle s

Sincerely,

Miles S. & Dr. Vicki L. Miller




Marshall Haynes and Peggy McMillen
13607 Farm To Market Road

McCall, Idaho 83638

Valley County Planning and Zoning Commission
P.0. Box 1350
Cascade, Idaho 83611

cherrick@ceovalley.id.us

Re: C.U.P 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision

March 5, 2024
Dear Chairman Caldwell and the Valley County Planning and Zoning Commissioners,

First, I would like to thank you for your service to our community and recognize that you are often
faced with immense amounts of information and difficult decisions to make. You have an important
responsibility to make those decisions in the best interests of the citizens of Valley County.

My name is Marshall Haynes and i have lived full time in Valley County for the past 12 years while
my family has lived and run a business here for over 30 years. My wife and | both work in Valtey
County and we chose to raise our son here because of its rural and small-town characteristics.

| write to you in opposition to C.U.P 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision. While the current proposed
C.U.P.includes up to 40 residences (including 9 duplexes) | believe it is important to consider future
subdivision applications on this property. This is evident by the attached Google Earth “Untitled
Map” depicting many future lots, which was part of correspondence between the developer and
Central District Health. See attachment #1.

Below is a partial list of concerns regarding the Conditional Use Permit (C.U.P.) 24-02, River Fork
Ranch Subdivision:

- Dense housing subdivisions outside and distant from current incorporated areas are in
violation of the Valley County Comprehensive Plan which “encourages new developmentin
or near the existing cities and communities” of the County.

- 40residences on 43.75 acres including duplex lots (The proposed density range is .69 to .91
residential units per acre.) is much more dense than other housing in this area and is not
compatible with neighboring agricultural land uses or neighboring residential lots.



The Developer himself has stated these bring your own builder lots will not be workforce
housing, they could be “million dollar homes, which will be empty 90% of the time, except
when full on busy weekends™.

My wife works in health care in the County, and | work in law enforcement. For the past 12
years | have supervised law enforcement officers who also work and live in Valley County. |
have firsthand experience trying to assist them to find housing in Valley County. This
proposal will not provide affordable workforce housing. The unknown cost of a lot, plus
septic, wells, and house construction with no restrictions on short term rentals will make
the price of a home out of reach for most workforce public servants. | also have concerns
how future high quantity developments such as these will stress our law enforcement, fire
and emergency medical services, which are already stretched thin over a large geographic
area. New suhdivisions with this lot size should be inside or adjacent to the incorporated
towns of Cascade, Donnelly or McCall following the Valley County Comprehensive Plan.

Adding higher density subdivisions away from our schools will only make transportation
issues worse for the school districts, further reduce the practicality of reasonable bus
schedules, add extra traffic, and wear and tear on our roads.

Our son went to school at Donnelly Elementary and now goes to school in McCall. We have
experienced firsthand how challenged the McCall Donnelly school district already is
regarding busing transportation and have been forced to drive him ourselves the vast
majority of the trips to or from school. Adding higher density subdivisions away from our
schools will only make transportation issues worse for the school districts, add extra traffic,
and wear and tear on our roads.

The McCall Donnelly School District and the Donnelly Elementary School in particular, are
not prepared for rural high-density growth.

Records on file from Central District Health show preliminary plans and surveying by this
developer for almost 100 lots on the property even though the developer would not discuss
or provide details of future phases during the December 8, 2023 neighborhood meeting.

The developer sent out invitations for a neighborhood meeting on short notice, on a
weekday, and neglected to invite neighbors who have property directly contacting the
property proposed to be developed. We never received the neighborhood meeting notice.

The addition of 40 (up to almost 100 eventual) new septic systems in a dense area in land
immediately above Lake Fork Creek and straddling Mahala irrigation ditch will further
deteriorate water quality which drains into Lake Cascade and the ranch and farm ground to
the south.



- The addition of 40 (up to almost 100 eventual) new domestic wells in this agricultural area
will strain or draw from irrigation rights and previously existing water right holders in the
area.

- Many of the proposed lots have higher ground water levels in the spring. Every spring we see
a large portion of the same property (north of the current proposed lots) flooded with snow
melt and run off. It is used by literally hundreds of waterfowl, deer and elk. In the late fall of
2023, the developer began digging a large drainage ditch towards Lake Fork Creek. This
action will speed spring runoff, reduce water quality in this important tributary of Lake
Cascade, and reduce the value of this agricultural ground for grazing livestock. Draining this
wetland will also increase the fire danger for area residences including ours.

- Spink Road {(and Paddy Flat Road to the South) both receive high volumes of traffic to the
County Transfer station on Spink. Both are county roads in very poor condition.

- The majority of vehicles going to or from the proposed subdivision will use the intersection
of Spink Road and Hwy 55. It is a dangerous blind hill, on a curve, with the southbound Hwy
55 traffic having to cross traffic and make a sharp angle turn on to Spink lane. The area
receives frequent fog due to the low ground and moisture around Lake Fork Creek. The
speed limit is 65 MPH however, ISP officers | have talked to regularly document vehicle
speeds in excess of 100 MPH on Hwy 55. This is a very dangerous intersection which should
not be promoted for further traffic, especially outside of Transfer Station hours.

- The stretch of Hwy 55 near Lake Fork Creek and Spink Road has always been a frequent
crossing area for deer and elk following the Lake Fork drainage.

For the above reasons, we join with our neighbors in opposition to the current C.U.P 24-02 River
Fork Ranch Subdivision and we ask you to support us in doing the same.

Thank you.

Marshall Haynes and Peggy McMillen
13607 Farm to Market Road

McCall, Idaho 83638

pronc:









C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Subdivision-Preliminary Plat
From: larry doisby

Sent: Tuesday, March 5, 2024 4:15 PM
To: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>
Subject: C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Subdivision-Preliminary Plat

To whom it may concern

|, Larry V. Dolsby strongly disagree with the C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Subdivision. The
water will not support the 40-100 extra domestic wells. My ground water has already
dropped from the new housing in Smiley Subdivision, across Hwy 55. My well is at 80ft,
The River Fork Subdivision is about 80ft or more lower than my property in elevation. |
have had to stop irrigating at times in the last 15yrs due to lower groundwater in ponds
on my property. On top of that, | believe that the 40-100 septic systems could not be
supported due to the amount of wetlands. Lakefork creek is too close, a lot of the
grounds are saturated. | truly believe it would greatly impact our wild nature's food,
habitat, and migration roots. From not only our land bound critters such as moose, elk,
bears, wolves and fox; | believe it would effect our sky friends immensely also like our
ducks, geese, and osprey who use those lands as their homes in the spring. As a truck
driver, even just an everyday driver, driving southbound on Hwy 55 and turning left onto
spink rd is hard to see northbound traffic coming at you. To turn onto the Highway
headed either direction can be very nerve wracking at times as is. | feel like the
infrastructure of the community could use a little more TLC rather than a new
subdivision. Such as our police department, EMT's, Sheriffs, schools, and several roads
are lacking. Farm to Market, for instance, has a hard time handling the traffic it takes
now. | can't imagine what would happen to it with a subdivision being placed out there.
| believe that there are properties closer to the town of McCall that could sustain a
subdivision of this size and capacity. | bought my property to be away from the hustle
and bustle of town, to enjoy the scenery and peace. Thank you for taking the time to
read my thoughts on this matter. | sincerely hope it finds you well.

Larry V. Dolsby



Email Letter: cherrick@co.valley.id.us

David L. Squires
Cindy (Spink) Squires
8615 White Horse Ln
Nampa ID 83686

March 5, 2024

Valley County Planning and Zoning Commission
Written Comments for C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision- Public Hearing on March 14, 2024
I.E. 30 Spink Lane McCall ID

We are writing this letter to oppose the proposed subdivision. We have major concerns for the density of the project
and the effects it will have on the area and our property. First: by increasing traffic on an already busy and dangerous
Highway 55 intersection with Spink Lane will increase the amount of traffic annually trying to access Spink Lane.
Currently south bound traffic moving 65 MPH to a blind uphill left turn onto Spink is very dangerous and by increasing
the traffic-- adding the additional vehicles will be also increase the chances for accidents. Unless IDT will make 55a 3
lane road with turnouts it is not advisable to increase traffic on an already dangerous intersection. Most of the
proposed traffic increase will be coming to and from McCall. We are not sure of the traffic count on 55 but it has
increased in the last 10 years. Second: Spink Lane is not well maintained, the traffic to and from the landfill damages
the road and adding between 40 and 80 cars daily coming in and out will put an undue burden on Spink Lane. The
county used to put a dust suppressant on the corner by our property to help suppress the dust but in the last few years
that practice has stopped --making the dust clouds also unbearable and adding more traffic will increase this as a health
hazard to our property and our neighbors. Thirdly: We are concerned that the proposed subdivision does not have
water rights and they plan to drili wells for each property. Since a domestic well can only irrigate % acre and each lot is
1.14 acres results in either the property owners watering more land than permitted or % of the 40 acres will be dry and
not maintained. We recognize they are putting in fire suppression but waterrights should have beenincluded so the full
property could be watered and maintained. Also our water rights are to the natural springs on our property and we are
concernedthatincreasing the amount of water usage by drilling 40 wells will decrease our water supply and we have no
recourse to get our waterback if that happens. Fourthly: The developers are using the point of “affordable housing” to
push this permit through but they admitted in our December meeting that most likely the property buyers will be
vacation and second homes. This adds additional chances for VRBO’s in Valley County and we are concerned that is not
the direction the P&Z wants to take. We are not sure that those on a limited income that need housing will be able to
buy the lot, drill the well and afford to build a house. Current building cost at approx. $157.00 per sq. ft. means a 1500
sq. ft. house will cost $235000 than add the lot, well and other costs associated puts this out of range of those needing
affordable housing. The developers are not regulating or managing this housing leaving it up to buyers and their
builders—what controls are in place to regulate this? Thank you for listening to our concerns, we plan to attend the
meeting next week.

Thank you
David and Cindy Squires



From: Lannea Pyle

Sent: Tuesday, March 5, 2024 8:43 AM

To: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>
Subject: River Fork Ranch Subdivision

To whom it may concern,

I, Lannea Latreille, STRONGLY OBJECT to C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch
Subdivision.

1. Water Table, can NOT support 40-100 domestic wells. | am in contact with ID Water
Resources, existing water rights.

2. Septic systems, can NOT support 40-100 Septic system, | am in contact with Army
Core of Engineers, what run off goes the salmon river drainage.

3.Infrastructure, EMS, Police, Sheriffs, Schools, County Road Dept., ECT. What will the
developer require to pay to maintain/expand all departments?

4. Roads, HWY 55 will need a turn lane at lest to manage number of vehicles, Spinks
lane would need to be paved at minimum. Farm to Market needs repair as is. County
road Dept. already struggle with snow removal, taking on new subdivision what does
the developer propose to accommodate issue?

5. Wet Land/ Animal migrations, | will be in contact with the EPA and Fish and game
offices, there is wet lands on this property and animais migration for elk, deer, bear,
mountain lion, moose, wetland birds, ECT...

6. Valley Co. Comprehensive Plan, Large high-density subdivision should BE inside or
adjacent to Towns. High-density subdivision is NOT compatible with surrounding
neighboring lands.

| strongly OBJECT to this proposed subdivision, for so many reason. | hope you really
take the time and consideration evaluating this proposal.
Thanks Lannea

Lannea Latreille
13640 Morris Ranch Rd
McCall, ID 83638



March 6, 2024

Ms. Cynda Herrick, AICP, CFM
Planning & Zoning Director
Valley County

PO Box 1350

Cascade, ID 83611

*SENT VIA EMAIL (cherrick@co.valley.id.us)*

Dear Ms. Herrick,

In response to the legal notice I received for the application for a CUP #24-02 for River
Fork Ranch S/D, Preliminary Plat, I offer the following concerns.

MAHALA DITCH IMPACT Relocating and placing Mahala Ditch in the back yards of
these small lots is going to create a nightmare enforcement situation for the County and
other entities.

What are the setbacks of the 15 proposed septic fields mere feet from Mahala Ditch?

Will a restriction on fences be placed in the ditch easement so this can be properly
maintained? Will the County enforce this restriction? What about dumping here?

How are you getting a home on lot 22 with the ditch easement and septic/well
separation requirements?

The two flag lots (15 and 25) - the septic fields are on top of of Mahala, trying to
squeeze in two more lots.

LAKE FORK CREEK IMPACT Lots 3 - 10 show septic fields right up to the high water
level for Lake Fork Creek, flooding and flushing out those septic fields, causing
contamination down stream.

How do you place 40 new homes (with more planned in the future) in between two
water conveyance bodies in this tight of a layout? It promises problems for the future
homeowners with failing septics, problems for the County with enforcement issues, and
problems for the water bodies and the water rights holders associated with them.
Please vote no on this excessive request. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Joffathan Rentzsch



To:

From:

Date:

Valley County Planning & Zoning Commission

Valley County Planning & Zoning Director Cynda Herrick, AICP, CFM
Adjacent Landowner Opposition to CUP 24-02 (River Fork Ranch Subdivision)
Kathleen Trever & Tom Peppersack (28 Spink Lane)

March 5, 2024

Dear P&Z Commissioners and Director Herrick:

We oppose CUP 24-02 as adjacent landowners and as a matter of community interest. We ask you

to deny CUP 24-02 as an incompatible use without adequate mitigation of adverse impacts, based on
County Ordinances and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.

Key Concerns & Issues

1. CUP 24-02 is inconsistent with Valley County Policy for Conditional Use Allowances (VCC 9-5-2)
and inconsistent with Comprehensive Land Use Plan (VCC 10-1-5), including Plan objectives for
Preserving Rural Character and Ag Land/Open Space, by beginning a new development epicenter in
the valley floor.

Incompatible with Dominant Adjacent Agricultural Land Use/Open Space: Proposed multi-family
residential subdivision (~1 ac lot size on 43 acres) is incompatible with agricultural uses
dominating adjacent area (300° land use) and local vicinity (< 1 mile) and (< 3 mile). Applying
the compatibility matrix (VCC 9-11-1, Appendix A) yields a negative compatibility rating.

Potential domino/leapfrog effect of new center of development between Lake Fork and Donnelly,
leading to conversion of local vicinity ag lands to more residential subdivision in the valley floor
outside of impact areas.

2. Application and its impact report do not adequately describe, and do not provide satisfactory
mitigation, of potential environmental, economic, and social impacts of the CUP, (VCC 9-5-3).

CUP 24-02 is a recipe for failure: a bring-your-own builder development framework with
individual lot owner responsibility for home design and construction, including duplex lots,
requiring installation of tightly configured individual wells, septic systems, and on-lot
stormwater/snowmelt management, with setbacks from wetlands, ditches, roads and driveways.

CUP 24-02 poses higher consequences for failure/misuse of wastewater management due to
tightly configured septic systems, coupled with high water table and proximity of wetlands and
springs, the Lake Fork Creek floodplain, and the Mahala Ditch.

CUP 24-02 also negatively effects soil & water by essentially clear-cutting 43 acres that is 85%
timbered. This level of tree removal is needed to support home construction, Wildland-Urban
Interface fire protection recommendations, and septic setbacks.

CUP 24-02 will increase current unsafe conditions at Spink Lane Highway 55 intersection by
adding more traffic and longer traffic hours of turning traffic at a high-speed, blind, dangerous
(High-angle) intersection.

CUP 24-02 will increase traffic, Dust, and Spm-8am use on Spink Lane, which is already in poor
condition.
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¢ Density/location of CUP 24-02 poses negative impacts to elk and deer and other wildlife residing
in and moving through the area’s timber and grasslands, wetlands and creek bottoms. (ITD had a
reason for placing “game crossing” signs on the Highway 55 directly to the west.)

3. The application did not include some key concerns identified at the December 8, 2023 neighborhood
meeting, and information we have obtained since the meeting indicates some inconsistencies and
inaccuracies between the application and representations made by the applicant at our meeting. For
example, available information does not support the application’s vague claims of housing
affordability.

Summary: CUP 24-02 is inconsistent with County Ordinances and the Comprehensive Land Use Plan.
CUP 24-02 is incompatible as a conditional use, and does not adequately mitigate negative impacts.

However, should P&Z proceed with CUP permitting and conditions of approval, we want to make sure
that proposed mitigation of negative impacts is enforceable by the County. Neither we nor the County can
enforce CC&Rs — CC&RS are only enforceable by other lot holders and often depend on the functionality
of a Homeowners Association.

We also noted incorrect information in the application (such as past agricultural use of the parcel and
misplaced well locations), inconsistences in the application (such as number of lots), deficiencies relative
to code and application requirements (such as failing to acknowledge the presence of wetlands and
hazards posed by the Mahala Ditch), and a lack of knowledge about wildlife and native vegetation in the
area and about measures to avoid harm to grazing livestock and area wildlife.

Background Infe on of CUP 24-02 and Adjacent land in same ownership

Occurrence of Permitted Agricultural Land Use: Current and prior records of the Valley County
Assessor indicate assessment of three tax parcels (320 acres) in common ownership, with each lot eligible
for the partial exemption as land actively devoted to agriculture. Under the 2023 Assessor Records, these
three parcels include approximately 297 acres of dry pasture (Tax Category 5) and 20 acres of Meadow
Land (Tax Category 4). Tax Category 4 (Meadow Land) requires capability of lush production of grasses;
Category 5 requires capability supporting grasses. One of the parcels contains a single residence (1,344
sq. ft. 3BR 2BR older cabin-style residence & Pole barn).

Grazing occurred on CUP 24-02 in 2022 and preceding years. The realtor for the rancher who owned the
property from 2011 to 2023 reported typical pasture use for 40 cow/calves for summer grazing on 185
acres (on the east side of the creek). We know the rancher typically left the bottom of Lake Fork Creek
and west of the Creek to elk (calving area), deer, and other wildlife. The property was grazed by prior
owners.

Floodplain & Wetlands: The Northwest Corner of CUP 24-02 is in the Lake Fork floodplain, and the
break in slope shown on the plat is a source of springs, with downslope wetlands. Although the
application references a “marshy area” and has the floodplain on the preliminary plat, the application
incorrectly states there are no wetlands in the CUP. Reasonable inspection of CUP 24-02 would identify
wetlands.

Recent Sale: In August 2023, the applicant closed on purchase of the 320 acres of agricultural land. The
property was on the market fewer than 10 days, with a listing price of $3,500,000.
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Our Adjacent Land

We are adjacent land owners of 32 acres (2 tax parcels) to the west of CUP 24-02, with over a % mile of
meandering Lake Fork Creek dividing our two parcels. Most of our land is floodplain and wetlands, and
we would characterize our use of 30 acres as conservation land, which falls within the County description
of permitted agricultural land use (VCC 9-3-1, Table 3-A.1.).

We have invested in streambank stabilization and other activities to protect and enhance riparian habitat
and water quality, supporting the Valley County Comprehensive Plan objectives for preserving rural
character, open space, water quality and wildlife habitat in the valley center. Our neighborhood is rural
and ag in character, and we hunt elk, deer, and other birds on our property, and support wildlife habitat
year-round.

Our domestic water is supplied by spring water rights that could be reduced or eliminated with significant
increase in individual wells for domestic use; we do not have a groundwater well. We are concerned with
CUP 24-02 beginning a new epicenter for piecemeal and leapfrog expansion of residential development at
a 1-acre lot size (the minimum allowable for individual well and in an area of ag lands) without
supporting community infrastructure and service resources. CUP 24-02 is in the middle of open space and
ag lands in the valley center midway between Donnely and Lake Fork. Our concerns are compounded
with an applicant that is “just selling lots” for a bring-your-own builder framework, with accountability
for building, septic, well, and operational maintenance left to individual lot purchasers and maybe some
form of a future homeowners association,

Balancing Among the Interests of Different Private Landowners and Community:
Valley County Community Comprehensive Planning, Ordinances, and Conditional Use Permitting

We are sensitive to private property rights. In addition to the 32 acres of land adjacent to CUP 24-02 that
we own in Valley County, our family shares interests with siblings and cousins in 1,200 acres of dry
grazing and farmland elsewhere that we’ve been able to keep as working ag lands despite some pressure
to buyout for development. We realize there could be a scenario where subdividing a portion of a large
ranch or farm can be a tool for keeping the remaining majority of the property as working ag lands
consistent with the Valley Comprehensive Land Use Plan. However, this does not present such a scenario.
Instead, the application appears to not only be incompatible with cutrent agriculture land use and valuable
wildlife habitat, it appears formulated to extend development for more than a mile on in the Lake Fork
Creek corridor and could increase challenges to ranching activities and increase strain on transportation
infrastructure, as well as EMS, law enforcement, and other essential services.

We have land use planning, taxation, and other governmental structures to benefit and balance our
individual property interests and community interests.

We recognize that the Valley County Comprehensive Plan contemplates development of agricultural lands
in designated city impact areas, where there is better infrastructure, including access to community sewer
and water.

Valley County Ordinances and Comprehensive Plan do not guarantee maximum profit or allow unlimited
development by any and all private land purchasers such that the valley becomes houses from East
Mountain to West Mountain. We believe denial of this application is appropriate, and still leaves the
applicant with the ability to make a profit by managing or reselling the land as agricultural/open space, or
through reconfiguring a proposal more compatible with Comprehensive Plan Objectives, rural character,
and surrounding rural agricultural use and rural character and appropriately mitigating negative impacts.
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Additional Details on Key Issues

1. A.The Application is inconsistent with Valley County Policy for Conditional Use Allowances
(VCC 9-5-2) and inconsistent with the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (VCC 10-1-5), including
Plan objectives for Preserving Rural Character and Ag Land/Open Space in new area of valley
floor (e.g., VCC 9-5-2-A; VCC 9-5-2 B. 3, Comprehensive Plan Chapter 2, Goal II).

Valley County Ordinances and the Comprehensive Plan present a recurring theme of preserving rural
character, open space and related themes of community resources:

The purpose of the Comprehensive Plan is not to control land, but to prevent uses of land harmful to
the community in general. The natural beauty and open characteristics of the county can, without
reservation, be described as a major reason why land development is rapidly increasing in the county.
The purpose of this plan and analysis is to guide development so as not to harm the characteristics
which attracted it here in the beginning. (Purpose of the Plan, p. 4)

Land-use patterns in Valley County have radically altered during the past decades away from the
traditional agricultural-use pattern to one of recreation home and subdivision development. This
rapidly evolving pattern, which places more demands on the environment and community than the
former one, creates the need for a thoughtful response from the community to prevent future damages
to the environment and community which attracted development here in the beginning. (Plan, p. 69)

Under the Comprehensive Plan, assessment of conditional uses includes whether they are consistent with
the county comprehensive plan; whether they have adverse impacts on the environment, adjoining
properties, or governmental services; and whether they provide satisfactory mitigation of these impacts.
VCC 9-5-2.

Compatibility Rating - Negative

Based on our review, applying the compatibility matrix (VCC 9-11-1, Appendix A) yields a negative
compatibility rating for CUP 24-02.

Per the matrix, CUP 24-02 proposes a multi-family residential subdivision (~1 ac lot size on 43 acres).
This is incompatible with agricultural uses dominating adjacent area (land uses within 300) and local
vicinity (< 1 mile) and (< 3 mile) (VCC 9-11-1, Appendix A, Questions 1-3). See Figures 1-3 below.

For compatibility Rating Question §, the 1-acre lots sizes are not similar to most adjacent parcels. Despite
being slightly larger than a 1/16 section (1/4 mile length and width), there are only 2-3 single family
residences within 300 feet of CUP 24-02. Three and a half of the four sides of the 300’ adjacent use are
larger agricultural lots. The northern portion of our property qualifies as agricultural use as conservation
use (VCC 9-3-1, Table 3-A.1.).

Where there are residential lots in the “local vicinity,” they are more distant and are typically larger size
lots with a single home.

As to question 4, although the property is currently 85% wooded, development will require removal of
most of the wooded area and severely limit its replacement. As to questions 6-8, the Site-Specific
Evaluation does not adequately mitigate other potential impacts to transportation, water availability and
water quality, and other services. As to question 9, the application provided no information about lot
costs to determine effects on property taxes (application simply states this is “Unknown’). The
Applications’ Impact Report and other impact information is reviewed in more detail below.

CUP 24-02 Opposition - 4












B. Potential “Domino Effect” of piecemeal/leapfrog development promotes conversion of local
vicinity ag lands to additional residential development (counter to Valley County Policy and
Comprehensive Land Use Plan and CUP Policy, VCC 9-5-2B3).

One of the most significant impacts of piecemeal/leapfrog residential subdivision development is that it
paves the way for further new residential subdivision development to overtake agricultural use and fill in
open space — the opposite of Valley County Planning Policy and the Land use Plan.

o CUP 24-02 would be a new epicenter of residential development midway between Donnely and Lake
Fork. It appears to represent the first development block for over a mile of development along Lake
Fork Creek. The applicant’s contiguous property, inclusive of CUP 24-02 is 320 acres. This initial 43-
acres of mixed timber pasture provides the only access to any public road (Spink Lane) from 240
additional acres of applicant’s property east of Lake Fork Creek. The applicant was clear at the
neighborhood meeting that he saw no agricultural value in land with no water rights. Residential
development of CUP 24-02 would make all other uses on this same ownership east of Lake Fork
Creek drive through CUP 24-02 to reach a public road for ingress/egress (Spink Lane).

o The preliminary plat we received at our December 8 meeting was labeled “Subdivision No. 17
(Figure 4). The extent of future residential development was a concern raised at the Neighborhood
meeting, without meaningful response from the applicant.

o If CUP 24-02 is permitted, continuation of agricultural uses on other two parcels in the same
ownership is unlikely. We have since gotten copies of documents previously submitted to Central
District Health and P&Z in November indicating there will be “future development,” with and
additional 60+ similarly sized lots depicted for parcels in the same ownership. With these additional
lots, residential development would expand to include over 1 ¥ miles of the Lake Fork Creek
corridor. Additional development at this lot size and scale would expand the amount of incompatible
agricultural lands in the 300 adjacent area, and would border larger-sized single family residential
lots as the proposed development came closer to Farm to Market Road. (See Figures 5 and 6).

o CUP 24-02 would establish a new center of multi-family and single-family residential use in the
valley center and outside of impact areas that would apply in “compatibility use matrix™ assessments
for future CUP applications, as to compatibly of uses within the 300’ (“adjacent” land) of CUP 24-02
and within a “local vicinity” area within 1-3 miles of CUP 24-02. The 1-acre lot size would affect
compatibly matrix assessment of lot size similarity for future CUP applications in the area.

o Putting a new center of residential development within agricultural lands and other larger acreage
private property along the Creek corridor is likely to increase recreational use in the area, increasing
risk of trespass and breaching “code of the New West,” and increases number of people (particularly
with CUP 24-02’s allowances for short-term rentals) unfamiliar with rural customs and respect for
livestock grazing, hazards of irrigation ditches, “asking first” for private property access, etc.

o If experience with development already occurring in Valley County and elsewhere is any indication,
CUP 24-02 would also increase risks of outcompeting ag land leasing and sale markets, particular if

subdivision is a matter of lot sales after minimal investment in infrastructure.

o By relying on individual groundwater wells for each lot, CUP 24-02 would allow the conversion of
43 acres of dry grazing land without water rights to 15 acres of potential irrigation with installation of
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2, The CUP application and impact report inadequately describe and do not present satisfactory
mitigation of potential environmental, economic, and social impacts of the CUP. (VCC 9-5-3).

“The CUP Application impact report shall address potential environmental, economic, and social impacts
and how these impacts are to be minimized.” (VCC 9-5-3D)

We are mindful that Valley County does not enforce CC&Rs unless they concern compliance with state
law, ordinances, CUP conditions of approval or a related development agreement (see VCC 9-1-10).

Lack of Accountability under BYOB Framework

An overarching concern is the recipe for failure of what might look good on paper not becoming reality.
The application puts most accountability on individual lot owners and future functionality of an HOA
under a bring-your-own builder development framework for each lot.

One area of concern at our Neighborhood meeting was a lack of developer accountability for key actions
to mitigate negative effects. The seasonal flooding and other problems with the “Pumpkin Patch” homes
in Donnelly come to mind. The applicant confirmed they were “just selling lots,” and that lot holders
would be the ones responsible for meeting various county and other regulatory standards for construction
of the homes, installation of wells and septic, and ongoing operations and maintenance.

CUP 22-04 relies on individual lot owner responsibility for proper installation of tightly configured
individual wells & septic, on-lot stormwater/snowmelt, along with envelopes for home construction and
setbacks from wetlands, ditches, roads and driveways.

In informal email communications available as public records, CDH staff referred to the potential for
rendering adjoining lots unbuildable if specs were not closely followed, and recommended a public water
system, rather than individual wells.

Traffic & Road Impacts (VCC 9-5-3 D.2.a)

The southbound turn from Highway 55 onto Spink Lane is a dangerous configuration in a 65-mph zone,
with a curve and hill approach to make a sharp (high-angle turn) with limited visibility for the turning
driver to see northbound traffic. Other drivers coming upon the turning car also have limited visibility
because of the curve before the turn. There is no turning lane. These hazards are obvious to anyone
driving highway 55 southbound from Lake Fork to Donnelly.

CUP 22-04 would increase current unsafe conditions at the Highway 55 intersection with Spink Lane.
Under a homeowner “we’re only hear at peak times” scenario the traffic increase will be at peak times. If
homeowners engage in short-term rentals, there will be more people unfamiliar with the danger. And if
there are year-round residents, there will be more people making this turn.
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Even if all needed test pits were properly placed this past September (which does not appear to be the
case based on apparent changes in lot configurations that left septic systems distant from the test holes
included in the application), this monitoring has not occurred.

Proper septic design on paper and certified septic installation also does not assure proper use by those
unfamiliar with them (e.g., avoiding blockage and exceeding short-term or long-term capacity, limiting
items disposed, limiting phosphorous inputs, pacing laundry use). Allowance for short-term rentals
significantly increases potential for excessive flows from high occupancy and careless use by short-term
renters.

The application appears to leave actual swale construction for stormwater management up to individual
lot holders. Proper stormwater/snowmelt management is important to proper wastewater management.
New septic installs do not generally have the failure risk of older ones, but storm/snowmelt management
design prevents drainfield saturation. Conceptual reference to stormwater BMPs where individual lot
holders are made responsible for managing stormwater/snow on their lots is another area where a lack of
coordination among future independent lot builders is a recipe for problems.

Removal of Existing Vegetation and Restoration/Stabilization of Soil (VCC 9-5-3D.2.1)

We appreciate the Wildfire Plan presented by Mr. Lillehaug. One of the impacts of CUP 22-04 is creating
a Wildlife Urban Interface (WUI, an area of increased fire risked where human development meets or
intermingles with vegetative fuels) (VCC 10-07). It conceptually meets the County’s Requirement for
such Plan for subdivisions (VCC Title 10, Section 7), but again leaves key items subject to considerable
discretion in whether they are implemented.

An additional concern is that we note that the Plan states that “at least 70-80% of the overall timber stand
needs to be removed to reduce the wildfire risk and protect the future building structures.” It also states
that the “small lot size will require removal of most trees to accommodate the building of structures
which will also greatly reduce the wildlife risk.”

From a soil and water perspective, the small 1-acre lot sizes result in essentially clear-cutting 43 acres that
is 85% timbered. There will be few if any trees left, and little area for trees to be put, because of tree
removal with home construct, tree removal to implement WUI Fire Plan recommendations for fuel
reduction and defensible space, and compliance with 50’ septic setbacks and other setbacks. (As a side
note, the limber pine and vine maples shown on preliminary plat documents for landscaping are not native
to the area.) The Impact Report does not adequately discuss the effects of this vegetation removal on the
wetlands, soil stability, slopes, and embankments and the potential for sedimentation of disturbed soils
(VCC 9-5-3h).

Effect on Housing Affordability/Range Of Sale, Lease Or Rental Prices/Increased Revenue (VCC
9-5-32.D.b, n. & u.)

The Application does not meet the requirements to describe effect on housing affordability, describe range
of sale or rental prices, or revenues. The application simply lists the range of sale and lease prices as
“unknown” and implies more tax revenue than the current agricultural property tax exemption rate, and
vague reference to “new jobs.” The applicant has indicated they are only selling lots and not doing
building, so one would question the business acumen of a developer who did not have at least some idea
of lot price before undertaking investment, and a corresponding assessment of property taxes, with
differential with/without homeowner exemption.

The Application makes a general reference to providing “affordable housing,” but this is not a reference
to affordable housing (community housing) under Valley Code definition. The bring-your-own builder
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We couldn’t follow the logic as to why the County would put more stock in being able to hold 30+ lot
holders and independent builders accountable for a wide array of activities (building design, septic
install/operation/maintenance, irrigation, chemical use, non-toxic landscaping, etc.) than in the County
holding a smaller number of lot holders accountable for noxious weed management under the authority
Idaho law and County Weed Department enforcement.

The applicant also said that CDH staff said the 1-acre lots were suited for septic, but public records
indicate that CHD staff expressed concern about the ability for septics and wells on minimum lot sizes to
work in reality versus getting them to work on paper. Public records indicate that CDH staff encouraged
development of community well/septic at these lot sizes.

Well Information and Well Logs

Although the application relies on the IDWR website maps for well information, available information
indicates they are misplaced, and do not represent conditions at the mapped locations. Well 370470 is not
on our property and is on the parcel owned by Cindy Squires on the northeast corner of the Spink Lane
curve (accurate location of this well is important to ensure proper setbacks from wells are met). The
address for Well 464976 (Monte Post) is on West Mountain Road on the other side of the Valley. Merill
Saleen lived on Hogue Hollow Road, so we think Well 350758 is associated with that property rather than
its mapped location. Well 289874 is on the parcel on the southwest corner of the Spink Lane curve (now
owned by Jeff and Janelle Miller). We highly doubt that Well 294028 is actually in CUP 24-02, since we
understand it is the water source for the house under applicant’s ownership on the adjacent parcel to the
north (assuming we are correct, the application should not identify this well as serving the subdivision).

Increased Concern with Expanded Development

Our above concerns are magnified if there’s any accuracy in project engineer documents, which show 60
or so additional lots in the two adjoining parcels in the same ownership, bringing total residences to 90 or
more, including duplex lots, and development extending over a 1% mile of the Lake Fore Creek corridor.

Thank for your considering our concerns as adjacent landowners and as a matter of community interest.
We ask you to deny CUP 24-02 as an incompatible use without adequate mitigation of adverse impacts to
our adjacent property and to the community, based on County Ordinances and the Comprehensive Land
Use Plan.

Sincerely,

Kathleen Trever & Tom Peppersack

CUP 24-02 Opposition - 17



























Soil Map—Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Valley Counties

Lake Fork Ranch

Map Unit Legend

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
2 Archabal loam, 2 to 4 percent 24.7 55.7%
slopes :
16 Donnel sandy loam, 0 to 2 16.9 38.0%
percent slopes
48 Roseberry-Melton complex 2.8 6.3%
Totals for Area of Interest 444 100.0%

USDA
w—_—

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Septic Tank Absorption Fields—Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Valley Counties

River Fork Ranch Septic Issues

Septic Tank Absorption Fields

Map unit
symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Component
name (percent)

Rating reasons
{numeric
values)

Acres in AOI

Percent of AO}

Archabal loam, 2
to 4 percent
slopes

Very limited

Archabal (80%)

Seepage, bottom
layer (1.00)

Slow water
movement
(0.50)

25.3

53.9%

16

Donnel sandy
loam, O to 2
percent siopes

Very limited

Donnel (80%)

Seepage, bottom
layer (1.00)

Fiitering capacity
(1.00)

18.5

39.4%

48

Roseberry-
Melton
complex

Very limited

Roseberry (40%)

Flooding (1.00)

Depth to
saturated zone
(1.00)

Slow water
movement
(0.50)

Melton (30%)

Flooding (1.00)

Depth to
saturated zone
(1.00)

Seepége, bottom
layer (1.00)

Slow watér
movement
(0.50)

Jurvannah (20%)

Flooding (1.00)

Depth to
saturated zone
(1.00)

Filtering capacity
(1.00)

Seepage, bottom
layer (1.00)

3.1

6.7%

;Totals for Area of Interest

47.0

100.0%

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

Very limited

47.0

100.0%

Totais for Area of Interest

47.0

100.0%

Natural Resources

Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey

National Cooperative Soil Survey

Page 3 of 5



Septic Tank Absorption Fields—Valley Area, |daho, Parts of Adams and Valley Counties River Fork Ranch Septic Issues

Description

ENG - Engineering

Septic tank absorption fields are areas in which effluent from a septic tank is
distributed into the soil through subsurface tiles or perforated pipe. Only that part
of the soil between depths of 24 and 60 inches is evaluated. The ratings are
based on the soil properties that affect absorption of the effluent, construction
and maintenance of the system, and public health. Saturated hydraulic
conductivity (Ksat), depth to a water table, ponding, depth to bedrock or a
cemented pan, and flooding affect absorption of the effluent. Stones and
boulders, ice, and bedrock or a cemented pan interfere with instaliation.
Subsidence interferes with installation and maintenance. Excessive siope may
cause lateral seepage and surfacing of the effluent in downslope areas.

Some soils are underlain by loose sand and gravel or fractured bedrock at a
depth of less than 4 feet below the distribution lines. In these soils the absorption
field may not adequately filter the effluent, particularly when the system is new.
As a result, the ground water may become contaminated.

The ratings are both verbal and numerical. Rating class terms indicate the extent
to which the soils are limited by all of the soil features that affect the specified
use. "Not limited" indicates that the soil has features that are very favorable for
the specified use. Good performance and very low maintenance can be
expected. "Somewhat limited" indicates that the soil has features that are
moderately favorable for the specified use. The limitations can be overcome or
minimized by special planning, design, or installation. Fair performance and
moderate maintenance can be expected. "Very limited" indicates that the soil has
one or more features that are unfavorable for the specified use. The limitations
generally cannot be overcome without major soil reclamation, special design, or
expensive installation procedures. Poor performance and high maintenance can
be expected.

Numerical ratings indicate the severity of individual limitations. The ratings are
shown as decimal fractions ranging from 0.01 to 1.00. They indicate gradations
between the point at which a soil feature has the greatest negative impact on the
use (1.00) and the point at which the soil feature is not a limitation (0.00).

The map unit components listed for each map unit in the accompanying
Summary by Map Unit table in Web Soil Survey or the Aggregation Report in Soil
Data Viewer are determined by the aggregation method chosen. An aggregated
rating class is shown for each map unit. The components listed for each map unit
are only those that have the same rating class as listed for the map unit. The
percent composition of each component in a particular map unit is presented to
help the user better understand the percentage of each map unit that has the
rating presented.

Other components with different ratings may be present in each map unit. The
ratings for all components, regardless of the map unit aggregated rating, can be
viewed by generating the equivalent report from the Soil Reports tab in Web Soil
Survey or from the Soil Data Mart site. Onsite investigation may be needed to

Usha  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 3/6/2024
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Septic Tank Absorption Fields—Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Valley Counties River Fork Ranch Septic Issues

validate these interpretations and to confirm the identity of the soil on a given
site.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

uspA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 3/6/2024
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 50f 5



Map Unit Description: Donnel sandy foam, 0 to 2 percent slopes-—Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of
Adams and Valley Counties

Lake Fork Ranch

Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Valley
Counties

16—Donnel sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 55dk
Elevation: 3,800 to 5,100 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 24 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 37 to 43 degrees F
Frost-free period: 65 to 75 days

Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance, if irrigated

Map Unit Composition
Donnel and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 5 percent

Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of

the mapunit.

Description of Donnel

Setting
Landform: Fan remnants
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Mixed alluvium

Typical profile
A -0to 15inches: sandy loam
Bw - 15 to 20 inches: coarse sandy loam
C - 20 to 60 inches: stratified loamy sand to sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High
(1.98 to 5.95 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 5.8 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 6c
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6c
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Ecological site: R043BY003ID - Loamy 22+ PZ FEID-PSSPS
Hydric soil rating: No

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Map Unit Description: Donnel sandy loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes---Valley Area, ldaho, Parts of Lake Fork Ranch
Adams and Valley Counties

Minor Components

Melton
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Data Source Information

Soil Survey Area: Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Valley Counties
Survey Area Data: Version 21, Aug 31, 2023

Usba  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 2/15/2024
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Map Unit Description: Archabal loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes—-Valley Area, ldaho, Parts of
Adams and Valley Counties

Lake Fork Ranch

Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Valley
Counties

2—Archabal loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 55dp
Elevation: 4,800 to 5,000 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 24 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 36 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 60 to 80 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of statewide importance, if irrigated

Map Unit Composition
Archabal and similar soils: 80 percent
Minor components: 5 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of
the mapunit.

Description of Archabal

Setting
Landform: Fan remnants
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Mixed alluvium

Typical profile
A - 0to 14 inches: loam
Bt1 - 14 to 31 inches: loam
Bt2 - 31 to 52 inches: coarse sandy loam
C - 52 to 60 inches: coarse sand

Properties and qualities

Slope: 2 to 4 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Drainage class: Well drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water
(Ksat): Moderately high to high (0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)

Depth to water table: More than 80 inches

Frequency of flooding: None

Frequency of ponding: None

Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 8.7
inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 6c
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6c
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Ecological site: R043BY003ID - Loamy 22+ PZ FEID-PSSPS
Hydric soil rating: No

uspa  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey
Conservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Map Unit Description: Archabal loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes---Valley Area, idaho, Parts of Lake Fork Ranch
Adams and Valley Counties

Minor Components

Melton
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Flood plains
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Data Source Information

Soil Survey Area: Valley Area, ldaho, Parts of Adams and Valley Counties
Survey Area Data: Version 21, Aug 31, 2023

usDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 2/15/2024
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Map Unit Description: Roseberry-Melton complex-—Valley Area, ldaho, Parts of Adams and Lake Fork Ranch
Valley Counties

Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Valley
Counties

48—Roseberry-Melton complex

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 55fp
Elevation: 3,800 to 5,100 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 22 to 32 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 36 to 43 degrees F
Frost-free period: 50 to 80 days
Farmiand classification: Not prime farmland

Map Unit Composition
Roseberry and similar soils: 40 percent
Meilton and similar soils: 30 percent
Jurvannah and similar soils: 20 percent
Minor components: 2 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of
the mapunit.

Description of Roseberry

Setting
Landform: Stream terraces
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Outwash derived from granite

Typical profile
A -0to 13 inches: coarse sandy loam
C1- 13 to 35 inches: loamy coarse sand
C2 - 35 to 55 inches: coarse sand
2C3 - 55 to 60 inches: fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water
(Ksat): Moderately high to high (0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: About 18 to 30 inches
Frequency of flooding: Occasional
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Low (about 5.5 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 6¢
Land capability classification (nonirrigated}.: 6c
Hydrologic Soil Group: B .
Ecological site: R043BY012ID - MOUNTAIN POORLY DRAINED
BOTTOM ARCAV3-DAFRF/FEID

Uspa  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 2/15/2024
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Map Unit Description: Roseberry-Meiton complex-—Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Lake Fork Ranch
Valley Counties

Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Melton

Setting
Landform: Drainageways
Down-slope shape: Concave
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium and/or outwash derived from granite

Typical profile
A - 0to 10 inches: loam
Cg1 - 10 to 25 inches: loam
Cg2 - 25 to 30 inches: gravelly sandy loam
C - 30 to 60 inches: very cobbly loamy sand

Properties and qualities

Slope: 0 to 2 percent

Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches

Drainage class: Poorly drained

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water
(Ksat): Moderately high to high (0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)

Depth to water table: About 12 to 24 inches

Frequency of flooding: Frequent

Frequency of ponding: None

Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Moderate (about 6.6
inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability classification (irrigated): 6c¢

Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6¢

Hydrologic Soil Group: B/D

Ecological site: R043BY012ID - MOUNTAIN POORLY DRAINED
BOTTOM ARCAV3-DAFRF/FEID, R043BY007ID - MEADOW
DECA18-CANE2

Hydric soil rating: Yes

Description of Jurvannah

Setting
Landform: Flood plains
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium derived from granite

Typical profile
A -0 to 6 inches: sandy loam
C1-6to 22 inches: fine gravelly sand
C2 - 22 to 60 inches: very gravelly sand

Properties and qualities
Slope: 0 to 2 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Drainage class: Poorly drained

uspa  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 2/15/2024
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Map Unit Description: Roseberry-Melton complex---Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and
Valley Counties

Lake Fork Ranch

Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High
(1.98 to 5.95 in‘hr)

Depth to water table: About 12 to 24 inches

Frequency of flooding: Frequent

Frequency of ponding: None

Available water supply, 0 to 60 inches: Very low (about 2.7 inches)

Interpretive groups

Land capability classification (irrigated): 6c¢

Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6c¢

Hydrologic Soil Group: A/D

Ecological site: R043BY012ID - MOUNTAIN POORLY DRAINED
BOTTOM ARCAV3-DAFRF/FEID, R043BY007ID - MEADOW
DECA18-CANE2

Hydric soil rating. Yes

Minor Components

Blackwell, clay loam surface
Percent of map unit; 2 percent
Landform: Marshes
Hydric soil rating: Yes

Data Source Information

Soil Survey Area: Valley Area, Idaho, Parts of Adams and Valley Counties
Survey Area Data: Version 21, Aug 31, 2023
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Attention Cynda Herrick, cherrick@co.valley.id.us

March 5, 2024

Dear Chairman Caldwell and the Valley County Planning and Zoning Commissioners,

1 am writing in opposition to the current proposed C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision (Phase 1)
development to be located along Spink Lane. My Name is Diana Bryant and my husband, and | have
resided in and operated a business in Valley County for over 38 years. We have seen the county grow in
spurts over that time and believe that smart development near our incorporated towns is the only wise
way to protect our way of life in Valley County for future generations. We believe in private property
rights but ask you and the County Commissioners to hold developers accountable to the Valley County
Comprehensive Plan to protect us as residents.

We attended the December 8, 2023 “neighborhood meeting” held by the developer and were not
satisfied with many of his answers or the information he provided to those people who were able to
attend. For example: The developer tried to claim that the houses would be only occupied a small
portion of the year and would be quality homes, yet he makes no effort in the proposed Restrictive
Covenants to restrict the ability of the lots to turn into more short-term rentals. | was also not satisfied
when the developer was questioned about the future division of the remainder of the property.

The location of this high-density development has been historically meadow/farming/grazing land, well
away from the impact areas of existing towns (Donnelly, Lake Fork, McCall) therefore it does not conform
to the Valley County Comprehensive Plan which encourages new subdivisions within the impact areas of
existing towns.

With the 30 homes proposed, their access only to a dirt road with its access to Hwy 55 near two
substantial curves, each on hills, and with a 65 MPH speed limit on this section of 55, it will greatly
increase the hazards of an already dangerous intersection for both the cars accessing 55 and those
driving on 55. In addition to the increased construction and homeowner traffic, sanitation trucks use
Spink Lane to access the Valley County transfer station. We have first-hand knowledge of the dangers
inherent in accessing Hwy 55 under even better conditions at Coho Lane, where Hwy 55 is straight and
flat in both directions, but there are still no turn lanes or widened access. Many accidents occur at Coho
and Hwy 55 with entering and exiting vehicles. The Spink Lane intersection offers much worse
conditions!

in addition to an inappropriate dense housing development intruding upon historical ranching lands and
the fact that CUP 24-02 appearsto be only the first of future subdivisions on the 300 acres purchased by



this developer, and the vehicular dangers with the Spink Lane access to 55, there appear to be riparian
areas surrounding and in fact showing as part of some of the lots. With each of the 30 parcels to have
individual wells and septic fields, | fear conflict with the natural surroundings and the development. In
short, the immediate and vicinity surrounding land uses are not compatible with a higher density
subdivision which is a requirement of the Comprehensive Plan.

Should this development be approved (which | would hope it would not be for the problems stated
above) | ask you as county stewards to insist on the following mitigations:

1.

w

Lower density development (50% or less would be best) at this location to be more compatible
with surrounding land uses.

Community septic development rather than individual fields (Perhaps even community water)
Paving of Spink Lane {at the cost to the developer, not current county residents)

North and South turn lanes or lights at the confluence of Spink Lane and Hwy 55 to provide for
safe traffic (at the cost to the developer, not current county residents).

A request to the Idaho Department of Transportation to lower the speed limit from Donnelly to
Lake Fork.

Thank you for your time and looking out for the interests of current Valley County residents,

Sincerely;

Diana and Barry Bryant

32 Coho Lane, Donnelly, ID.



Comments Re C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision
From: Pete Miller

Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2024 1:02 PM

To: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>

Subject: Comments Re C.U.P. 24-02 River Fork Ranch Subdivision

Peter G. Miller
13643 Morris Ranch Rd.
McCall, ID 83638

INCOMPATIBLE DENSITY.

The proposed housing density is incompatible with that of existing residential housing in
the surrounding area. It also conflicts with the general pattern of land use in the
surrounding area and with the deer and elk habitat of the Lake Fork drainage. Public
records indicate that the Developer owns multiple adjacent properties and has intentions
to develop them as subdivision housing at a similar density. Approval of the Developer’s
proposed density poses negative impacts for this particular C.U.P., but itwould also set a
precedent encouraging similar high-density development of the Developer’s adjacent
properties. Additionally, establishing such a precedent would incentivise prospective
high-density development to the south of Spink Lane.

In the event that subdivision development within the proposed and, eventually,
surrounding properties becomes a practical inevitability, the issue of density should be the
determinant factor governing growth. In other words, maintaining a minimum residential
lot size of circa 10 acres, as is currently the case for other subdivisions in the surrounding
area, would be a reasonable compromise that preserves existing community equities and
minimizes stress on limited community infrastructure resources.

IMPACT OF NEW WELLS AND SEPTIC SYSTEMS.

The potential impact of 40 new wells upon the water table that also serves the surrounding
complex of low-density properties should be the subject of further investigation in order to
preclude negative impacts upon those properties. This is especially important if the
Developer does in fact intend to expand high-density subdivision development on his
adjacent properties, and if said expansion leads to a subsequent cascade of high-density
subdivision development to the south of Spink Lane. Similarly, further investigation of
high-density septic systems seems warranted with regard to potential impacts to the Lake
Fork Creek drainage, the Mahala irrigation ditch and surrounding agricultural acreage.

IMMEDIATE AND LONG-TERM IMPACTS ON COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE.

The proliferation of high-density, high-cost housing is outpacing infrastructure growth and
accelerating the affordable housing crisis for lower-wage infrastructure and service
workers. If these people can’t afford to live within the Valley’s geographic boundaries,
where are they to live? There is no accessible low-cost community within practical
commuting distance.



As with other ‘resort’ communities in the Mountain West, our county’s current rate of
development is fueled by a stream of outside money, e.g., real estate developers that have
no long-term skin in the game when it comes to the negative impacts on stressed
community infrastructure and housing affordability for service workers critical to the
operation and maintenance of a healthy economy and community.

Valley County is a ‘closed system’ that already has exceeded its organic capacity for
sustainable growth. Continuation of a ‘high-growth’ policy fueled by real estate
speculators and outside money will eliminate what remains of the county’s capacity to
self-sustain and result in complete dependency on external streams of revenue. This
seems especially short-sighted and risky given a debt-financed U.S. economy already over-
burdened with a $31 trillion deficit.

Perhaps it's time to slow-roll the real estate speculators for a few years while we assess
the long-term prospects of the macro ldaho and U.S. economies?



CUP 24-02 River Ran
From: Tami Parkinson
Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2024 2:10 PM
To: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>
Subject: CUP 24-02 River Ranch

Cynda

I have some concerns with regard to the proposed River Ranch development along with many
of the other developments that are working through the planning and zoning process for Valley
County.

This development along with many others are proposing developments that include increased
housing density requiring individual septic and well systems, the lots being proposed within this
development are 1-2 acres. We have already had several issues with the downstream effects in
Lake Cascade with the regular algae blooms. Additionally, within the bench just 2 miles north
of this proposed subdivision wells are going dry and have to be redrilled due to the water table
dropping. The county needs to evaluate the water quality (septic systems) working with Idaho
DEQ and water quantity (wells) working with Idaho Water Resources.

The road developments supporting this kind of infrastructure build is going to need some
additional review of the traffic migrating on HWY 55 and off of HWY 55, there are already
plenty of issues with speeding, traffic congestion etc along this stretch and north into McCall.

Other issues | have for these developments are the infrastructure the community is trying to
cobble together to support roads and the people who maintain them, schools (employees, bus
drivers etc), emergency services (fire fighters - structural and wildland, police, ambulance
doctors etc), and the infrastructure that is aligned with managing the communities.

Many of these developers are from out of the area, they are in the development to make the
money, but there are many who won't be around once the market drops again. This area has
been through many cycles of this type of development, where developers come in, build houses
with poor roof lines, inadequate insulation, poor ingress/egress to the development, lack of
water supply planning, or sewer (McCall is having issues with this now), to name a few - the
developers move on and the developments are still here with people trying to fix the problems.

The county needs to take a bit of a pause and evaluate where does the county want to be in 30
years, how do WE want to get there? Use some of the lessons learned from other communities
who have struggled through these same scenarios before Valley county - ie Steamboat Springs,
CO, Bend, OR, Breckenridge, CO and many many other areas. There needs to be some vision
rather than focusing on making the money and development now without a look to the future
and what the impacts may be for future generations.

My biggest concern in this narrative is the water, water for drinking and the wastewater we all
produce. We know the snowpack is changing (scientific evaluations), water yields are changing,
we need to be realistic on our expectations for future developments and do it smartly.

Thank you
Tami Parkinson.

Thank you for your time.



Comment on CUP 24-02 River Fork Ranch
From: Galen Shaver

Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2024 2:55 PM

To: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>

Subject: Comment on CUP 24-02 River Fork Ranch

CUP 24-02 River Fork Ranch

Dear P&Z Commissioners,

We are writing as citizens of Lake Fork in opposition to the proposed subdivision CUP24-02 off
Spink Lane.

We feel the proposed plan is too close to Lake Fork Creek. Lake Fork Creek is already
impaired and of course flows into an even more threatened waterway, Lake Cascade, a man
made reservoir. The placement of the lots on porous soils, close to a floodplain and involving
individual septic tanks is a recipe for leakage of nitrogen and phosphorus into the creek. The
other urban runoff of developments including fertilizers, pesticides, herbicides, detergents, oil
residue all generated by roadways and landscaping is also a concern. Construction of houses,
roads and other buildings and removal of native vegetation will also impact the vital riparian
area filtration, adding sediment to the creek and removing all important shade.

Although the applicant is only submitting 32 lots for approval, it is clear that this is just the
beginning of a bigger subdivision of perhaps 100 lots. We understand the commissioners feel
they can only pass judgment on the 32 lots but isn’t that precisely why the applicant has divided
up his subdivision in smaller parcels? What we mean is that, it is certainly easier to get approval
for a CUP of 32 lots then 100 lots. And it cushions the applicant from responsibility for the
cumulative effects of this development. All of the issues raised in the first paragraph will be
exacerbated and intensified by the bigger subdivision to be proposed, and in some ways it
seems irresponsible not to consider that.

In addition, the strategy of doing the applications piecemeal allows a bigger chance of approval
of not only the first 32 lots but of subsequent pieces. The 32 lots, if built, will definitely change

the scoring on the compatibility rating on any subsequent proposals because now you have an
existing subdivision adjacent to the one you are proposing. It is a clever but overused strategy

and unfair to the habitat and Lake Fork Creek.

Please deny this application.
Sincerely,
Galen Shaver

Judy Anderson
Lake Fork, Idaho



Opposition of River Fork Ranch Subdivision
From: Chuck Seubert

Sent: Wednesday, March 6, 2024 3:32 PM

To: Cynda Herrick <cherrick@co.valley.id.us>

Subject: Opposition of River Fork Ranch Subdivision

I am in extreme opposition of the CUP 24-02 River Fork Subdivision off of Spink
Lane. This high density housing subdivision absolutely does not meet development
standards in that area.

1. This area has a large elk and deer migration route.

2. At least half of the proposed subdivision sits on wetlands and is surrounded by a year
round irrigation ditch.

3. Millions of migratory birds, ducks, geese, blue heron and sandhill cranes rely on this
area as their native habitat.

4. The water table is extremely high in this area which will create problems with septic
systems and foundation requirements.

5. Noise pollution and high human activity will eliminate the peaceful, tranquil
neighborhood and bring down home values.

6. Higher volume traffic on Spink lane and HWY 55 will make it very unsafe for travelers
in that area.

| have lived on Morris Ranch Road for 25 years and this proposed subdivision borders
my property. | respectfully oppose this subdivision which will not only impact
surrounding properties but the natural wildlife we all enjoy.

Sincerely,

Chuck Seubert






/¢ Holland & Hart

Cynda Herrick, AICP, CFM
Planning & Zoning Director
March 6, 2024

Page 2

3. The proposed project will not place any unreasonable burden on the public
infrastructure.

The Application does not provide evidence as to how the Proposed Development will
adhere to above-mentioned standards. Given the concerns discussed below, the Proposed
Development as currently presented cannot meet such standards. Based on the foregoing, Mr.
Bettis requests that the Commission and the Valley County Board of County Commissioners
(“Board”) deny the Application.

1. The Application fails to acknowledge groundwater impacts.

The Impact Report must address “[w]ater demand, discharge, supply source, and disposal
method for potable uses, domestic uses, and fire protection. Identify existing surface water
drainage, wetlands, flood prone areas and potential changes.” Code § 9-5-3(D)(2)(f). It must also
“[i]dentify existing groundwater and surface water quality and potential changes due to this
proposal.”

The Application does not address most of these topics. For those matters it does address,
the Applicant’s response is vague and insufficient. For example, the Application describes that
the Proposed Development will be served by individual wells but provides no other details. The
Application also does not include the Proposed Development’s plans to conserve groundwater
resources and address ongoing drought concerns.

Attendees at the December 8, 2023 Neighborhood Meeting expressed concern that future
wells will impact the viability of current wells. Dave Callister on behalf of the Applicant explained
that wells will be drilled under the authority of the Idaho Department of Water Resources
(“IDWR?”) well drilling authorities and that this project was “ideally situated in a water rich basin
along the Lake Fork Creek which is a year round aquafer contributor and that single family homes
are typically not excessive water users.”

Section 10-1-5 of the Code requires that “all subdivisions of land and all dedications and
vacations of streets shall be reviewed for compliance with the applicable policies and plans adopted
by the board of county commissioners.” Mr. Callister’s broad statement is not enough to establish
that the proposed development complies with the County’s Plan (revised November 26, 2018).

The Plan sets a goal to “[c]onserve and manage groundwater and all surface water in all its
forms in order to prevent depletion or pollution.” Plan, at p. 17. To carry out these goals, the
County must “[o]rient watershed management practices toward the improvement and maintenance
of ground and surface water quality throughout Valley County.” Id.

The Applicant alleges that groundwater does not matter here because the area is in a “water
rich basin.” But this position ignores the impacts that drought can have on all water users. Since
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This area has already been adjudicated in the Snake River Basin Adjudication, but there is
no indication in the Application what water or groundwater may still be available for appropriation
in the basin. Itis difficult, or even impossible, to determine what impacts the proposed subdivision
may have on shared water supply without this information.

Therefore, until the Applicant provides additional information, the P&Z Commission and
Board cannot confirm the Proposed Development’s conformity with the Plan.

2. The Application lacks information on proposed Mahala Ditch changes.

As previously mentioned above, the Applicant is required in its Impact Report to identify
water supply sources and potential changes. The Application discloses that the Mahala Ditch will
be piped and rerouted. The Irrigation Plan for this development notes that the Applicant has
“reached out to the irrigation district with no response.” Before making changes to Mahala Ditch,
the Applicant must demonstrate compliance with Idaho Code § 18-4308 which requires the
Applicant to obtain written permission from the owner of a ditch before it is changed or placed in
a buried pipe by the landowner. These materials do not make it clear whether the Applicant has
obtained permission.

The Application materials also provide no details regarding the proposed pipeline size,
grade, or screening to prevent clogs. The proposed jog in the pipeline could lead to obstructions.
We also note that current pipeline proposal presents maintenance concerns, as the proposed
pipeline runs through many private owners’ property instead of a common-space easement.
Without a full discussion of these matters, and without advice, insight, and permission from the
irrigation district, the application is incomplete.

3. The Application does not address particulate emissions to the air.

Impact Reports must address particulate emissions existing and that may be added by
proposed uses. Code §9-5-3-(D)(e). The Applicant’s Impact Report notes that “[t]his factor is
generally not application [sic].” Applicant’s Impact Report, p. 2. § 5. The response mentions septic
systems only. The Applicant’s Impact Report also notes that “[t]he site is very flat allowing for
development to happen with minimal disturbances.” Id. at. p.3, § 13. These responses fail to
adequately consider dust emissions during and after construction. Spink Lane is gravel and the
proposed roads will also be gravel. Gravel road networks generate road dust which can negatively
impact human health.! Accordingly, the Applicant must provide an emissions inventory, or at

! Khan RK, Strand MA. Road dust and its effect on human health: a literature review. Epidemiol
Health. 2018 Apr 10;40:¢2018013. doi: 10.4178/epih.e2018013. PMID: 29642653; PMCID:
PMC5968206; see also United States Environmental Protection Agency, AP-42, Compilation of
Air Pollutant Emissions Factors from Stationary Sources, Chapter 13.2.2 — Unpaved Roads,
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cannot confirm that this Proposed Development will conform with the federal Clean Water Act’s
dredge and fill permitting requirements.

6. Unavailable materials render the Application incomplete.

We note that many of the required answers of the Applicant’s Impact Report are incomplete
or missing. Besides the missing information noted here and above, the Application also mentions,
but does not include several important environmental documents. For example, a grading,
drainage, and stormwater management plan and stormwater pollution prevention plan are
mentioned in the Impact Report but both are missing from the package provided to the public.
These missing materials render the Application incomplete. Without these documents, the P&Z
Commission and Board cannot reasonably determine whether the Application and Proposed
Development conform with Section 9-5-3 of the Code’s required Impact Reports, the Plan, or the
Valley County Ground Water Quality Improvement and Drinking Water Source Protection Plan.

7. The Application is deficient because it does not consider agriculture.

Another Impact Report requirement as set forth in Section 9-5-3(D)(2)(m) of the Code
requires the Applicant to provide “[r]easons for selecting the particular location including
topographic, geographic and similar features, historic, adjoining land ownership or use, access to
public lands, recreation, utilities, streets, etc., in order to illustrate compatibility with and
opportunities presented by existing land uses or character.” The Applicant provides that “[t]he
property does not have irrigation water rights and has not historically been ranched or used for
agricultural purposes.” This response does not address the current rural nature of the Property and
fails to explain how the Proposed Development — a residential subdivision - is compatible with the
current surrounding uses consisting of grazing land, outdoor recreation, and open space.

9-4-2 codifies important pieces of the Comprehensive Plan as follows:

The comprehensive plan states that “planning be instituted to preserve the open
characteristics and scenic beauty of the county,” and an objective stated therein is to
“preserve agricultural land for farming and allow nonfarm development in rural areas
only when it does not interfere with the productive and profitable level of agriculture.”

Ordinance 9-4-2 (punctuation in original).

The Proposed Development could negatively impact nearby ranching and grazing
operations without proper mitigation measures. American Farmland Trust warns,

“Idahoans will pave over, fragment, or compromise 113,075 acres of farmland and
ranchland between now and 2040. That’s the equivalent of losing 718 farms and ranches,
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The Application also fails to provide a range of sale prices for these dwelling units so it is
impossible to evaluate what kind of impact the development would have on affordable housing.
Thus., the Application is incomplete because the Applicant does not meaningfully address
affordable housing considerations and many of the stated proposals run contrary to mitigating these
factors.

Based on the foregoing, Mr. Bettis respectfully requests that the P&Z Commission and
Board deny the Application at this time.

Very truly yours,
/s/ Jacqueline N. Walton

Jacqueline N. Walton
Partner
of Holland & Hart we
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Do you have a home septic system? As an Idaho resident, there is a good chance you do—thirty-six percent of Idaho’s
homes, or about 210,000 residences, use septic systems to treat their sewage. These systems discharge more than 53 million

gallons of wastewater into Idaho’s soils annually, and this figure grows each year. In 1999, Idaho’s seven health districts
issued over 6,100 permits for new septic systems.

Septic systems dispose of household sewage, or wastewater, generated from toilet use, bathing, laundry, and kitchen and
cleaning activities. Because septic systems are underground and seldom require daily care, many homeowners rarely think
about routine operations and maintenance. However, if a septic system is not properly designed, located, constructed, and
maintained, groundwater may become contaminated.

Household Wastewater

Households that are not served by public sewers depend on septic tank systems to treat and dispose of wastewater.
Household wastewater carries with it all wastes that go down the drains in our homes, including human waste, dirt, food,
toilet paper, soap, detergents, and cleaning products. It contains dissolved nutrients, household chemicals, grease, oil,
microorganisms (including some that cause disease), and solid particles. If not properly treated by your septic system
chemicals and microorganisms in wastewater can travel through the soil to groundwater and pose a health hazard.

]

Kitchen  Misc.

The average person uses between 50 and 75 gallons of water per day; mostly in the bathroom. Reducing your water use will
help your septic system to work more efficiently. '

Your Septic System
A conventional septic system has three working parts: a septic tank, a drainfield, and surrounding soil.

Septic Tank

Septic tanks can be made of concrete, fiberglass, or plastic and must be approved by the state. Minimum sizes of tanks have
been established for residences based on the number of bedrooms in the dwelling. In Idaho, a 1,000-gallon septic tank is
required for homes with three or four bedrooms. Larger tanks are required for larger homes. Local district health
departments issue permits for septic systems and specify the minimum size tank. Some systems installed before the current
rules and regulations may have smaller septic tanks.



A septic tank has three main functions:

* toremove as many solids as possible from household wastewater before sending the liquid, called “effluent,” to a
drainfield;

* to decompose solids in the tank; and
e to store solids that do not decompose.

When raw wastewater enters the tank, heavy solids sink to the bottom of the tank as sludge. Light solids, such as grease and
paper, float to the surface as scum. During the wastewater storage period, bacteria digest organic material in the wastewater.
During this process, the solid material is reduced in volume and composition. Solids that do not decompose accumulate in
the tank and eventually must be pumped out.

Septic Tank

Inspection Port Pump Out Port
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Tees, or baffles, are provided at the tank’s inlet and outlet pipes. The inlet tee slows the incoming wastes and reduces
disturbance of the settled sludge. The outlet tee keeps the solids and scum in the tank. As new wastewater enters the tank
through the inlet tee, an equal amount of wastewater is pushed out of the tank through the outlet tee. The effluent that leaves
the tank has been partially treated but still contains disease-causing bacteria and other pollutants.

Drainfield

Each time raw wastewater enters the tank it forces an equal amount of effluent into a drainfield. A standard drainfield is
composed of a series of perforated pipes buried in gravel-filled trenches in the soil. The effluent seeps out of the perforated
pipes and percolates through the gravel to the soil.

A__Vcnt Stack
Manhole

Seplic Tank
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Drainficld

Soil

The soil below the drainfield provides the final treatment and disposal of the septic tank effluent. After the effluent has
passed into the soil, most of it percolates downward and outward, eventually entering the groundwater. Soils are critical to
the treatment of septic tank wastewater.



A system that is not functioning properly will release nutrient-rich and bacterial-laden wastewater into the groundwater
and/or surface water. These contaminated waters pose a significant public health threat to people that come into contact with
them. Wastewater that moves with groundwater can transport bacteria considerable distances. This can result in a threat to
public health and adversely affect the quality of ground and surface waters.

Caring for Your Septic System

Installing Your System

In order to have a septic system installed on your property, you must first obtain a permit. Permit applications are available
from your local district health department. Next, you must have a site evaluation performed. Make arrangements for this
with your district health department and with a licensed septic system installer. Note that not all property is suitable for
septic systems, so some permits may be denied. It is recommended that you have a site evaluation performed before you
purchase property. Finally, have your system installed by a licensed installer and inspected by your local health district.
Provide regular, preventative, maintenance to keep your system running smoothly.

Inspecting Your System

When too much sludge and scum are allowed to accumulate in your tank, the incoming sewage will not have enough time in
the septic tank for solids to settle. Solids may flow to the drainfield and clog the pipes, causing the sewage to overflow to the
ground surface, where it exposes humans and animals to disease-causing organisms. To prevent this from happening, it is
very important to inspect your tank regularly and have it serviced when needed. All tanks have accessible manholes for
inspecting and pumping. Some excavation work may be needed to uncover the manhole.

Properly designed tanks should have enough capacity for three to eight years of use before needing service. This is
dependent upon the amount of wastewater generated. It is recommended that an average family of four have its septic tank
pumped out every three to five years. Don’t wait for signs of system failure to have your tank pumped. Your tank should be
checked annually to measure sludge and scum levels. A licensed septic tank pumper can provide a septic tank inspection and
recommend when the tank should be pumped. A tank inspection should include measuring the depth of scum and sludge and
inspecting the tees in the septic tank.

If you do the inspection yourself, it is important to understand that septic tanks always appear full because both the inlet and
the outlet are at the top of the tank. What you will need to know is how much of the tank’s volume is being taken up by scum
and sludge. When sludge and scum take up more than 35 percent of the tank volume, these solids need to be removed by
pumping. A pole wrapped in a course weave cloth can be used to check the sludge depth. An extension on the pole can be

used to measure the scum depth. Record these measurements as part of your pumping records. To check the tees, uncover
the inspection ports.

Never allow anyone to enter your septic tank. Dangerous gases and the lack of oxygen can kill in minutes.

While it is impractical to inspect the pipes in your drainfield, it is important to watch for drainfield failure or overuse. See
“Warning Signs of System Failure” in this booklet for information.

Maintaining Your System

Pumping your septic tank every three years (or as determined by your inspections) will remove accumulations of solids, help
keep the drainfield from becoming clogged, and help prevent you from experiencing sewage backups or septic system failure.
An accumulation of sludge exceeding 35% of the total water depth in the septic tank could cause solids to enter the drainfield
and clog the system. Hire a licensed septic tank pumper to pump your tank for you.

Mapping Your System

In order to take proper care of your septic system, you must know the location of the septic tank and drainfield. The location
of your septic tank can be determined from plot plans, septic system inspection records, architectural or landscape drawings,
or from observations of the house plumbing. If you do not have access to drawings, find where the sewer pipe leaves your
house. Some installers mark the location where the waste pipe comes out of the house with an “S” on the foundation. You

may want to do this as well. Probe in the ground 10 to 15 feet directly out from the location where the pipe leaves your
house to find your tank,



Once the septic tank has been located, make several plot plan diagrams (with measurements) that include a rough sketch of
your house, septic tank cover, drainfield area, well, and any other permanent reference points (such as trees or large rocks)
and place them with your important papers. You’ll find a sample system diagram on the next page, and a place to draw your
own inside the front cover of this booklet. You may also want to hang a diagram in your garage and provide one to your
local district health office.

Maintain a permanent record of any septic system maintenance, repair, sludge and scum levels, pumping, drainfield
condition, household backups, and operations notes.
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Create a septic system diagram, similar to this one, for your system.



Warning Signs of System Failure

While proper use, inspections, and maintenance should prevent most septic tank problems, it is still important to be aware of

changes in your septic system and to act immediately if you suspect a system failure. There are many signs of septic system
failure:

¢ surfacing sewage or wet spots in the drainfield area;

e plumbing or septic tank backups;

* slow draining fixtures;

» gurgling sounds in the plumbing system;

*  sewage odors in the house or yard (note that the house plumbing vent on the roof will emit sewage odors and this is
normal); and

* tests showing the presence of bacteria in well water.

If you notice any of these signs, or if you suspect your septic tank system may be having problems, contact a licensed septic
system professional or your local district health agency for assistance.

Septic System Dos and Don’ts

Proper operation of a septic system can prevent costly repairs or replacement. Observing the following guidelines will help
to keep your system running efficiently.

* ...practice water conservation. The more wastewater you produce, the more wastewater your system must treat and
dispose. By reducing and balancing your use, you can extend the life of your system and avoid costly repairs.

Use water saving devices such as low flow showerheads.
Repair leaky faucets and plumbing fixtures immediately.
Reduce toilet reservoir volume or flow.
Take short showers,
Take baths with a partially filled tub.
Wash only full loads of dishes and laundry.
Shut off the water while shaving or brushing your teeth.
-Balance your water use (e.g., avoid washing several loads of laundry in one day).
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* ...keep accurate records. Know where your septic tank is, keep a diagram of its location using the space provided in
this booklet, and keep a record of system maintenance.

* ...inspect your system annually. Check the sludge and scum levels inside the tank and periodically check the
drainfield for odors, wet spots, or surfacing sewage.

®  ...pump your system routinely. Pumping your septic tank is probably the single most important thing you can do to
protect your system.

® ...keep all runoff away from your system. Water from roofs and driveways should be diverted away from the septic
tank and drainfield area. Soil over your system should be mounded slightly to encourage runoff.

® ...protect your system from damage. Keep vehicles and livestock off your drainfield. The pressure can compact the
soil or damage the pipes. Before you dig for any reason, check the location of your system and drainfield area.

» ...landscape your system properly. Plant grass over the drainfield area. Don’t plant trees or shrubs or place
impermeable materials, such as concrete or plastic, over the drainfield.

® ...usecleaning chemicals in moderation and only according to manufacturer’s directions.



Bon’t

...flood irrigate over your system or drainfield area. The best way to irrigate these areas is with sprinklers.
...use caustic drain openers for clogged drains. Use boiling water or a drain snake to clean out clogs.
...enter a septic tank. Poisonous gases or a lack of oxygen can be fatal.

...use septic tank additives. They are not necessary for the proper functioning of your tank and they do not
reduce the need for pumping. In fact, some additives can even harm your system,

...flush harmful materials into your tank. Grease, cooking oil, coffee grounds, sanitary napkins, and cigarettes
do not easily decompose in septic tanks. Chemicals, such as solvents, oils, paints, and pesticides, are harmful to
your systems operation and may pollute groundwater.

...use a garbage disposal. Using a garbage disposal will increase the amount of solids entering the septic tank
and will result in the need for more frequent pumping.



Map your septic system here




For NMore Information

If you need to obtain a permit for a new or replacement septic system, or if you have questions about septic systems and their
operation and maintenance, please contact your local health district.

Panhandle District Health Department
8500 N. Atlas Road

Hayden, ID 83835

208-415-5100

North Central District Health Department
215 10™ Street

Lewiston, ID 83501

208-799-0353

Southwest District Health Department
920 Main Street

Caldwell, ID 83605

208-455-5400

Central District Health Department
707 N. Armstrong Place

Boise, ID 83704

208-327-7499

South Central District Health Department
1020 Washington Street North

Twin Falls, ID 83303

208-734-5900

Southeastern District Health Department
1901 Alvin Ricken Drive

Pocatello, ID 83201

208-239-5270

District 7 Health Department
254 “E” Street

Idaho Falls, ID 83402
208-523-5382
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