CASCADE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
SERVING CASCADE COUNTY, MONTANA

Hybrid Meeting Format:
Courthouse Annex Room 105
325 2 nd Ave. N.
Great Falls, MT 59401

Online Zoom Meeting ID: 865 4284 2540
Go to https://us2web.zoom.us/j/86542842540 to join
Toll-Free: 888-788-0099 or 877-853-5247

Board Members: Dexter Busby, Richard Liebert, Elliot Merja, Bruce Moore, Sara Murphy, Beth
Schoenen, and Rob Skawinski.

AGENDA
09/20/2022

9:00 AM
1. Call To Order
2. Roll Call
3. Draft Meeting Minutes
Draft Meeting Minutes for Aug 16, 2022
Documents:
PB DRAFT MINS 8-16-22.PDF
4. Old Business
4.I. None
5. New Business
5.I. Zoning Change Application, ZC #2022-002, Submitted By Levi & Panther Lee
1.

Staff Report Presented by Kevin Angland, Planner

2.

Board Discussion

3.

Public Hearing

4.

Board Discussion & Action

Documents:
ZC 2022-002 - PLANNING BOARD_STAFF REPORT FINAL.PDF
ZC 2022-002 FINDINGS OF FACT.PDF
ZC 2022-002.PDF
CS-0000014.PDF
APPLICABLE REGS.PDF
LEE - NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING.PDF
VICINITY MAP .PDF
ZONING MAP.PDF
COMMENTS.PDF
COMMENT_NWS.PDF

CS-0000014.PDF
APPLICABLE REGS.PDF
LEE - NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING.PDF
VICINITY MAP .PDF
ZONING MAP.PDF
COMMENTS.PDF
COMMENT_NWS.PDF
5.II. Maeder Addition Minor Subdivision Preliminary Plat Application And Rezone
1.

Staff Report Presented by Raina Leavens, Planner

2.

Board Discussion

3.

Public Hearing

4.

Board Discussion & Action

Documents:
PB STAFF REPORT - PRELIMINARY PLAT AND REZONE.PDF
FINDINGS OF FACT - PRELIMINARY PLAT AND REZONE.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION 1.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION A.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION B.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION C.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION D.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION E.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION F.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION G.PDF
MAEDER ADDITION SUBDIVISION APPLICATION SECTION H.PDF
COMMENTS.PDF
CCZR APPLICABLE SECTION.PDF
NOTICE - AFF OF PUBLICATION GF TRIB.PDF
6. Board Matters
7. Public Comments On Other Matters Within The Board's Jurisdiction
8. Adjournment
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CASCADE COUNTY
PLANNING BOARD
8/16/2022
9:00 AM
Hybrid Online/Zoom Online Video Meeting
Board Members: Dexter Busby, Richard Liebert, Elliot Merja, Bruce Moore, Sara Murphy, Beth Schoenen
and Rob Skawinski.
NOTICE: PURSUANT TO MCA 2-3-212(1), THE OFFICIAL RECORD OF THE MINUTES OF THE MEETING IS IN
AUDIO FORM, LOCATED AT CASCADECOUNTYMT.GOV AND THE PLANNING OFFICE. THIS IS A WRITTEN
RECORD OF THIS MEETING TO REFLECT ALL THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE BOARD. MCA 7-4-2611 (2)(B).
TIMESTAMPS ARE INDICATED IN RED, WITHIN EACH AGENDA ITEM BELOW, AND WILL DIRECT YOU TO
THE PRECISE LOCATION SHOULD YOU WISH TO REVIEW THE AUDIO SEGMENT.
THESE MINUTES ARE PARAPHRASED AND REFLECT THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE CASCADE COUNTY
PLANNING BOARD AND ARE CONSIDERED A DRAFT UNTIL FORMALLY APPROVED BY THE PLANNING
BOARD.
STAFF ATTENDEES: Kevin Angland, Carey Ann Haight, Raina Leavens, Phoebe Marcinek, Alisha Osborne,
Charity Yonker.
PUBLIC ATTENDEES : Paxton Ellis, Dean Grundy, Pamela J. Grundy, Mark Leo, Jenn Rowell, John
Schmiedeke, Howard Schneider, Claude Weidow, Ashley Wilkinson, Darcy Wilkinson, Jake Wilkinson, Tim
Wilkinson.
[Sound check and troubleshooting for volume is initiated].
1. CALL TO ORDER: Elliot Merja called the meeting to order at 09:00 AM [00:01:45].
2. ROLL CALL:
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Dexter Busby, Richard Liebert, Elliot Merja (online), Bruce Moore, Beth
Schoenen, Rob Skawinski.
BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: Sara Murphy.
3. APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES :
A. Draft Meeting Minutes for July 21, 2022 [00:04:41]
1. Board Discussion & Decision
Elliot Merja: Asks if there are any corrections or additions. Hearing none, he asks if there is a motion
to approve the minutes.
Richard Liebert: Moves to approve.
Dexter Busby: Seconds the motion.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is anything else. Hearing none, he calls for a vote.
All in Favor, motion carries 6 – 0.
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4. OLD BUSINESS: None.
5. NEW BUSINESS:
A. Big Bend Ranch No. 16, Variance Request from CCSR Section 10-4 Maximum Road Length Standard
of No More than 1000 Feet ; Variance Request from CCS R Section 10-15(F)(1) Two Approaches for
Legal and Physical Access ; and Preliminary Plat Application for Big Bend Ranch No. 16 Major
Subdivision Submitted by Big Bend Ranch Development Co. [00:05:29]
1. Raina Leavens, Planner, presents the Staff Report.
Motions Presented for the Board ’s Consideration:
1. Variance 1 (V1): Request to allow deviation from the maximum road length standard of 1000
feet for a road that end in a cul-de-sac/turnaround.

Or
2. Variance 2 (V2) Request deviation from CCSR § 10-15(F)(1) “Legal and Physical Access”
requiring access to the property in all major subdivisions…shall be provided by a minimum of two
approaches, located as remotely from each other as possible to assure more than one
ingress/egress route for residents and emergency service providers.
Charity Yonker: Says since the Variance requires a public hearing, I assume the Board would like
to stop there and consider and hold the public hearing for each of the variances.
Elliot Merja: Says he thinks that is appropriate and he is trying to keep his microphone on. The
third one was two-fold, one was to allow the extra one hundred fifty (150) extra feet, and one
was to deny it because they do not have a second egress. He requests clarification.
Charity Yonker: Says that is correct.
Elliot Merja: Asks if the Board can move to public comments prior to making a motion.
Charity Yonker: Clarifies that we need to have a public hearing.
Elliot Merja: Says we have the public comment on it now before there is any kind of motion.
Charity Yonker: Affirms.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is any public that would like to speak.
2. Public Hearing opens at 09:26 AM, [00:26:26].
General Public Comments Regarding Big Bend Ranch No. 16 :
Tim Wilkinson of 75 Spring Ridge Drive, Great Falls: Says he is the developer and he has the
engineer, Mark Leo, who will also speak. He states he did not receive the staff report until the
previous morning and have yet to receive the mailed copy. He says he requested several
meetings with the Planning Department that were not granted and could have cleared up the
issues. He explains the background for the Big Bend Ranch initial meeting in 2001 and the 2002
preliminary plat from the Commissioners. The Preliminary plat, which had fifty-six (56) more lots
than we currently have, expired in early 2017. The development is taking a long time due to the
recessions in 2008. He says the Staff Report mentions master planning and that there is no
requirement to do so. He provides a brief explanation of the basic topography and says that Mr.
Leo will speak more on that.
Mr. Wilkinson says there is a concern on page four (4) of the Staff Report. He explains that in
2001, they agreed to donate a half-acre lot to Cascade County for a fire department, which we
did because we saw a need for fire protection in the area. We thought once it was built it would
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sell lots, and would be good for everybody, not just my own development. There is no one on
the fire department now that was there twenty (20) years ago. It says on page four (4) it says,
“Notably on Big Bend Ranch Phase I and II, the Applicant deeded a tract of land to eb utilized by
the Gore Hill Voluntary Fire Department as a satellite fire station which has the potential to
influence the objectivity and comments and recommendations”. The first time I met the fire chief
was when he came out and looked at the fire plan. He says his second concern is that the fire
department as an agency sent a letter to the Planning Department and it was not included in the
Staff Report. It is my understanding that agency letters need to be included. He asks if he can
hand out copies.
Carey Ann Haight: Says yes.
Tim Wilkinson: Says he has a couple extras. He says he sees the fire chief is present and so
assumes he will speak. He explains that instead of doing cisterns, which may be problematic,
there is a public water system. He says the Staff Report is incorrect on the data, listing a public
waste water system, when it is a public drinking water system. It is eighty thousand gallons
underwater cistern with a distribution area in front that pumps out to the homeowners’
pressurized lines. He explains the ingress and egress and four (4) inch fire hydrant installed at the
pumphouse, with two wells that fill the cistern at about four hundred thirty (430) gallons a
minute, which is much more water than needed. He says the fire department was thrilled at the
idea as it would help new development and the old. He says that every time he has dealt with
people from the fire department, he has found them people of integrity and is sure the chief has
no idea who donated the lot and they had not met before. He asks what it matters who donated
the lot and says that now he feels they are being punished for it. The response time would still be
from Gore Hill otherwise.
Mr. Wilkinson asks to have the map on screen. He indicates the development area and explains
the reason the steeper area is accessible is with an extra 150 feet due to the contour. He explains
the variance request for ingress and egress and from the cul de sac follows the terrain and
indicates the old farm road utilized for decades. He explains it was used to search for Judge
Parker years ago in the winter time. It is a temporary situation. It will loop around and meet the
other side.
He explains the section of the subdivision regulations that states he has the right to post a bond
or letter of credit in case the cul de sac become permanent and the subdivision is not completed,
so the road will be improved to county standard. He says he intends to follow through. He asks
whether it makes sense after reading the definition of cul de sac, and explains he is willing to post
a bond for the farm road for use in case an egress is needed. He reads the statute for the
variance as listed in the regulations and then explains the topography and situation that he
believes is unique to the property regarding the pivot points and why there are unable to meet
the criteria. He says on page ten (10) that the list of condition for 150 feet is completely
unreasonable and reads the list of conditions and explains his reasoning for the ingress and
egress requirements being adequate. He says there is an email from DES that is unreasonable. He
explains the process and reasoning for locating areas on the lots for housing and why certain
places are not feasible for placing homes. He restates his requests and asks for the Board to
accept the variance. He asks if there are any questions.
Beth Schoenen: Asks if there is a fence where the old farm road is.
Tim Wilkinson: Says they could not drive into the development and that they did not know where
the actual property was because there are cattle fences there and it may be mistaken for another
person’s property. The improvements have not been done yet because we were anting them
approved first.
Beth Schoenen: Asks if there is a key to padlock for the firemen to access the area.
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Tim Wilkinson: Says yes, there are many options such as breakaway gates, it can be driven or
walked due to the gentle sloping on the farm area. He says he sees Mr. Liebert has a question.
Richard Liebert: Says he will direct it through the Chair.
Elliot Merja: Says yes, Mr. Liebert.
Richard Liebert: Asks if the southern perimeter of the number sixteen (16) runs parallel to the
boundary.
Tim Wilkinson: Says down here [he indicates the area on the map].
Richard Liebert: Says yes and asks if there is a road through there.
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes and the cul de sac is right here [indicates it on the map].
Richard Liebert: Says he sees that and says the road is further south from the cul de sac and asks
if it is suitable for traffic or an unimproved road.
Tim Wilkinson: Says it is a road.
Richard Liebert: Asks if it is serviceable.
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Asks if the fire department or first responders could approach from the west and
go up to the northeast.
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes but not right now, eventually the plan is to connect that road going up
through.
Richard Liebert: Says so there is no way to come up from the southwest though.
Tim Wilkinson: Says not right now, though you can go through Mr. Volk’s property, which is down
here. There is much more to do with the floodplain stuff that we do not know where the road is
going to be, which is why we cannot master plan it at this point.
Richard Liebert: Says he has a couple more questions for the developer.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Asks if the previous approved culs-de-sac were less than a thousand (100) feet.
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Says so there is no provision for those conditional requirements.
Tim Wilkinson: Says we did not need to seek a variance because they were a thousand (1000)
feet and under.
Richard Liebert: Says we are talking about one hundred and fifty (150) feet here.
Tim Wilkinson: Affirms.
Richard Liebert: Says he thinks it would be common sense that people would not want to clutter
the roads with additional trailers and be a good neighbor.
Tim Wilkinson: Says we have covenants which are strict.
Richard Liebert: Says that he recommends that members of the HOA be courteous and kind to
neighbors, even though it is not regulated you want to be cooperative.
Tim Wilkinson: Agrees.
Richard Liebert: Asks if there have been any incidents with the other culs-de-sac and perhaps the
Fire Chief can address them. He says he sees the point of the bond so he can continue to develop
a road to the east.
Tim Wilkinson: Says right, [he indicates on the map where the road will be] it is a peninsula. He
explains where the road will tie into the existing road for access.
Richard Liebert: Asks if the pivot is on the north side just on the other side of number sixteen
(16).
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Asks if it is operational and whether they are growing alfalfa there.
Tim Wilkinson: Says it is operational, but not being used right now due to the field needing
cleaned up because it was re-seeded and then the cattle trampled it.
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Richard Liebert: Asks if there is a road trace that goes through the pivot from the one o’clock
position down to the eight o’clock position.
Tim Wilkinson: Says that is the pivot.
Richard Liebert: Says the other trail, to your left.
Tim Wilkinson: Says this one.
Richard Liebert: Says yes.
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes, that is the existing farm road.
Richard Liebert: Says nobody traverses that one.
Tim Wilkinson: Says no, it is shut right now, it is a much better road than it shows on the map.
The first responders used that road.
Richard Liebert: Says he was just trying to identify the different roads between Stonegate Road
and Missouri Bend Road.
Tim Wilkinson: Says those are locked. Stonegate Road comes in and goes out, this is Missouri
Bend Road.
Richard Liebert: Says now he understands.
Tim Wilkinson: Says the blue road is Missouri Bend Road.
Richard Liebert: Says and all those properties to the north have water cisterns.
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes. This is a different individual on these two (2) lots [he indicates on the
map], but we have sixty some homes on the public water system.
Richard Liebert: Says that is unique.
Tim Wilkinson: Say yes, it is but I would not do it again.
Richard Liebert: Says we see a lot of subdivisions that have water challenges. I will ask questions
to the engineer later.
Elliot Merja: Says he has a question on where the cistern is located, where is the half-acre and
asks if there is a firehouse on the half-acre.
Tim Wilkinson: Says the water cistern is here [he indicates the area on the map] and the fire
station is right here [he indicates it higher on the map]. This is Fox Farm, and this is Dune [Drive].
We thought it would be a great location, so we gave it to the county as there are multiple routes
to the subdivision. The fire chief is here, and he can come up and tell about it.
Elliot Merja: Says okay.
Dexter Busby: Says he has a question for Mr. Wilkinson.
Elliot Merja: Says okay.
Dexter Busby: Says he lives nearby, and they were supposed to get a second road put in, but
never did. He asks how we can assure ourselves that it goes in if you are not available. He says
the bond puts the money there and asks what happens if the land is not available because
someone places a house in the middle of an intended easement.
Tim Wilkinson: Says that is a great question. He says he will have to talk to the legal staff, but we
want to give an access easement. He asks if there are any other questions. Thank you.
Elliot Merja: Says thank you.
Mark Leo of 1324 13th Ave SW: Says he thinks Mr. Wilkinson covered everything. He reiterates
that Mr. Wilkinson has been developing this for twenty (20) years now, and it is number sixteen
(16) because the preliminary plat expired. It is a natural progression [he indicates on the map the
location of the development] so it is progressing down and around. The river has challenges
because it is in a regulatory floodplain. Mr. Wilkinson paid to have me study the river because it
was in an unstudied area and FEMA did not have Base Flood Elevations established. So I studied
and submitted to FEMA and got a Letter of Map Amendment (LOMA) identifying the areas that
are out of the floodplain. The idea is to master plan it, but we are still dealing with the floodplain
stuff, because if we put a road in the floodplain, we will have to prove it is not going to affect the
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characteristics of the floodplain. There is a lot of back and forth with FEMA and we will need to
get a conditional letter from them stating we can add fill if necessary, to make the road work the
way we want it to. At that point we will have to get a Floodplain Permit through the County
Floodplain Administrator plus a formal Letter from FEMA, so it makes master planning this a bit
challenging right now as we have nine (9) extra lots. We are getting to the point where we can
and will submit a formal master plan of what we intend to do with the river lots. He says if there
are any other questions, he can take those now.
Richard Liebert: Says he has a question and asks how many future lots would be projected and
whether they would be within the floodplain.
Mark Leo: Says at this point we do not have a count of lots we have a few mapped in sketches at
best. We have identified the area out of the floodplain through the Letter of Map Amendment
and we try to maximize space and add fill but not for septic setbacks so there are all those things
we have to look through. No lot will be in the floodplain that is not allowed per the county
Subdivision Regulations, those lots have to be their own lots and rezoned to Open Space.
Richard Liebert: Says potential buyers will know they are in the floodplain then.
Mark Leo: Says yes. The way the rules are set up we have to rezone them so you cannot build in
the floodplain.
Richard Liebert: Asks if the road is the priority.
Mark Leo: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Says without a road you cannot build.
Mark Leo: Says it is buildable, we need to find the right route and least expensive option.
Richard Liebert: Says build a road and everybody will come.
Mark Leo: Say that is right.
Richard Liebert: Says that would be problematic for everyone, including public safety,
development and it has to withstand and not wash away in a hundred-year flood or something.
Mark Leo: Says that is right.
Richard Liebert: Says that is it.
Elliot Merja: Asks if anybody else has questions for Mr. Leo. Okay, thank you. He asks if there is
any other public comment.
Pam Grundy of 100 Bend View Lane: Says she is the current property owner’s association
president. She reads a letter regarding the Big Bend Ranch Development and the importance of
quality in development for fire departments. She explains that the developer cares about the
development and doing it properly. She asks if there are any questions.
Richard Liebert: Says thank you for the letter and asks if he can ask a question.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Asks if anyone has any reservations about the culs-de-sac.
Pam Grundy: Says not that she has heard. We have emergency services there, we have the
firehouse which has been very responsive to our needs. We appreciate the increase in the water
storage for the fire department.
Richard Liebert: Says those are beneficial, and when people are in a cul-de-sac it is problematic
sometimes. It depends on the buyer and who wants to live there.
Pam Grundy: Says we have culs-de-sac on the property already and have lived in them over the
years, therefore I do not see it as a problem.
Richard Liebert: Says that is why he was asking for her personal experiences as a property owner.
Thank you.
Elliot Merja: Asks if anybody else has questions. Hearing none, he asks if there is any other public
who would like to speak.
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Dean Grundy of 100 Bend View Lane: Says he is the first husband of the HOA president, and they
have lived in the subdivision for years. It is nice to work with a developer who works with the land
instead of grading it to make more money and additional lots. As for undue hardship, the county
signs off and does not come in and take care of the roads after it is done. This gives the
opportunity to have enough people to come in and assist with upkeep on the roads and water
system. It is a practical matter as well. He states he is a retired firefighter and did thirty-three (33)
years on that job. He says he is offended by what was in the Staff Report about the fire
department. He says it is wrong and apologies should be issued. He says that three of the
audience are volunteers and that it was disgusting to read that a donated plot of land as some
sort of compromise to integrity. The Gore Hill board takes the public trust very seriously and are
very careful with the budgeted money to run the department professionally and proficiently. He
says he feels that could have been handled differently. He explains the hose lay process the fire
departments use to reach locations in culs-de-sac and how there is no difference in eleven fifty
(1150) or one thousand (1000) feet.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there are any more public comments.
John Schmeideke of 235 Fisher Road: Says he is the Gore Hill Fire Chief and he can provide
recommendations which he and his staff do. He says he does not know who donated the land for
the fire station and he does not really care. He says he would like to know who put that in the
Staff Report, because it makes him feel as if he is taking bribes. He says that is not okay, [pointing
at the Staff and Board members] you guys receive a paycheck from the town, and I do not. He
says he spends many hours making sure things run properly for the public and “you have the
nerve to put into a public document that me or any of my staff do things for a bribe, and that is
what you are saying”.
Carey Ann Haight : Says the Planning Board members are all volunteers.
John Schmeideke : Says he does not care and demands to know who put that in the report.
Carey Ann Haight : Says it is part of the Staff Report.
John Schmeideke : Asks who put it in the report, because that is not okay.
Carey Ann Haight: Says legal authorized the language to be included because the Board should be
on notice of the relationship. She says she apologizes that he took offense to it, but it should be
included.
John Schmeideke : Says it should not be in there as it was donated to the county.
Carey Ann Haight: Says she will not debate this with him, he asked for an answer and she gave
him one. She asks if he has any other comments for or against the development.
John Schmeideke : Says he is for the development.
Carey Ann Haight : Says to please direct his comments to the Board.
John Schmeideke: Says he has given a fire system out there that far surpasses any he has seen in
the county and he has given recommendations to the county for approval. He says he has no dog
in the hunt except to say the fire engine can get in there, it can do what it is supposed to do. We
abide by the NFPA standards. He says he cannot enforce it, only provide standards for the county
to follow. He says Mr. Wilkinson came and asked what the fire department thought, people went
and looked at it and said it was a great idea. He explains that he has been able to turn every fire
engine around in the culs-de-sac with no issues. He says he has not received any letter stating
that the Board requires him to look at anything other than the road. He says it is not his fault if he
cannot answer what he is being sent, and if they want information, they do well filling out forms
and going to look at sites. He says he does not get paid to do this and he volunteers five or six
hundred hours a year, therefore it is ridiculous to be treated the way he or his staff is treated
with the comments and that is all he has to say.
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Rob Skawinski: Asks if the difference in 1150 or 1000 cul-de-sac poses any issues for the fire
department responding to a fire.
John Schmeideke: Says no.
Rob Skawinski: Asks if he sees any issues with the lack of additional ingress or egress.
John Schmeideke: Says on this one no, on other ones yes.
Rob Skawinski: Asks why not on this one.
John Schmeideke: Says because he can zip across a hay field if he needs to in order to get to
where he needs to be. It is not in a coulee where the fire is running up both sides.
Rob Skawinski: Says so the existing terrain allows you to get in and out.
John Schmeideke: Says he has a fire department key and can get through just about anything if
he has to. He reiterates that he has no issues reaching the area in a fire truck.
Rob Skawinski: Says thank you, that is all I have.
Elliot Merja: Says thank you and asks if there is any other public.
Claude Weidow of 56 Cherokee Drive: Says he is the assistant chief and do most of the site visits
and these are his neighbors. He states he has a letter dated 5 June from Mr. Wilkinson who
requested a letter of support from the fire department. He says the fire department found the
water supply exceeded the requirements, supplying one point five hours (1.5) of sustained water
supply. An average Montana home with a ten thousand (10, 000) gallon cistern would get the
department through the first fifteen (15) minutes of a fire if the house was fully engulfed. This
cistern has almost five hundred (500) gallons a minute. There is an almost indefinite supply from
the pivot and the dock down the road during peak fire season. We always apply risk management
and in our opinion the risk outweighs the benefit of the cistern being outside the minimum
standard. He explains how the ingress and egress was not part of the formal discussion and was
not able to review the actual variance. He says he read the agency comments and wants the
Board to know his agency takes the protection of the public seriously and do their best to provide
fair and unbiased assessments based on National Fire Protection Association standards. He says
he takes exception to the statement insinuating his conduct in this matter was influenced by
material gain. He states he would swear to the fact that he had no knowledge of the origin of the
land that was acquired until yesterday. He says they will do their best to not be influenced by it
no matter who the developer is. He provides his background in the Air Force and requests the
Board to strike the final sentence in the second paragraph under the comments. He says if they
can improve the process to let them know.
Richard Liebert: Says Mr. Chairman.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Says he concurs with everything said and it was regrettable what was written and
maybe there was a miscommunication and does not think there is a question of integrity of all
the volunteer firefighters and he depends on Ulm and Sand Coulee firefighters to protect him.
He says his brother passed away from ground zero in New York City so he appreciates everything
that has been said. He says for the record there is no issue with integrity for any volunteer fire
department and just like Mr. Wilkinson said it is different than twenty years ago and there is
nobody here from that time. Your comments are taken seriously and perhaps someone did not
get an email or phone call. Everyone here is a volunteer and only get paid mileage from the
County and that is it.
Claude Weidow: Says the purpose of his comments was to go on record stating that he had no
previous knowledge.
Richard Liebert: Says he wants to go on record saying he has utmost confidence in the integrity of
first responders.

Page 8 of 18

Claude Weidow: Says he writes their letters to be objective to the best of his ability and put one
opinion in indicating he thought it appeared to be the best water system in the district.
Richard Liebert: Says it is unique because we see a lot of these, and many have not done a
cistern, so it is great to have a public water cistern and a benefit to public safety. That is all.
Elliot Merja: Says thank you and asks if there is anybody else that has any questions or any further
public who would like to speak. Hearing none, he would entertain a motion so we can discuss this
as a Board.
Public Hearing closes at 10:34 AM.
3. Board Discussion & Action on Variance Request from CCSR Section 10-4 Maximum Road Length
Standard of No More than 1000 Feet: [01:34:23]
Richard Liebert: Says he has a question for legal staff first.
Elliot Merja: Says okay.
Richard Liebert: Asks about Mr. Wilkinson’s request to post a bond for the secondary road out to
the development. He asks if the language is legally sound.
Tim Wilkinson: Asks if he may speak on what his intention was.
Richard Liebert: Says please.
Tim Wilkinson: Says he would post a bond on a letter of credit to where if that became a
permanent cul-de-sac that the farm road would be improved to county standards then it would
comply with the subdivision regulations. If you feel that is necessary, I will do that.
Dexter Busby: Says he thinks we need some legal language on that plus an easement to ensure
that it can be.
Tim Wilkinson: Says right and an associated easement. In Appendix C of the subdivision
regulations it gives the developer the right to do that.
Elliot Merja: Asks if that answers the question.
Richard Liebert: Says Mr. Skawinski has a question.
Rob Skawinski: Asks if there is open discussion or if a motion is needed.
Elliot Merja: Says we are supposed to have a motion and a second and then a discussion.
Rob Skawinski: Says motion to discuss [laughter].
Elliot Merja: Says no, there is a motion and a second and then there is more discussion.
Rob Skawinski: Says he will make a motion to discuss the issues openly as a Board.
Beth Schoenen: Says she will second it.
Elliot Merja: Says okay and asks what they would like to discuss.
Rob Skawinski: Says he has a couple things and perhaps it is a question and answer session
amongst the Board. He says it seems like the two issues are the one hundred and fifty (150) feet,
which I understand starts somewhere. According to the chief and the fire department it is not a
big deal and I understand the legality of it and agree that one hundred fifty (150) feet is not a big
deal, we just need to figure out a way to grant that variance based on common sense.
Dexter Busby: Asks if that can be a separate motion.
Elliot Merja: Says there was a third motion that allowed the one hundred fifty (150) feet but
denied the second egress if this is read correctly.
Charity Yonker: Says Mr. Chair, these are proposed motions and conditions so the Board can
modify if the Board would like to take up the variance for the one hundred fifty (150) feet first
and then proceed into action for variance two if that is easier.
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Rob Skawinski: Asks if we can make a motion to approve the variance for the one hundred fifty
(150) feet based on based on the testimony of the local fire chief it is not an issue with this
particular situation.
Richard Liebert: Says he will make a motion on variance one with an amendment to item three
(3) on page ten (10). This separates V1 from V2. He asks if it will be sufficient.
Rob Skawinski: Says it might be better addressed one at a time.
Richard Liebert: Says that is parliamentary procedure. He moves to approves variance one to
allow deviation from CCSR 10-4 due to all the variance criteria being satisfied. He says that is to
get a motion.
Dexter Busby: Seconds the motion.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is further discussion. Hearing none, he calls for a vote.
All in Favor, motion carries 6 – 0.
4. Board Discussion for Variance Request from CCSR Section 10-15(F)(1) Two Approaches for Legal
and Physical Access [01:40:09]
Elliot Merja: Says the second part variance has to do with an ingress/egress, and that could be
approved, denied or modified for a bond in case in needed to be fixed.
Rob Skawinski: Says he has a question regarding that too.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.
Rob Skawinski: Asks if that requirement is in play because of the additional one hundred and fifty
(150) feet or if the cul-de-sac was less than one thousand (1000) feet if it would still be a
requirement.
Raina Leavens: Says that is a requirement for any subdivision regardless of the first one.
Elliot Merja: Says they are supposed to have two ways in and out.
Rob Skawinski: Says he thinks they would like dead end culs-de-sac because they do not get thru
traffic. There are differences of opinion on that. He says he does not see that as practically
necessary in this case, but he does not know how to word that. He says he will take a shot at it.
Dexter Busby: Says he would make a motion to approve it with the condition that the developer
provide an easement right and bonding or financial instrument to construct the second method
of egress.
Beth Schoenen: Says she is sorry about breaking up procedure and asks if the signage would no
longer be part of this anymore and it would be just the easement and the bond.
Multiple Board Members: Affirm.
Rob Skawinski: Asks whether the easement would be a temporary easement until the road gets
looped together, as he does not imagine the developer would terminate easement forever once
the road was looped together that easement could be abandoned.
Dexter Busby: Says there are procedures for abandoning an easement, so he does not really see it
as an issue one way or another.
Rob Skawinski: Asks if we can ask the developer what would be most practical for him.
Dexter Busby: Says sure.
Tim Wilkinson: Asks Mr. Merja if he may speak.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.

Page 10 of 18

Tim Wilkinson: Says that requirement for that access road is only a requirement if we do not
connect another way out in the future. I would post a bond that if the cul-de-sac becomes
permanent, I will bring that up to county standards, and I will draft an easement. I will need to
speak to my attorney (my two kids are lawyers) and see how to handle that exactly, and we
would not want to make that permanent if we can make that final connection. I am sure Ms.
Haight can take care of that too.
Dexter Busby: Says he thinks we just need to have a level of assurance that it will be constructed
one way or another.
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes, the way he has posted a letter of credit before was to get the bank to do
the financial part of it and County Attorney’s Office made any changes they thought was
necessary.
Dexter Busby: Says just a suitable financial instrument. He asks Ms. Haight how to word this.
Carey Ann Haight: Says he is doing fine.
Richard Liebert: Says if he wants the technical language, start with “I move the Planning Board…”.
Dexter Busby: Says “I move the Planning Board approve variance number two (2) with the
following conditions: that the developer provide an easement right and a financial instrument
suitable to construct a secondary easement. Now that can be a temporary easement if it will not
go down that exact route. He asks if that will work.
Charity Yonker: Asks if she can read the motion back.
Dexter Busby: Says sure.
Charity Yonker: Says you are moving to approve Variance 2, with the following conditions:
Developer provide an easement right, and financial instrument-can I say execute-financial
instrument to construct a temporary access easement.
Dexter Busby: Says he does not know if we want the word temporary in there, just the access
easement. Now he has the right to go elsewhere and put in his road, but this is in effect until that
happens, if he goes elsewhere.
Beth Schoenen: Says it is if the cul-de-sac becomes permanent.
Dexter Busby: Says yes.
Charity Yonker: Says a point of clarification; she asks at what point does the cul-de-sac become
permanent.
Multiple Board Members: [Inaudible].
Phoebe Marcinek: Says she thinks they can say something along the lines of “satisfactory to
subdivision regulations’, in terms of a secondary road.
Dexter Busby: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Asks if he is crafting a motion. He says just to help the process it should also
include Staff Report, variance application and testimony because that is what we have is
testimony from Mr. Wilkinson and others. Regrettably, some of this is not done in advance but
we are trying to craft a motion and have a remedy so we do not have to table this, and we can go
forward and get this done. I would refine it, Mr. Busby, before the comments about the legal
requirements of the developer. He asks if it would be conditional if some other person developed
it and the situation changes.
Tim Wilkinson: Says he thinks it should be whoever connects it.
Richard Liebert: Says in perpetuity or the next developers. He asks if that is complicated.
Dexter Busby: Says he does not think it needs to be.
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Richard Liebert: Says current and future developers, but the future developers does not have to
sign the bond and letter of credit that Mr. Wilkinson will sign.
Dexter Busby: Says that makes the financial instrument a little more complex is what it amounts
to.
Richard Liebert: Says someone who would become a future developer would have to go through
the-.
Tim Wilkinson: Says what about heirs if he dies.
Richard Liebert: Says he thinks that is getting a little deeper.
Dexter Busby: Says he does not want to go into how he thinks.
Richard Liebert: Asks if we say the current developer, Mr. Wilkinson or whether it would be
implied.
Charity Yonker: Says it is implied.
Richard Liebert: Says developer will post a bond and sign a letter of credit.
Dexter busby: Says so if he goes away, there can be no other development until that is done.
Richard Liebert: Says he thinks it becomes moot there.
Rob Skawinski: Asks whether the easement is permanent then until it is abandoned.
Dexter Busby: Says he does not know if that makes much difference as easements can be
abandoned. It takes the County to sign off on it.
Rob Skawinski: Says once the requirement is fulfilled the easement could be abandoned.
Phoebe Marcinek: Says [inaudible].
Bruce Moore: Asks if we are doing away with [conditions] A through E on that.
Richard Liebert: says it is completely gone.
Rob Skawinski: Asks if what we have can be re-summarized.
Charity Yonker: Says “I move the Planning Board after consideration of the Staff Report, variance
applications and testimony conditionally approve variance number two to allow deviation from
CCSR Section 15 subsection F subsection 1 due to all the variance criteria being satisfied and
sufficient findings made to support each of the criteria on the record with the following
conditions: Developer an easement right and execute a bond or a letter of credit to construct
road access”. She asks whether they want to include the language “to County standards.”
Dexter Busby: Says yes, probably.
Charity Yonker: Says “…to County standards in the event the cul-de-sac for the proposed
subdivision becomes permanent”.
Dexter Busby: Asks what the definition of permanent is, and when it becomes permanent.
Phoebe Marcinek: Says when it becomes the only permanent point of ingress.
Richard Liebert: Asks if that is time dependent.
Phoebe Marcinek: Says no she does not think so.
Elliot Merja: Says he thinks permanent means that if they quit trying to do more subdivision and
at some point, they would have to finish a road, whether it goes across the pivot or to the west or
east.
Phoebe Marcinek: Says she thinks the language suggests the cul-de-sac will be permanent at this
time once it is developed. She says she does not want that necessity to trigger the road building.
Rob Skawinski: Says he thinks that what everyone is trying to ask here is at what point do we say
they have to go build this road.
Phoebe Marcinek: Says she understands them.
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Dexter Busby: Says that is exactly what they are getting at.
Phoebe Marcinek: Asks Ms. Yonker to read back the last sentence.
Charity Yonker: Repeats the last line.
Carey Ann Haight: Asks Mr. Wilkinson what his timeline is for the subdivision.
Tim Wilkinson: Says they put the application in two (2) years ago and have been working on the
river for about five (5) years, and we want to keep proceeding so perhaps five (5) to seven (7)
years at the outside but he thinks they will try to get something next year on the river area.
Carey Ann Haight: Says in terms of [inaudible].
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes but he does not know because dealing with the federal government is
very difficult.
Multiple Board Members: [Inaudible chatter].
Tim Wilkinson: Says our goal is to work on that and get it done as fast as we can.
Multiple Board Members: [Inaudible chatter].
Elliot Merja: Says in the Conservation District in a lot of things, we do a five (5) year plan. Perhaps
we should put a five (5) year plan that it be re-addressed in five (5) years if this has not gone any
further with the development. At that time, they can make a decision as to whether it be
extended based on whether the development is coming through and it can get done or it be
enforced.
Rob Skawinski: Says re-evaluated in five (5) years.
Dexter Busby: Says to be re-evaluated by Planning Department in five (5) years.
Richard Liebert: Asks if that is a second condition.
Dexter Busby: Says [inaudible] conditions.
Elliot Merja: Says that would take the place of it becoming permanent. He says you give them
years to develop a plan and if they have not developed the plan, then they have to come back
and tell us why.
Richard Liebert: Says so we are striking the phrase permanent and including a time period.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Say that makes it a little easier and more cogent.
Elliot Merja: Asks if they need it to eb re-read so they can find a second.
Richard Liebert: Says it would be good to read it one more time for the benefit of the public since
we are constructing some of this on the fly with Mr. Wilkinson’s coordination.
Elliot Merja: Says okay and for Ms. Yonker to re-read it.
Charity Yonker: Says,” I move the Planning Board after consideration of the Staff Report, Variance
Applications and testimony conditionally approve the variance to allow deviation from CCSR
Section 10(15) Subsection (F) (1) due to all the variance criteria being satisfied and sufficient
findings made to support each of the criteria on the record with the following conditions: The
developer provide an easement right and execute a bond or letter of credit to construct road
access to County standards, within five (5) years. If after five (5) years, the Applicant shall bring it
back to…” she asks to the Commission for review or the Planning Department.
Dexter Busby: Says it should be Planning Department, it should not come back to you guys.
Phoebe Marcinek: Clarifies within five (5) years of the date of this meeting.
Charity Yonker: Clarifies within five (5) years of preliminary plat approval.
Richard Liebert: Asks Mr. Busby if it satisfies his motion.
Dexter Busby: Says yes, that is where he was heading.
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Richard Liebert: Says now we need a second.
Elliot Merja: Says we need a second.
Beth Schoenen: Say she will second.
Elliot Merja: Says moved and seconded and asks if there is any further discussion.
Richard Liebert: Says we have crafted something based upon input from everybody and hopefully
it will be more practical. This will also go before the County Commissioners and you can weigh in
again to make sure there are no issues about the process, coordination or integrity and everyone
will be better read into the situation.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is any other discussion. Hearing none, he calls for a vote.
All in Favor, motion carries 6 – 0.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is anything for Board Matters.
Richard Liebert: Says we have two (2) more motions, Mr. Chairman.
Elliot Merja: Apologizes and asks what they are.
Richard Liebert: Says page eleven (11) the Parkland Motion for Consideration. He asks if this is
correct.
Charity Yonker: Says yes.
1. Raina Leavens presents the Staff Report.
Motions Presented for the Board ’s Consideration :
1. I move that the Cascade County Planning Board recommends, after consideration of the Staff
Report and Findings of Fact, the Applicant’s request for cash in lieu of parkland, and testimony,
the Applicant does the following:
☐ Cash Donation
☐ Land Donation
If a land donation, the location for a park(s)/playground(s) should be at the:
☐

Applicant’s discretion

☐

Planning Board, with Applicant’s input, recommends a suitable park/playground
location at:

________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________
☐

Combination of Cash and Land Donation

2. Board Discussion on Parkland Motion for Consideration. [01:57:59]
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is a motion so that the Board can discuss.
Richard Liebert: Moves the Board recommend a cash donation, in order to get a motion on the
floor.
Rob Skawinski: Seconds the motion.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is any further discussion.
Richard Liebert: Says he has a question for Staff. He asks if in any of the previous Staff Reports
there was any mention of cash or property.
Charity Yonker: Says this is the first time we have inserted this layout to make it easier for the
Board so the Planning Board can make this recommendation to the Commission and it has come
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up in other preliminary plat approvals recently at the Commission level, where the
Commissioners have asked how it was determined for this to be considered parkland, whether it
was considered suitable for parkland, so this is included it in the Staff Report.
Richard Liebert: Says this is a new protocol, then.
Charity Yonker: Affirms.
Richard Liebert: Says that is all Mr. Chairman.
Elliot Merja: Says okay and asks if there is further discussion from the Board. He asks what the
motion on the floor is and if it to adopt or deny.
Richard Liebert: Says Adopt.
Rob Skawinski: Says cash donation in lieu of land.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is more discussion. Hearing none, he calls for a vote.
All in Favor, motion carries 6 – 0.
3. Preliminary Plat Application Motions Presented for the Board ’s Consideration [02:00:27]
1. I move that the Cascade County Planning Board recommend, after consideration of the Staff
Report and Findings of Facts, deny the Big Bend Ranch Subdivision No. 16 Preliminary Plat;
Or
2. I move that the Cascade County Planning Board recommend, after consideration of the Staff
Report and Findings of Facts, adopt said Staff Report and Findings of Facts, and approve the Big
Bend Ranch Subdivision No.16 Preliminary Plat, subject to the following conditions:
1. Reserve all or a portion of the appropriation water rights owned by the owner of the land to
be subdivided and transfer these water rights to a single entity for use by landowners within
the subdivision who have a legal right to the water and reserved and severed any remaining
surface water rights from the land prior to final plat.
2. Provide safe and adequate access including all internal private roads and cul-de-sacs, street
signs, and stop signs, must be designed, constructed, installed, inspected, and certified by a
licensed professional engineer that they meet at a minimum the Cascade County Subdivision
Road Specification.
3. Include on the final plat a statement certifying the status of the internal subdivision roads.
4. Provide a copy of the approved Approach Permits, if required, with the Final Plat Application.
5. Any conditions imposed as part the variance approval will be required to be satisfied to
mitigate any identified concerns.
6. Cause to be recorded in conjunction with the final plat, HOA CCRs with provisions granting
sufficient authority and procedural mechanisms to administer, enforce, and fund the
perpetual maintenance and discretionary improvement of the public rights of way created by
and indicated on the final plat.
7. A provision shall be included in the HOA CCRs requiring control of County declared noxious
weeds.
8. A statement shall be included on the Final Plat stating: “Lot owner(s) shall comply with the
required Noxious Weed Management Plan, approved by the County Weed Supervisor.”
9. Submit a written Weed Management Plan to the Cascade County Weed Board specifying the
methods for weed management procedures with regards to this development and
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10.
11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.

17.
18.
19.

20.

21.
22.

23.

24.

25.

incorporate it into the HOA CCRs or file with the Clerk & Recorder’s Office along with the
Final Plat.
All vegetation disturbed during construction shall be reestablished with vegetation types that
have been recommended by the MSU Extension Office.
A copy of the MDEQ General Discharge Permit for Stormwater associated with construction
activity in order to subdivide shall be submitted prior to final plat approval, if the disturbed
area will exceed one (1) acre.
The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) Certificate of Subdivision
Approval (COSA) must be provided prior to final plat approval.
Inclusion in the HOA CCRs and/or on the Final Plat a covenant restricting structure height of
no greater than fifty (50) feet in height.
A Fire Protection Plan must be established by the developer and written notice provided from
the local fire chief, or designee, of inspection and approval of the Plan prior to final plat
approval.
Include in the HOA Covenants, Conditions, and Restriction (CCRs) a provision for the
maintenance of the Fire Protection Plan.
Install a fire suppression cistern system with a minimum of 14,500 gallons on-site with the
proper appurtenances for the Gore Hill Volunteer Fire Department to use for firefighting at
all times that is no further than 1000 feet way from any portion of any of the 9 residential
lots, unless a centralized water supply designed by a licensed engineer and approved by the
Commissioners is proposed.
Install an approach for access to the fire cistern and appurtenances.
Include in the HOA CCRs a provision for maintaining the fire cistern road approach.
Include in the HOA CCRs that the HOA shall be responsible for the perpetual maintenance of
the fire suppression system, equipment, and appurtenances, including on-going water level
monitoring, water refilling, repairs, and electronic monitoring systems.
Two points of ingress and egress must be provided unless an approved variance is obtained.
If conditional variance approval is granted, the conditions must be satisfied before final plat
approval.
The utility easements must be shown on the plat with dashed lines.
The final plat must contain the following statement: “The undersigned hereby grants unto
each and every person, firm, or corporation, whether public or private, providing or offering
to provide telephone, electric power, gas, cable television, wired broadband, water or sewer
service to the public, the right to the joint use of an easement for the construction,
maintenance, repair and removal of their lines and other facilities, in, over, under and across
each area designated on this plat as ‘Utility Easement’ to have and to hold forever.”
The final plat shall dedicate a minimum of 0.904 acres to park land unless a certificate of
waiver of park land dedication is placed on the final plat demonstrating acceptance of cash in
lieu or land donation outside of the proposed subdivision.
A calculation of the cash in lieu will need to be submitted based on the fair market value of
the unsubdivided, unimproved land, and total paid to the County prior final plat approval if
the Commission determines a cash donation is acceptable.
Correct any errors or omissions on the preliminary plat prior to final plat approval.
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26. Complete required improvements within the proposed subdivision prior to approval of the
final plat, unless a bond or other reasonable security approved by the County Commissioners
is obtained prior to final plat.
27. Include in the HOA CCRs a provision that, at a minimum, require the yard setback
requirements of the Cascade County Zoning Regulations.
28. Include in the HOA CCRs a provision limiting livestock in accordance with the Cascade County
Zoning Regulations.
29. Include in the HOA CCRs a provision prohibiting commercial and industrial uses.
4. Board Discussion & Action on Preliminary Plat : [02:07:30]
Richard Liebert: Says he has a question for staff and one for the developer.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Asks if Conditions #22 and #23 are still valid considering the first two motions for
the variances. He asks if it is still valid considering the Board directed cash in lieu of land.
Charity Yonker: Says she believes both of those conditions read correctly to incorporate what the
Board has directed.
Richard Liebert: Says so no change on Condition #20.
Charity Yonker: Says no.
Richard Liebert: Says okay. He says he has a question for the developer.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Says Condition #20. He asks Mr. Wilkinson if they have fencing around number
area since there is livestock.
Tim Wilkinson: Says the farmland is not in the subdivision so there is fencing.
Richard Liebert: Says he heard him talking about cattle and crops.
Tim Wilkinson: Says the fence that is along the roadway will be moved once we start developing.
Richard Liebert: Says so there will be fencing along Lots eighteen (18) through twenty-one (21).
Tim Wilkinson: Says yes.
Richard Liebert: Says it will keep wandering animals other than elk jumping into the property.
Beth Schoenen: Says she has a question on number sixteen (16) and asks if it should be changed
to eleven fifty (1150).
Raina Leavens: Says that is not referring to the cul-de-sac, it is referring to how far away the
cistern is from the location.
Beth Schoenen: Says it is still okay.
Tim Wilkinson: Says just to clarify, if they meet the centralized water system there are not going
to be cisterns.
Dexter Busby: Says that is kind of different. He tells Mr. Merja that he has a question for the
developer.
Elliot Merja: Says yes.
Dexter Busby: Says this has to do with wildland fire potential. He says Mr. Wilkinson has a very
large irrigation system down there and asks if it would be suitable for helping fight wildland fires.
Tim Wilkinson: Explains how the assistant fire chief came and looked at the system and found
there is a place they can hook up the fire hoses to. The downside is they are not running all the
time but in a perfect situation it is eleven hundred (1100) gallons per minute.
Dexter Busby: Says that is at least twice what can be supplied from the hydrant.
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Tim Wilkinson: Says yes it would be too much. He says it would be virtually no expense because
of the way they can hook up to the current system.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there are any further questions.
Beth Schoenen: Says she has a question about the attachments that ends on page fourteen (14).
She asks if they should add the Gore Hill Fire District letter they received today.
Charity Yonker: Says it is included in the binder.
Beth Schoenen: Says okay.
Richard Liebert: Says the letter is a public record.
Raina Leavens: Says yes.
Charity Yonker: Says it is in Appendix M.
Dexter Busby: Says Mr. Henen’s are addressed.
Charity Yonker: Says those are in the attachments so those ones came in after we sent out
packets and were provided to the Board members today. Those are from the Deputy Examining
Land Surveyors at the Clerk and Recorder’s office regarding the review.
Dexter Busby: Says those are easy corrections. They just need to be made.
Elliot Merja: Says we are looking for a motion.
Richard Liebert: Moves to approve.
Rob Skawinski: Seconds the motion.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is any further discussion. Hearing none, he calls for a vote.
All in Favor, motion carries 6 – 0.
6. BOARD MATTERS [02:13:29]
Elliot Merja: Asks if anyone has anything the Board want to bring up.
Richard Liebert: Says he would like Ms. Yonker to introduce Ms. Leavens. He tells Ms. Leavens
that the Board heard about her last meeting and now she is here.
Charity Yonker: Says this is Raina, we welcome her to the Planning Department, and she has done
a great job.
Richard Liebert: Asks Ms. Leavens if she is from Great Falls.
Raine Leavens: Says yes, I am from Great Falls. She says she went to University of Montana and
lived in Missoula for about ten (10) years and now she is back.
Richard Liebert: Says welcome.
Raina Leavens: Says thank you.
Elliot Merja: Asks if there is anyone else.
7. Public Comments [02:14:29]
None.
8. Adjournment at 11:13 AM [02:14:52]
Elliot Merja: Says hearing none I would accept a motion to adjourn.
Dexter Busby: Says so moved.
Elliot Merja: Seconds the motion and calls for a vote.
All in Favor, motion carries 6 – 0
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CASCADE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
Planning Department:

Report and Recommendations

Regarding:

Rezone Request, Public Hearing, Scheduled for Tuesday,
September 20, 2022

Subject:

Cascade County Zoning Regulations (“CCZR”), Section 4
Zoning Map & Section 14 Procedure for Amendment

Presented By:

Kevin Angland,
Department

Planner,

Cascade

County

Planning

GENERAL INFORMATION
Name of Applicant:
Subject Properties:

Existing Zoning:
Requested Action:
Purpose:

Levi & Panther Lee
726 US Hwy 87
Belt, MT 59412
Lots 10, 11, 15, 16 & 17 of COS 14 in the S1/2 of the NW ¼ of
Section 29, Township 20 North, Range 03 East P.M.M., Cascade
County, Montana.
Parcel Number

Geocode

Existing Land
Use

Lot (s) & Block
Number (s)

Acers

2490500

02-3015-291-01-01-0000

Undeveloped

10, 11, 15,16
& 17

50.910

Industrial 1 (I-1) District
Zoning Map Amendment to rezone Lots 10, 11, 15, 16 & 17 of COS
14 from the I-1 District to the SR-1 District.
The property is currently zoned as I-1 and the applicant is
requesting the property be rezoned to SR-1 in order for a single
family dwelling to be placed on the property.

Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses
Direction

Parcel Number (s)

Zoning District

Existing Land Use

North:

Parcel No. 2490575
Parcel No. 2490550
Parcel No. 2491800

I-1
I-1
I-1

Parcel No. 2487800
Parcel No. 2122000
Parcel No. 2122050
Parcel No. 2491900
Parcel No. 2485900
Parcel No. 2485800
Parcel No. 2489500
Parcel No. 2489000
Parcel No. 2486900
Parcel No. 2485400
Parcel No. 2486300
Parcel No. 2495000

I-1
I-1
I-1
I-1
SR-1
SR-1
SR-1
SR-1
SR-1
SR-1
SR-1
SR-2

Radio Tower
Undeveloped
Developed, National Weather
Service
Developed, Industrial Use
Developed, Industrial Use
Developed, Industrial Use
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Residential
Vacant

East:

South:

West:

1

SPECIAL INFORMATION
1. Levi and Panther Lee are petitioning to rezone 50.910 acres of property from Light
Industrial (I-1) District to the Suburban Residential 1 (SR-1) District
2. Lots 10, 11, 15, 16 & 17 are all included in the proposed rezone.
Survey (COS) No. 14 has been attached for reference.

Certificate of

3. Levi and Panther Lee are the owners of record.
4. The Applicant is rezoning the subject properties to a residential use to build a future
single-family dwelling on Lot 15, and a future home on lot 17 for their aging parents.
The I-1 district allows for one single-family dwelling per tract of land with a special
use permit if the dwelling is incidental to an industrial enterprise.
5. The subject property is not located within the Special Flood Hazard Area.
6. The subject property is not considered farmland of statewide importance based on
the USDA Web Soil Survey.
7. The Suburban Residential 1 (SR-1) Zoning District allows the use of a single-family
dwelling as a permitted principal use. See CCZR §7.3.2 (8).
8. Notice of the Public Hearing was mailed to surrounding property owners and
owners within the proposed rezone on August 30, 2022, via certified mail.
9. Legal Ads of the Planning Board’s Public Hearing were published in the Great Falls
Tribune on September 11, 2022 & September 18, 2022.
10. Notices were posted on September 1, 2022, in at least five (5) public places within
the I-1 District.
11. The proposed rezone is within one (1) mile of the City of Great Falls. Notice was
sent to the City of Great Falls Planning Department on September 8, 2022.
12. The Subject Property is located in the Horizontal Surface, for the Great Falls
Airport. Notice was sent to the Great Falls Airport on September 8, 2022, for
comment.
13. A Findings of Fact provides the necessary zoning analysis for this rezone. The
Findings of Fact are enclosed and incorporated by reference into this Staff Report.

2

Figure 1. Vicinity Map

3

Figure 2. Zoning Map

4

CONCLUSION
The Cascade County Zoning Regulations state that the SR-1 District “is intended to
provide for low-density residential development in close proximity to the City of Great
Falls that allows for limited agricultural use as well as residential services.” 1 The
Applicant’s request to rezone the Subject Property to the SR-1 District is compatible and
consistent with the surrounding residential, commercial, and public uses in this area.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Two recommendations have been provided for your consideration:
1. “I move that the Planning Board recommend to the County Commission, after
consideration of the Staff Report, supporting materials, public testimony, and
written comments, that the map amendment requested by Levi and Panther Lee
to rezone the Subject Property known as Parcel No. 2490500 having Geocode:
02-3015-29-1-01-01-0000 and located in Section 29, Township 20 North, Range
03 East, P.M.M., Cascade County, Montana, from the Light Industrial District to
the Suburban Residential 1 District be denied.”
OR
2. “I move that the Planning Board recommend to the County Commission, after
consideration of the Staff Report, supporting materials, public testimony, and
written comments, that the map amendment requested by Levi and Panther Lee
to rezone the Subject Property known as Parcel No. 2490500 having Geocode:
02-3015-29-1-01-01-0000 and located in Section 29, Township 20 North, Range
03 East, P.M.M., Cascade County, Montana, from the Light Industrial District to the
Suburban Residential 1 District be approved.”
Attachments:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

1

Findings of Fact
Rezone Application
COS 14
Applicable CCZR Sections
Notice
Comment(s)

CCZR § 7.3.1.
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Findings of Fact & Conclusions for Zoning Change #2022-002
The Planning Department provides that the following analysis, findings and conclusion for each of the required criteria provided under
the controlling sections of the Zoning Regulations. Conditions may be required that the Planning Board determines if implemented,
will mitigate potential conflicts in order to reach these conclusions.
Criteria 1: The rezoning is made in accordance with the five (5) listed goals in the Growth Policy.
Goal 1: Sustain and strengthen the economic well-being of Cascade County Citizens
A. Stimulate the retention of existing businesses and expansion of existing businesses, new businesses, value-added businesses,
wholesale and retail businesses, and industries including agriculture, mining, manufacturing/processing and forest products.
Applicant Response:
We will continue to support Cascade County’s economy and businesses as property owners and full-time residents of the county. Panther
works for a large, employee-owned business headquartered in Great Falls. Levi works for the State of Montana serving the greater Cascade
County area.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone will likely have little to no effect on the retention of existing business and industries such as agriculture, mining,
manufacturing/processing, and forest products.
B. Stabilize and diversify the county’s tax base by encouraging the sustainable use of its natural resources.
Applicant Response:
We are pro-hydroelectric power and pro dam.
Staff Analysis:
The applicant does not propose any use of natural resources for the future development that would be done upon approval of the rezone.
However, the future construction of two single-family dwellings would add to the County’s tax base.
C. Identify and pursue primary business development that complements existing business, which is compatible with communities, and
utilizes available assets. Identify and pursue targeted business development opportunities to include, but not limited to,
manufacturing/heavy industry, telecommunication, and youth/social services.
Applicant Response:
We will not be pursuing any business ventures at this time.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed use would be residential. This use would complement the SR-1 District located adjacent to the subject property.
D. Promote the development of cultural resources and tourism to broaden Cascade County’s economic base.
Applicant Response:
We are fully supportive of any nearby cultural resources and tourism.
Staff Analysis:
The Planning Department does not anticipate an effect on cultural resources or tourism as a result of this proposed rezone.
1

Findings of Fact & Conclusions for Zoning Change #2022-002
E. Foster and stimulate well-planned entrepreneurship among the county’s citizenry.
Applicant Response:
We support citizen entrepreneurism.
Staff Analysis:
This rezone may have an effect on entrepreneurship within the county, by eliminating lots that could be used for industrial business ventures.
However, at the time of writing this report, no comments have been given in opposition.
F. Promote a strong local business environment. Encourage and strengthen business support mechanisms such as chambers of
commerce, development organizations and business roundtable organizations.
Applicant Response:
We are both extremely pro-local business and encourage and support the growth of all local industries.
Staff Analysis:
It is anticipated that the proposed development following the potential approval of the rezone would have a positive impact on the local
business environment.
G. Improve local trade capture for Cascade County businesses. Promote local shopping as well as well-planned businesses and new
businesses.
Applicant Response:
We presently and will continue to support local businesses.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone will support local business and trade capture.
H. Network with and support other economic development efforts in the region and statewide, in recognition of Cascade County’s
interdependence with other communities and to leverage available local resources.
Applicant Response:
We support other economic development in the county and surrounding area.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone is not anticipated to have a negative effect on economic development efforts within the region.
I. Encourage the growth of the agricultural economy.
Applicant Response:
We whole heartedly support the agricultural economy.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone will not be removing agricultural land from Cascade County and should not have a negative effect on the ag economy.
J. Stimulate the growth of the economy by encouraging the use of alternative methods of energy production, including wind energy.
Applicant Response:
We support using alternative energy production methods.
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Findings of Fact & Conclusions for Zoning Change #2022-002
Staff Analysis:
The applicant has not stated that they will use alternative energy methods, post rezone. However, they may decide to utilize alternative
energy after the development of their property for residential purposes.
Goal 2: Protect and maintain Cascade County’s rural character and the community’s historic relationship with natural resource
development.
A. Foster the continuance of agriculture and forestry in recognition of their economic contribution and the intrinsic natural beauty of
grazing areas, farmlands and forests.
Applicant Response:
We absolutely wish to promote and maintain Cascade County’s rural character by preserving this 50-acre parcel as a private residence and not
as five industrial buildings.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed properties to be rezoned are currently zoned Light Industrial and would not be used for agricultural purposes. However, the
applicant has proposed that they will keep the majority of the 50+ acres to be rezoned, as undeveloped land to maintain the intrinsic natural
beauty.
B. Preserve Cascade County’s scenic beauty and conserve its forests, rangelands and streams, with their abundant wildlife and good
fisheries.
Applicant Response:
Zoning this parcel as SR-1 would help preserve the rangelands that are home to local wildlife such as white-tail deer, pronghorn, fox, and
turkeys.
Staff Analysis:
As stated above the undeveloped majority of the properties will provide a safe haven for smaller animals, as well as a passage to more open
rangelands for larger animals.
C. Preserve Cascade County’s open space setting by encouraging new development to locate near existing towns and rural
settlements and by discouraging poorly designed, land subdivisions and commercial development.
Applicant Response:
This parcel would not hinder any economic growth; this is evidenced by the two separate 10-acre parcels that are for sale on Tri Hill Frontage
Road and border our parcel. Those 10-acre parcels have been for sale for over 1 year and offer utilities already on the property yet have not
sold. Industrial businesses are wanting to grow in an area that is more friendly to industrial business such as the Vaughn Frontage roads and
the NW bypass.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone is located north of a medium density residential neighborhood, and adjacent to a medium density industrial area, and
within 1 mile of the City of Great Falls. The proposed rezone meets this criterion.
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Findings of Fact & Conclusions for Zoning Change #2022-002
D. Assure clean air, clean water, a healthful environment and good community appearance.
Applicant Response:
This parcel would assure clean, air, water, a healthful environment, and good community appearance as a single-family dwelling as opposed
to 5 industrial businesses. As a single-family dwelling on this parcel, we would utilize the resources available from the DNRC to plant and
maintain shelter belts throughout the property. This would protect against soil erosion and would help protect our neighbors to the south
from severe winds.
Staff Analysis:
A single-family dwelling has a considerably smaller carbon footprint than an industrial use, effectively assuring clean air, water, a healthful
environment and good community appearance.
E. Support the development of natural resources including but not limited to timber, mining, oil, and gas production, and renewable
energy production.
Applicant Response:
We support the development of natural resources.
Staff Analysis:
This proposed rezone will not have a direct impact on the development of natural resources in Cascade County.
F. Continue to work with federal and state agencies to redevelop properties within Cascade County which are currently undergoing
Superfund and Brownfields processes.
Applicant Response:
This parcel is not a superfund site.
Staff Analysis:
These properties are not located within a superfund or brownfields site 1.
Goal 3: Maintain agricultural economy
A. Protect the most productive soils
Applicant Response:
We will protect the topsoil during construction.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone area is not considered farmland of statewide importance, according to the USDA web soil survey 2. The area is Binna fine
sandy loam which is typically well drained.

1
2

Cleanups in My Community | Cleaning Up Our Land, Water and Air | US EPA
Web Soil Survey (usda.gov) https://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx
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Findings of Fact & Conclusions for Zoning Change #2022-002
B. Continue to protect soils against erosion
Applicant Response:
We will work with DNRC to plant and maintain native flora in shelter belts to protect from wind. We will utilize modern range pasture
management to avoid over grazing of the land.
Staff Analysis:
There is an existing shelter belt, or wind break on the property that would reduce wind erosion on the majority of the property. At this time,
erosion of the soil is not highly anticipated.
C. Protect the floodplain from non-agricultural development
Applicant Response:
This parcel is not in a floodplain.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone properties are not located in the Special Flood Hazard Area.
D. Support the development of value-added agricultural industry in Cascade County utilizing the products from the regional area.
Applicant Response:
We will continue to support t the local ag industry.
Staff Analysis:
A direct impact on the value-added agricultural industry is not anticipated.
Goal 4: Retain the presence of the U.S. Military in Cascade County
A. Encourage the federal congressional delegation to actively support maintaining the current mission status at a minimum.
Applicant Response:
We will encourage the government to support [and] maintain the mission status.
B. Promote the location of additional military missions in Cascade County.
Applicant Response:
We will promote adding additional military missions.
C. Encourage the reactivation of the runway at Malmstrom Air Force Base for fixed wing operations.
Applicant Response:
We encourage MAFB to reactivate fixed wing operations.
D. Refer to the Joint Land Use Study for resolving conflicts and promoting mission compatible development.
Applicant Response:
We support mission compatible development in Cascade County.
Staff Analysis:
The subject property is not located within the Military Overlay District for Malmstrom Air Force Base.
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Goal 5: Preserve and enhance the rural, friendly and independent lifestyle currently enjoyed by Cascade County’s citizens.
A. Maintain Cascade County’s citizen’s independent lifestyle and minimize local governmental intervention, to the extent possible,
consistent with the requirements of a continually evolving economy and constantly changing population.
Applicant Response:
We’re fully supportive of promoting independent lifestyles with minimal government intervention, to an extent.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone will not impact Cascade County’s citizen’s independent lifestyle.
B. Preserve and promote Cascade County’s rich cultural heritage, rooted in natural resource development and reflected in its numerous
cultural/historic sites and archaeological areas.
Applicant Response:
We intend to preserve and promote the heritage of Cascade County. Our county has a rich history, and we love the culture of this area.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone area does not have any inventoried cultural sites present.
C. Promote fire prevention measures throughout the county, giving special emphasis to the extreme fire hazards present at the wild
land/urban interface.
Applicant Response:
We would also maintain the land in such a way as to lessen any fire danger to the parcel or the community, thus alleviating strain on the Gore
Hill Fire Department and the MANG Fire Department that supports fire suppression efforts on Gore Hill.
Staff Analysis:
The subject property is within the Gore Hill Fire District, and is not within the Wildland Urban Interface, and has a low-risk fire rating.
D. Encourage the continued development of educational programs and facilities, recreational opportunities and spaces and health
services for all county residents.
Applicant Response:
We are extremely supportive of all educational programs and facilities, especially regarding youth and healthy lifestyles.
Staff Analysis:
A negative impact on educational development, health services, or recreational opportunities from the proposed rezone is not anticipated.
Criteria 2: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to secure safety from fire and other dangers.
Applicant Response:
A single-family dwelling as compared to five, industrial businesses would potentially interfere much less with the communications of the
airport, MANG and Malmstrom. We would also maintain the land in such a way as to lessen any fire danger to the parcel or the community,
thus alleviating strain on the Gore Hill Fire Department and the ANG Fire Department that supports fire suppression efforts on Gore Hill. As
Gore Hill residents since 2018, we have practiced good fire safety habits in our pastures, bar ditches, and around our prior home.
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Staff Analysis:
The zoning change from I-1 to SR-1 would likely decrease the risk of fire hazards. The proposal is for a single-family dwelling, with the
possibility of 1 more single-family dwelling being placed on another lot within in the rezone in the future. Though the lot is currently
undeveloped, there was potential for 5 different industrial uses being placed on the individual lots, increasing density and fire hazards.
Criteria 3: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to promote public health, public safety, and general welfare.
Applicant Response:
As a single-family residence, our parcel would attract far less crime than the 5 potential industrial businesses that this parcel could support.
Property crime is rampant throughout Cascade County but does not affect Gore Hill as greatly due to its “closed” street nature. Introducing
five businesses to this area would attract much more traffic and ultimately more crime to the area. With the strain that is already present on
Cascade County Sherriff’s office, allowing our parcel to be zoned to SR-1 would not create more stress on public safety efforts.
Staff Analysis:
It is not anticipated that the rezone to SR-1 will have an effect on public health, safety or general welfare.
Criteria 4: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to facilitate the adequate provision of transportation, water, sewage,
schools, parks, and other public requirements.
Applicant Response:
We would continue to pay our prompt, fair share of taxes to support the provision of transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks and
other public necessities.
Staff Analysis:
In previous meetings, the Gore Hill Water district has provided concern about new development joining their water district. The district had
stated in the past that cisterns are the most viable option for new development in their district when it comes to water. No adverse impacts
are anticipated for transportation, sewage, schools, parks, and other public requirements at this time.
Criteria 5: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to provide adequate light and air.
Applicant Response:
Our parcel would have no effect on light or air supply.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone is not anticipated to have an effect on light or air.
Criteria 6: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to address effects on motorized and non-motorized transportation systems.
Applicant Response:
Our parcel would have no effect on motorized or non-motorized transportation systems.
Staff Analysis:
The subject property is located between 58th and 49th St SW, which both run north to south, and north of 57th Ave SW that connects the two
streets east to west. The rezone is not anticipated to affect the motorized or non-motorized transportation systems.
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Criteria 7: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to be compatible with urban growth in the vicinity of cities and towns that
at a minimum must include the areas around municipalities.
Applicant Response:
Our parcel would have no effect on growth in the vicinity of establishments or other municipalities.
Staff Analysis:
The subject property is within 1 mile of the City of Great Falls and is adjacent to an already existing residential neighborhood. The proposed
rezone coincides with the growth policy maintaining development in the vicinity of cities, towns, and similar use properties.
Criteria 8: Whether the zoning regulations have been made with reasonable consideration to the district’s peculiar suitability for particular
uses.
Applicant Response:
Our proposal for a single-family dwelling would be especially suitable for the character of our area. It would help preserved the “small-town”
feel of the Gore Hill neighborhood.
Staff Analysis:
The rezone aligns with the neighborhood to the south. Upon approval of the rezone, the subject property will have a residential use abutting
the industrial district to the north, which will impact the zoning setback and landscaping requirements, for all future industrial development.
Criteria 9: Whether the zoning regulations have been made with a view to conserving the value of buildings and land.
Applicant Response:
This rezoning effort would be the most appropriate use of land for this area. A single-family dwelling will help maintain the agricultural
aspects of Gore Hill to the best of its abilities.
Staff Analysis:
The proposed rezone will likely impact the value of the buildings and the land to the south in the residential neighborhood, by now providing
a buffer between those properties and the industrial uses to the north. However, the applicant has proposed residential development on lot
15 which will utilize lots 10 and 11 to the north to act as a buffer between the residential use and the industrial uses.
Criteria 10: Must, as nearly as possible, be made compatible with the zoning ordinances of nearby municipalities.
Applicant Response:
This proposal is compatible with the zoning ordinances of other nearby municipalities.
Staff Analysis:
This proposed rezone would not be considered “spot zoning” and would therefore be considered legal upon the approval of a Resolution of
Intention by the Cascade County Commissioners, based on the recommendation given by the Cascade County Planning Board. The proposed
use upon the approval of the rezone is significantly similar to the residential uses around the subject property. Though the acreage is over 50
acres, the applicants do not have intentions of selling each individual lot for residential uses which may conflict with the Light Industrial
District. The rezone will have a positive effect on the residential landowners adjacent to the subject property, but does change the setback
requirements for the Light Industrial District. The acreage of the industrial properties does not present a problem in this regard at this time.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
NOTICE IS HEREBY given that the Cascade County Planning Board will hold a public hearing on Tuesday,
September 20, 2022, at 9:00 AM at Room 105 of the Courthouse Annex located at 325 2nd Ave. N., Great Falls,
MT 59401, and via Zoom (an online platform). The Board will consider a Zoning Change Application, ZC #2022002, submitted by Levi and Panther Lee to rezone the following described properties, Lots 10, 11, 15, 16 & 17 of
COS 14 in the S ½ of the NW ¼ of Section 29, Township 20 North, Range 03 East, P.M.M., Cascade County,
Montana, from the Light Industrial (I-1) District to the Suburban Residential (SR-1) District: Parcel No. 2490500
with Geocode: 02-3015-29-1-01-01-0000.
The materials are on file for public inspection at the office of the Cascade County Planning Department at 121 4th
St. N., Suite 2H/I, Great Falls, MT 59401, and in the office of the Cascade County Clerk and Recorder at 121 4th
St N, #1B-1, Great Falls, MT 59401. Any interested person may appear and speak for or against the proposed zoning
change. Written public comment may be submitted to the Cascade County Planning Department by mail, emailed
to planningcomments@cascadecountymt.gov, or during the public hearing. Information for connecting via Zoom
can be found on the calendar at www.cascadecountymt.gov. Individuals needing special accommodation to
participate should contact the Planning Department at (406) 454-6905 prior to the meeting to allow adequate time
for special arrangements.
CASCADE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
/s/ Kevin Angland, Planner
Publication Dates: Sunday, September 11, 2022, & Sunday, September 18, 2022

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
NOTICE IS HEREBY given that the Cascade County Board of Commissioners will hold a public hearing on
Tuesday, November 8, 2022, at 9:30 AM at Room 105 of the Courthouse Annex located at 325 2nd Ave. N., Great
Falls, MT 59401, and via Zoom (an online platform). The Commissioners will consider a Zoning Change
Application, ZC #2022-002, submitted by Levi and Panther Lee to rezone the following described properties, Lots
10, 11, 15, 16 & 17 of COS 14 in the S ½ of the NW ¼ of Section 29, Township 20 North, Range 03 East, P.M.M.,
Cascade County, Montana, from the Light Industrial (I-1) District to the Suburban Residential (SR-1) District:
Parcel No. 2490500 with Geocode: 02-3015-29-1-01-01-0000.
The materials are on file for public inspection at the office of the Cascade County Planning Department at 121 4th
St. N., Suite 2H/I, Great Falls, MT 59401, and in the office of the Cascade County Clerk and Recorder at 121 4th
St N, #1B-1, Great Falls, MT 59401. Any interested person may appear and speak for or against the proposed zoning
change. Written public comment may be submitted to the Cascade County Planning Department by mail, emailed
to planningcomments@cascadecountymt.gov, or during the public hearing. Information for connecting via Zoom
can be found on the calendar at www.cascadecountymt.gov. Individuals needing special accommodation to
participate should contact the Planning Department at (406) 454-6905 prior to the meeting to allow adequate time
for special arrangements.
CASCADE COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
/s/ Kevin Angland, Planner

Publication Dates: Sunday, October 30, 2022, and Sunday, November 6, 2022.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Kellea Landeene
Angland, Kevin M.
Re: Proposed Zoning Change
Monday, September 19, 2022 11:23:05 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click
links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the
content is safe.
Hello
I wanted to elaborate on one of the NWS concerns which seems manageable.
The signal cannot be obstructed by anything over 50 ft - which I believe would be unlikely as a permanent
structure but maybe possible during construction.
NWS is investigating other scenarios that may impede their function. With the proposed residential
building plans, I doubt that they will interfere with NWS. They do want to cover their bases in the event
that more of the land is developed or sold.
I will keep you posted as I hear back from them
Thanks
Kellea

On Fri, Sep 16, 2022 at 1:52 PM Kellea Landeene <klandeene@gmail.com> wrote:
Cascade Planning and Zoning
I would like submit our concerns over the proposed zoning change adjacent to my 5324 Tri
Hill Frontage Rd property and the site of the National Weather Service Great Falls office.
The primary concern for the zoning change is that the National Weather Service functions
may be impeded by this and require further study.
Thank you
Kellea Landeene
CPM Associates Ltd

Kellea Landeene
klandeene@gmail.com
(480)275-9095
On Sep 16, 2022, at 10:57 AM, Angland, Kevin M.
<kangland@cascadecountymt.gov> wrote:

Good morning Kellea,

If they would like to submit the comments to the planning board, they will need
to do so prior to next Tuesday or at the meeting on Tuesday. Zoning changes do
have to go through the Commissioners as well for a final resolution so
comments can be made prior to that meeting which is set for November 8th.
There is also a 30 day protest period after the commissioners intention of
resolution.

Comments can be sent in directly to me, or sent to our general planning
comments email, which is planningcomments@cascadecountymt.gov.

Hopefully that helps!

Thanks,
Kevin Angland
Planner, Cascade County Planning Department
Phone: (406) 454-6905| Fax:406-454-6919
Web: www.cascadecountymt.gov |Email: kangland@cascadecountymt.gov
121 4th Street North, Suite 2H/I, Great Falls, MT 59401

Disclosure: This email is public information subject to public records
disclosure laws which has been created or received on an electronic mail system
in the course of county business and includes any electronic record
attachment(s), unless otherwise protected from disclosure under the laws of the
State.

From: Kellea Landeene <klandeene@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, September 16, 2022 11:17 AM
To: Angland, Kevin M. <kangland@cascadecountymt.gov>
Subject: Re: Proposed Zoning Change

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello
The NOAA office would like another week or two to review and comment would this be possible?
(I also asked them to call you about the process timeline - not sure if they will
or not)
Thanks
Kellea
Kellea Landeene
klandeene@gmail.com
(480)275-9095

On Sep 14, 2022, at 12:16 PM, Angland, Kevin M.
<kangland@cascadecountymt.gov> wrote:

Hello Kellea,

Thank you for the comment!

To provide a little bit of background on the development plan for
the proposed rezone; the applicant has purchased Parcel No.

2490500, which is actually 5, 10 acre-lots. The applicant intends to
build their residence on lot 15, which is situated in the southwest
corner of the lot. The rest of lots are intended to stay undeveloped,
with the possibility of building another home on lot 17 for aging
parents in the future.

I have attached the certificate of survey to this email so you can see
the lot configuration.

If the National Weather Service would like to reach out if they have
specific questions pertaining to their structures and use they can
email me, or come to the planning board hearing on the 20th. If
they call in that is not considered a submitted comment and would
not be put into the staff report for the hearing.

Thanks again for reaching out, and if you have any other questions,
feel free to ask!

Thanks,
Kevin Angland
Planner, Cascade County Planning Department
Phone: (406) 454-6905| Fax:406-454-6919
Web: www.cascadecountymt.gov |Email:
kangland@cascadecountymt.gov
121 4th Street North, Suite 2H/I, Great Falls, MT 59401

Disclosure: This email is public information subject to public
records disclosure laws which has been created or received on an
electronic mail system in the course of county business and

includes any electronic record attachment(s), unless otherwise
protected from disclosure under the laws of the State.

From: Kellea Landeene <klandeene@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2022 12:24 PM
To: Angland, Kevin M. <kangland@cascadecountymt.gov>
Subject: Proposed Zoning Change

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is
safe.

Good afternoon

I received the letter noting a proposed zoning change
adjacent to my property at 5324 Tri Hill Frontage Rd, Great
Falls. This change pertains to parcel no. 2490500.

Since 1994 my property has been the site of the National
Weather Service Great Falls office. Due to the nature of their
work, I have requested that they look at the impact of the
proposed zoning change to suburban residential. Their
equipment and processes have certain restrictions that may
or may not be impacted by this potential housing
development.

I will forward any comments they have to your office prior to
the hearing.

Thank you
Kellea

-Kellea Landeene
klandeene@gmail.com

(480)275-9095
Messages and attachments sent to or from this e-mail account may
be considered public or private records depending on the message
content. Unless otherwise exempted from the public records law,
senders and receivers of County email should presume that the
emails are subject to release upon request. This message is intended
for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not
the intended recipient of this transmission, please notify the sender
immediately, do not forward the message to anyone, and delete all
copies.
Messages and attachments sent to or from this e-mail account may
be considered public or private records depending on the message
content. Unless otherwise exempted from the public records law,
senders and receivers of County email should presume that the
emails are subject to release upon request. This message is intended
for the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not
the intended recipient of this transmission, please notify the sender
immediately, do not forward the message to anyone, and delete all
copies.
Messages and attachments sent to or from this e-mail account may be
considered public or private records depending on the message content. Unless
otherwise exempted from the public records law, senders and receivers of
County email should presume that the emails are subject to release upon
request. This message is intended for the use of the individual or entity named
above. If you are not the intended recipient of this transmission, please notify
the sender immediately, do not forward the message to anyone, and delete all
copies.
Messages and attachments sent to or from this e-mail account may be
considered public or private records depending on the message content. Unless
otherwise exempted from the public records law, senders and receivers of
County email should presume that the emails are subject to release upon
request. This message is intended for the use of the individual or entity named
above. If you are not the intended recipient of this transmission, please notify
the sender immediately, do not forward the message to anyone, and delete all
copies.

--

Kellea Landeene
klandeene@gmail.com

(480)275-9095
Messages and attachments sent to or from this e-mail account may be considered public or
private records depending on the message content. Unless otherwise exempted from the public
records law, senders and receivers of County email should presume that the emails are subject
to release upon request. This message is intended for the use of the individual or entity named
above. If you are not the intended recipient of this transmission, please notify the sender
immediately, do not forward the message to anyone, and delete all copies.

CASCADE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD
PLANNING STAFF: Report and Recommendations
REGARDING:

Planning Board Hearing Scheduled for September 20, 2022

SUBJECT:

The Preliminary Subdivision Plat Application of Maeder Addition Minor and
Rezone Application, for property located in the NE ¼ of Section 5,
Township 20 North, Range 3 East, P.M.M., Cascade County, Montana

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicants/Owners of Record:

Michael Wayne Maeder

Property Location:

This proposed subdivision is located in the NE ¼ of Section
5, Township 20 North, Range 3 East, P.M.M., Cascade
County, Montana and is identified as Parcel # 2407200 and
Geocode 02-3015-05-1-03-06-0000

Existing Zoning:

Suburban Residential 2 (SR-2) District

1

Purpose:

To create a 3-Lot minor subdivision and rezone 2 of the 3
proposed Lots from the SR-2 District to the Light Industrial
(I-1) District

Existing Land Use:

Undeveloped

Surrounding Zoning/ Land Use:

North:
East:
South:
West:

Requested Action:

Recommend conditional approval of the Maeder Addition
Minor Subdivision Preliminary Plat and proposed rezone of
Lots 1 & 2 from the SR-2 District to the I-1 District

SR-2/Undeveloped
SR-1/Residential
SR-2/Residential
SR-1/Industrial

SPECIAL INFORMATION
1. Access to the proposed subdivision will be via Vaugh Road, an MDT maintained road.
2. Access to the lots in the proposed subdivision will be via a proposed internal road named
Independence Way.
3. Applicant is requesting a Rural Improvement District (RID) for maintenance and
construction of the internal road, Independence way.
4. Applicant has received necessary approach permits for the proposed development.
5. There are no delinquent taxes for the property.
6. Applicants Traffic Impact Analysis estimates the addition of 129 vehicular trips per day
with the addition of two (2) light industrial lots and one (1) residential lot.
7. The subdivision is outside of the FEMA Regulated Flood Hazard Area, based on FIRM
Panels # 30013C0320E and 30013C0340E.
8. According to the US Department of Agriculture Web Soil Survey, the property contains
land considered prime farmland of statewide importance.
9. A public hearing on a minor plat is not required for first time minor subdivisions pursuant
to MCA § 73-3-621(3)(e); however, a public hearing is required on the rezone of Lot 1 and
2.
10. An environmental assessment is not required pursuant to MCA § 76-3-609 (2)(d)(i).
11. Project is exempt from onsite fire cistern requirements per 10-15(2)(5) of the Cascade
County Subdivision Regulations, as fire protection measures are only needed when
creating four (4) or more lots or in subsequent minor subdivisions of three (3) or more lots.
12. Project is located in the Wild Land Urban Interface and has been an area designated as
having a low fire risk based on the Community Fire Plan Wild Land-Urban Interface for
Cascade County and Dearborn FSA Map and having moderate fire hazard based on the
Wild Land Fire Risk and Hazard Severity Assessment Form included in the application.
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13. The proposed subdivision will receive law enforcement services from the Cascade County
Sheriff’s Office and fire protection services from the Vaughn Volunteer Fire Department.
14. The project lies within the Height Military Overlay District within the Outer Horizontal
Surface (MOD-F) restricting structure height to no greater than five hundred (500) feet.
The project is not within 2400 feet of a Military Alert Facility or Launch Facility.
15. Interested Agencies and adjacent property owners were provided with notification letters
and a request for comments on September 1st. On September 7th, the Vaughn Volunteer
Fire Department commented that they had no concerns currently with the lots vacant, but
stated once buildings are erected, a plan will be need for access to fire suppression. The
Great Falls Public School District comment on this project previously back in 2018
expressing no concerns with capacity and stated additional student may require the district
to change an existing bus route. No other comments have been received at the time this
report was written.
16. Notice of public hearing was published in the Tribune on August 7th and 14th.
17. A Findings of Fact was prepared providing the subdivision and zoning analysis in Section.
The Findings of Fact are enclosed and incorporated by reference into this Staff Report.
CONCLUSION
This proposed subdivision and associated rezone for the proposed Lots 1 and 2 meets the
requirements of the Cascade County Subdivision Regulations, as well as Montana’s Subdivision
and Surveying Laws and Regulations, and is in general compliance with the Cascade County
Growth Policy if approved with conditions.
RECOMMENDATIONS
The following recommendations are provided for the Board’s consideration:
I move that the Cascade County Planning Board recommend, after consideration of the
Staff Report and Findings of Facts, denial of the Maeder Addition Minor Subdivision
Preliminary Plat and rezone of proposed Lots 1 and 2 from Suburban Residential 2 to the
Light Industrial District; or
“I move that the Cascade County Planning Board recommend, after consideration of the
Staff Report and Findings of Facts, adoption of said Staff Report and Findings of Facts,
and approve Maeder Addition Minor Subdivision Preliminary Plat and rezone of proposed
Lots 1 and 2 from Suburban Residential 2 to the Light Industrial District subject to the
following conditions:
1. A provision in the Homeowners’ Association’s (HOA) Covenants, Conditions, and
Restrictions (CCRs) or covenant filed with the final plat must provide that a 100-foot
open space buffer must be established between any structures and adjacent prime
agricultural lands.
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2. Include a “Notice of Agricultural Activities” on the final plat stating in effect: “This
subdivision is in the vicinity of existing agricultural activities which may affect a
purchaser’s use and/or enjoyment of his/her property.”
3. Cause to be recorded in conjunction with the final plat, a statement of waiver placed
on the final plat requiring property owners of each lot in the subdivision to take part in
any Rural Special Improvement District (RSID) for the reconstruction, improvement or
perpetual maintenance of any county road in the vicinity used to access the minor
subdivision, or any other road that can be used to access these lots as determined by
Cascade County, provided that all other property owners served by said road share
equitably in such an RSID. This waiver shall expire 20 years after the date the final
plat is filed with Cascade County.
4. Provide safe and adequate access including all internal private roads and cul-de-sacs,
street signs, and stop signs, must be designed, constructed, installed, inspected, and
certified by a licensed professional engineer that they meet at a minimum the Cascade
County Subdivision Road Specification.
5. Include on the final plat a statement certifying the status of the internal subdivision
roads.
6. Provide a copy of the approved Approach Permit for Vaughn Road from Montana
Department of Transportation.
7. In the event a Rural Improvement District is not approved, Developer shall cause to
be recorded in conjunction with the final plat, a covenant that runs with the land or
HOA CCRs with provisions granting sufficient authority and procedural mechanisms
to administer, enforce, and fund the perpetual maintenance and discretionary
improvement of the public rights of way created by and indicated on the final plat.
8. A statement shall be included on the Final Plat stating: “Lot owner(s) shall comply with
the required Noxious Weed Management Plan, approved by the County Weed
Supervisor.”
9. Submit a written Weed Management Plan to the Cascade County Weed Board
specifying the methods for weed management procedures with regards to this
development and incorporate it into the HOA CCRs or file with the Clerk & Recorder’s
Office along with the Final Plat.
10. All vegetation disturbed during construction shall be reestablished with vegetation
types that have been recommended by the MSU Extension Office.
11. A copy of the MDEQ General Discharge Permit for Stormwater associated with
construction activity in order to subdivide shall be submitted prior to final plat approval,
if the disturbed area will exceed one (1) acre.
12. Inclusion in the HOA or on the Final Plat a covenant restricting structure height of no
greater than five hundred (500) feet in height.
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13. For lots under 20 acres, the Montana Department of Environmental Quality’s (MDEQ)
Certificate of Subdivision Approval (COSA) must be provided prior to final plat
approval.
14. For lots 20 acres or more, the City-County Health Department’s Certificate of
Subdivision Approval (COSA) must be provided prior to final plat. Sanitary exemptions,
when utilized, shall be place on the final plat.
15. The Final Plat must contain the following statement: “The undersigned hereby grants
unto each and every person, firm, or corporation, whether public or private, providing
or offering to provide telephone, electric power, gas, cable television, wired
broadband, water or sewer service to the public, the right to the joint use of an
easement for the construction, maintenance, repair and removal of their lines and
other facilities, in, over, under and across each area designated on this plat as ‘Utility
Easement’ to have and to hold forever.”
16. Correct any errors or omissions on the preliminary plat prior to final plat approval.
17. Submit with the Final Plat submittal and file with the Final Plat a certificate of a title
abstracter showing the names of the owners of record of the land to be subdivided and
the names of lienholders or claimants of record against the land and the written
consent to the subdivision by the owners of the land, if other than the subdivider, and
any lienholders or claimants of record against the land.
18. Complete required improvements within the proposed subdivision prior to approval of
the Final Plat, unless a bond or other reasonable security approved by the County
Commissioners is obtained prior to Final Plat.
19. Include in the HOA CCRs or Final Plat a restriction limiting livestock in accordance
with the Cascade County Zoning Regulations for Lot 3.
20. Cause to be filed on the final plat, a Declaration of Covenant declaring that all of the
properties described shall be held, sold, and conveyed subject to the following
covenant which shall run with the real property and be binding on all parties having
any heirs, successors, and assigns, and shall bind each owner thereof and the
covenant may be revoked for any or all parcels within the subdivision only by mutual
consent of the owners of the parcels in question and the governing body of Cascade
County.
Attachments:
Findings of Fact for Preliminary Plat & Rezone
Maeder Addition Minor Subdivision Preliminary Plat Application (with Rezone Application)
Comment(s)
CCZR Applicable Section(s)
Notice
cc:

Michael Reis & Dan Richardson, KLJ Engineering
Michael Maeder
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FINDINGS OF FACT FOR THE PRELIMINARY PLAT OF THE MAEDER ADDITON, A MINOR SUBDIVISION LOCATED IN THE NW ¼ OF
SECTION 5, IN TOWNSHIP 20 NORTH, RANGE 3 EAST, PMM, CASCADE COUNTY, MONTANA
The Application requesting preliminary plat approval for Maeder Addition Minor Subdivision, a first-time minor subdivision, received on October
5th, 2021. The submittal was determined to contain all required components sufficient for adequate public review on August 1st, 2022, and
scheduled for public meeting for the Preliminary Plat Application and public hearing for the rezone of proposed Lots 1 and 2 in front of the
Cascade County Planning Board on September 20th, 2022. Notice was sent to adjacent property owners on September 1, 2022 and published
in the Great Falls Tribune on August 7th, 2022 and August 14th, 2022. The proposed subdivision consists of three (3) lots: Lot 1 consists of 10
acres, Lot 2 consists of 20.75 acres, and Lot 3 consists of 26.91 acres. The total acreage of the project site is 57.66.
I.

PRIMARY REVIEW CRITERIA
A. Impacts on Agriculture – Considers all aspects of farming or ranching including the cultivation or tilling of soil; dairying; the
production, cultivation, growing, harvesting of agricultural or horticultural commodities; raising of livestock, bees, fur-bearing animals,
or poultry; and any practices including, forestry or lumbering operations, including preparation for market or delivery to storage, to
market, or to carriers for transportation to market. See also MCA § 41-2-103(1).
Recommended Findings

Recommended Conditions

A

1

A provision in the Homeowners’
Association’s (HOA) Covenants, Conditions,
and Restrictions (CCRs) or covenant filed
with the final plat must provide that a 100foot open space buffer must be established
between any structures and adjacent prime
agricultural lands.

2

Include a “Notice of Agricultural Activities” on
the final plat stating in effect: “This
subdivision is in the vicinity of existing
agricultural activities which may affect a
purchaser’s use and/or enjoyment of his/her
property.”

Prime agricultural lands
CCSR § 10designated as “Farmland of
2(A)(1)
Statewide Importance” have
been identified based on the
Web Soil Survey 1 across all
three proposed lots. The
property is currently not
utilized for agricultural uses.
The adjacent northern
property is currently utilized for
agricultural purposes and
contains farmland of statewide
importance which requires
protection from the adverse
impacts of development.

What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
Application Appendix F(6)
“Soil Map”

Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”

CONCLUSION: The impacts to agriculture set forth in the findings are mitigated with the imposed conditions based on the record.
1 Web Soil Survey (usda.gov). Large portions of the subject property and adjacent property contains tally loam, farmland of statewide importance.

1

B. Impacts on Agriculture Water User Facilities – Considers those facilities which provide water for irrigation or stock watering to
agricultural lands for the production of agricultural products. These facilities include, but are not limited to, ditches, head gates, pipes,
and other water conveying facilities. Specific impacts may include, but are not limited to, impacts to disposition of water rights, and
impact to water course and irrigation easements.
Recommended Findings
Recommended Conditions
What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
A
The area of the proposed
CCSR §§ 10Application Appendix F(1)
subdivision does not contain
2(B); 10-10
“Summary of Probable
existing irrigation ditches,
Impacts”
pipes, head gates or other
water conveying facilities for
irrigation or stock watering to
agricultural lands.
B
The proposed subdivision will
CCSR §§ 10Reserve all or a portion of the
Application Appendix D(2-3)
not be creating lots averaging
2(B); 10-11
appropriation water rights owned by the
“Water & Mineral Rights”
less than five acres in size
owner of the land to be subdivided and
requiring the appropriate
transfer these water rights to a single entity
disposition of water rights.
for use by landowners within the
subdivision who have a legal right to the
water and reserved and severed any
remaining surface water rights from the
land prior to final plat.
C

The proposed subdivision is
CCSR §§ 10Application Appendix D(2-3)
not subject to a contract or
2(B); 10-11(A)(2)
“Water & Mineral Rights”
interest in a public or private
entity formed to provide for the
use of a water right on the
subdivision lots, e.g., water
district.
CONCLUSION: The impacts to agriculture water user facilities set forth in the findings do not warrant mitigating adverse impacts as no
impacts have been identified based on the record.
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C. Impacts on Local Services – Considers any and all services that local governments, public or private utilities are authorized to
provide for the benefit of their citizens.
Recommended Findings
Recommended Conditions
What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
A
The subdivision proposes 20’
CCSR § 10Application Appendix A(1)
utility easements and
2(C)(1)
“Preliminary Plat”
Independence Way, a 60’
public access and utility
easement. No alleys are
proposed. Access to
Independence Way is off
Vaughn Road, a MDT
maintained road.
B
No transportation plan has
CCSR § 10Application Appendix F(1)
been officially adopted for this 2(C)(2)
“Traffic Impact Analysis”
area.
C
New increased development
CCSR § 103
Cause to be recorded in conjunction with
Application Appendix A(1)
increases the need for
2(C)(3)
the final plat, a statement of waiver placed
“Preliminary Plat”
transportation infrastructure to
on the final plat requiring property owners
serve the proposed
of each lot in the subdivision to take part in Application Appendix F(1)
development and adversely
any Rural Special Improvement District
“Traffic Impact Analysis”
impacts existing transportation
(RSID) for the reconstruction, improvement
infrastructure supporting a
or perpetual maintenance of any county
mitigating condition that all
road in the vicinity used to access the
development waive their right
minor subdivision, or any other road that
to protest the creation of a
can be used to access these lots as
special improvement district or
determined by Cascade County, provided
road improvement district.
that all other property owners served by
said road share equitably in such an RSID.
This waiver shall expire 20 years after the
date the final plat is filed with Cascade
County.
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D

The area of most significant
impact is anticipated to be on
Vaughn Road, a Montana
Department of Transportation
maintained road. The
proposed development is
projected to increase traffic by
an addition 186 daily vehicular
trips or less than 3% increase
of daily traffic per day which
will not exceed the capacity of
the road. Access to the
subdivision will be off Vaughn
Rd. To ensure safe and
adequate access approach
permits will be needed.

CCSR § 102(C)(4)

4

Provide safe and adequate access
including all internal private roads and culde-sacs, street signs, and stop signs, must
be designed, constructed, installed,
inspected, and certified by a licensed
professional engineer that they meet at a
minimum the Cascade County Subdivision
Road Specification.

5

Include on the final plat a statement
certifying the status of the internal
subdivision roads.

6

Provide a copy of the approved Approach
Permit for Vaughn Road from Montana
Department of Transportation.

E

Application Appendix E(2)
“Transportation Plan”
Application Appendix F(1)
“Summary of Probable
Impacts”

The subdivision proposes a
CCSR § 10-4
7
In the event a Rural Improvement District is Application Appendix A(1)
20’ easement and
MCA 76-3-501
not approved, Developer shall cause to be
“Preliminary Plat”
Independence Way, a 60’
recorded in conjunction with the final plat, a
public access and utility
Application Appendix E(6)
covenant that runs with the land or HOA
easement that begins off
“Petition to Create Rural
CCRs with provisions granting sufficient
Vaughn Road and ends in a
Improvement District”
authority and procedural mechanisms to
cul-de-sac. The Developer is
administer, enforce, and fund the perpetual
requesting an RSID for
Application Appendix F(2)
maintenance and discretionary
proposed Independency Way.
“Community Impact
improvement of the public rights of way
If the RSID is not approved,
Report”
created by and indicated on the final plat.
then the Developer and/or
future lot owners will be
responsible for continued
maintenance and repair of the
road improvements.
F
The proposed subdivision
CCSR § 10-2(C)
Provide a copy of the letter from the Great
Application Supplemental
consists of 2 light industrial
Falls Public School District demonstrating
Materials: “Great Falls
lots and 1 residential lot. Lot 3
no adverse impact on educational services. Public Schools Letter
would have the potential to
dated Nov. 20, 2018”
add youth to schools.
– Condition Satisfied
CONCLUSION: The impacts to local services set forth in the findings are mitigated with the imposed conditions based on the record.
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D. Impacts on the Natural Environment - Existing physical conditions related to land, air, water, mineral, flora, fauna, sound, light, and
objects of historic and aesthetic significance of an area and the interrelationship of those elements, such as soils, geology, topography,
vegetation, surface water, and drainage, floodplains, and ground water, and aquifers. Specific impacts include but are not limited to:
impact on air quality; impact of groundwater quality and quantity; impact on surface water features; impact on wetlands; impact on
residential ambient exterior light level; impact on historic or prehistoric sites.
Recommended Findings
Recommended Conditions
What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
A Soil disturbances during the
MCA § 7-22-2116
A provision shall be included in the HOA CCRs
Application Appendix A(1)
construction of this proposed states “it is
requiring control of County declared noxious
“Preliminary Plat”
subdivision will increase the
unlawful for any
weeds.
potential for the spread of
person to permit
Application Appendix F(3)
8
A statement shall be included on the Final Plat
noxious weeds on the
any noxious
“Weed Management Plan
stating: “Lot owner(s) shall comply with the
property and the surrounding weeds to
County”
required Noxious Weed Management Plan,
area. Cheatgrass was
propagate on their
approved by the County Weed Supervisor.”
observed on the property.
property.”
Application Appendix F(1)
“Summary of Probable
Submit a written Weed Management Plan to the Impacts”
MCA § 7-22-2152 9
Cascade County Weed Board specifying the
methods for weed management procedures with Application Appendix F(5)
regards to this development and incorporate it
“Weed Management Plan
into the HOA CCRs or file with the Clerk &
and Revegetation Plan”
Recorder’s Office along with the Final Plat.

B

Soil disturbances during the
construction of this proposed
subdivision will increase
stormwater runoff. The
proposed Independence Way
will have roadside ditches

CCSR § 10-2(D)

10

All vegetation disturbed during construction shall
be reestablished with vegetation types that have
been recommended by the MSU Extension
Office.

11

A copy of the MDEQ General Discharge Permit
for Stormwater associated with construction
activity in order to subdivide shall be submitted
prior to final plat approval, if the disturbed area
will exceed one (1) acre.
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Application Appendix F(2)
“Community Impact
Report”

C

D

E

F

that direct stormwater runoff
to the proposed detention
pond located on Lot 3
Lot 3 will have 1 proposed
building, that will increase
impervious area. A
stormwater detention pond is
proposed on Lot 3.

The proposed subdivision will
have individual cisterns for
their water supply.
Groundwater quality and
quantity are not anticipated
to be depleted or
contaminated as a result of
the proposed subdivision.
The proposed subdivision is
not in the Regulated Flood
Hazard Area.

The proposed subdivision is
not near a wetland identified
by Cascade County, the
Army Corps of Engineers,
US. Fish and Wildlife
Service, DNRC, or FWP. No
wetland has been delineated
on the proposed subdivision
maps, plats, or site plans
submitted as part of the
subdivision application.
G The proposed subdivision
does not contain any known
historic, paleontological,
archaeological, or cultural
sites, or objects on the

CCSR § 10-2(D)

The Montana Department of Environmental
Quality (MDEQ) Certificate of Subdivision
Approval (COSA) must be provided prior to final
plat approval.

CCSR § 10-2(D)

Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”
Application Appendix G
“Sanitary Restrictions”
See Stormwater Drainage
Report.
Application Appendix F(1)
“Summary of Probable
Impacts”
Application Appendix G
“Sanitary Restrictions”

CCSR § 102(D)(1)

All structures and roads shall have a fifty (50)
foot setback standard and vegetated buffer
standard, in which existing native species may
not be removed.

Application Appendix G(4)
“FEMA Panels”

CCSR § 102(D)(2)

Buffers from wetland boundaries within which
structures and improvements may not be built, except
for those for educational or scientific purposes,
include: (a) Wetlands of one (1) acre or less require a
minimum fifty (50) foot buffer; (b) wetlands of more
than one acre requires a minimum one hundred (100)
foot buffer; (c) provide documentation of a waiver or
permit form the USACE to fill, excavate or an
exemption from the requirement.

Application Appendix F(1)
“Summary of Probable
Impacts”

CCSR § 10-2(D)

Application Appendix F(1)
“Summary of Probable
Impacts”
Application Appendix F(7)
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property. There are no
“SHPO Response Letter”
proposed disturbances or
alterations to structures
requiring mitigation.
CONCLUSION: The impacts to the natural environment set forth in the findings are mitigated with the imposed conditions based on the
record.

E. Impacts on Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat Recommended Findings

Recommended Conditions

A

What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
Application Appendix F(1)
“Summary of Probable
Impacts”

No critical wildlife habitats and
CCSR § 10A two hundred (200) foot open space buffer
corridors have been identified
2(E)(1)
shall be established between any structures
that would be adversely
and any critical wildlife habitat and corridors.
impacted and need protection
from this proposed
development.
B
No open spaces have been
CCSR § 10A deed restriction or irrevocable covenant
Application Appendix F(1)
identified in the area to
2(E)(2)
shall be created to protect open space in
“Summary of Probable
preserve wildlife habitats and/or
Impacts”
perpetuity.
corridors of the proposed
subdivision.
C
No protected lands have been
CCSR § 10Protected lands shall be clustered to abut
Application Appendix F(1)
identified in the area of the
2(E)(3)
neighboring open lands.
“Summary of Probable
proposed subdivision.
Impacts”
CONCLUSION: The impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat set forth in the findings do not warrant mitigating adverse impacts as no impacts
have been identified based on the record.
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F. Impacts on Public Health and Safety - “Public Health and Safety” means “[t]he prevailing healthful, sanitary conditions of well-being
for the community at large. Conditions that relate to public health and safety include but are not limited to: disease control and
prevention; emergency services; environmental health; flooding; fire or wildfire hazards, rock falls or landslides, unstable soils, steep
slopes, and other natural hazards; high voltage lines or high-pressure gas lines; and air or vehicular traffic safety hazards.”
Recommended Findings
Recommended Conditions
What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
A
The proposed subdivision CCSR § 10-2(F)(1)
No structure shall be located within the 100Application Appendix G(4)
does not contain areas in
year floodplain.
“FEMA MAP”
the Regulated Flood
Hazard Area (RFHA)
based on FEMA FIRM
Panel # 30013C0320E &
Panel # 30013C0340E
(eff. 3/19/2013).
B
The subdivision is in the
CCSR § 10-2(F)(1)
No structure shall be located in any accident
CCZR §§ 4 and 15,
Conical Surface Zone of
potential zones located around airports.
“Exhibit B-2: Imaginary
the Great Falls
Surfaces”
International Airport.
C
The proposed subdivision CCSR § 10-2(F)(1) 12 Inclusion in the HOA or on the Final Plat a
CCZR § 16 “Height
is in the Outer Horizontal
CCZR § 16
covenant restricting structure height of no
Military Overlay District
Surface (MOD-F) of the
greater than five hundred (500) feet in height.
Map”
Height Military Overlay
District. The MOD was
established and
incorporated into the
Zoning Regulations to
reduce interference with
the helicopter runway at
Malmstrom AFB.
D
The proposed subdivision CCSR § 10-2(F)(2)
A Fire Protection Plan must be established by
Community Fire Plan
is in the Wildland Urban
the developer and written notice provided from Wildlife-Urban Interface
Interface in an area of low
Cascade County and
the local fire chief, or designee, of inspection
wildland fire risk. The
Dearborn FSA Map
and approval of the Plan prior to final plat
Wild Land Fire Risk and
approval.
Hazard Severity
Application Appendix F(4)
Assessment rates the
Include in the HOA Covenants, Conditions,
“Fire Risk Rating Analysis
subdivision as having
and Restriction (CCRs) a provision for the
and Fire Prevention Plan”
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E

F

G

moderate hazard. It is
exempt from CCSR § 1015(B) & (E).
The proposed subdivision
is in the Wildland Urban
Interface but has a low
risk of wildland fire. The
Wild Land Fire Risk and
Hazard Severity
Assessment rates the
subdivision as having
moderate hazard. The
development is serviced
by the Vaughn Fire
Department. The 3-lot
proposal will minimally
increase the fire risk due
to vegetation and added
structures to the area.
The property has a
designated a no build
zone due to steep slopes
of more than 25%.
Lot 1 will utilize a cistern
for domestic water supply
to ensure the public’s
general health and
welfare. A DEQ
application has been
submitted for Lot 1. The
future water systems on
the remaining lots will be
the responsibility of the
owner of the individual
lots.

maintenance of the Fire Protection Plan.

CCSR §§ 10-2(F);
10-15(C); 1015(D); 10-15(E)(5);
10-15(F)

Install a fire suppression cistern system with a
minimum of _____gallons on-site with the
proper appurtenances for the _______ Fire
Department to use for firefighting at all times.
Install an approach for access to the fire
cistern and appurtenances.
Include in the HOA CCRs a provision for
maintaining the fire cistern road approach.
Include in the HOA CCRs that the HOA shall
be responsible for the perpetual maintenance
of the fire suppression system, equipment, and
appurtenances, including on-going water level
monitoring, water refilling, repairs, and
electronic monitoring systems.

CCSR § 10-2(F)(2)

CCSR § 10-6

Structures shall not be permitted in high fire
hazard areas, or on 25% slopes or at the apex
of “fire chimneys.”
13 For lots under 20 acres, the Montana
Department of Environmental Quality’s
(MDEQ) Certificate of Subdivision Approval
(COSA) must be provided prior to final plat
approval.
14 For lots 20 acres or more, the City-County
Health Department’s Certificate of Subdivision
Approval (COSA) must be provided prior to
final plat. Sanitary exemptions, when utilized,
shall be place on the final plat.
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Community Fire Plan
Wildlife-Urban Interface
Cascade County and
Dearborn FSA Map
Application Appendix F(2)
“Community Impact
Report”
Application Appendix F(4)
“Fire Risk Rating Analysis
and Fire Prevention Plan”

Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat” –
Condition Satisfied
Application Appendix G
“Sanitary Restrictions”

H

Lot 1 will utilize a septic
system to properly
dispose and treat
wastewater generated by
the residential lot to
prevent the spread of
disease and water
contamination to mitigate
public health risks. A
DEQ application has been
submitted for Lot 1. The
installation of future septic
systems for the remaining
lots will be the
responsibility of the owner
of the individual lots.

CCSR § 10-7;
ARM 17.36.312;
ARM 17.36.320 –
17.36.326; ARM
17.36.101; MCA
§§ 76-4-101, et
seq.

See Conditions #13 & 14

Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”

I

The proposed subdivision
will generate solid waste
and would create a public
health and/or safety risk if
not properly disposed of.

CCSR § 10-8;
ARM 17.36.309;
ARM 17.36.101;
MCA §§ 76-4-101,
et seq.

See Conditions #13 & 14

Application Appendix F(1)
“Summary of Probable
Impacts”

J

The proposed subdivision
will not significantly
increase the area of
impervious surface which
will impact the natural
process for absorption,
drainage and filtration of
stormwater runoff given
lot sizes of 10 acres or
more. The subdivision
will utilize roadside
ditches and culverts for
stormwater runoff from
the road.

CCSR § 10-5

See Conditions #13 & 14

Application Appendix F(2)
“Community Impact
Report”

Application Appendix G
“Lot 1 DEQ Submittal”
Application Appendix G
“Lots 2 and 3 County
Sanitation”

Application Appendix G
“Storm Drainage Report”
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K

The proposed subdivision
will require utility services
to each of the lots to
ensure basic services are
provided for citizens
public welfare, health, and
safety.

CCSR § 10-9

The utility easements must be shown on the
plat with dashed lines.
15 The Final Plat must contain the following
statement: “The undersigned hereby grants
unto each and every person, firm, or
corporation, whether public or private,
providing or offering to provide telephone,
electric power, gas, cable television, wired
broadband, water or sewer service to the
public, the right to the joint use of an easement
for the construction, maintenance, repair and
removal of their lines and other facilities, in,
over, under and across each area designated
on this plat as ‘Utility Easement’ to have and to
hold forever.”
Cause to be recorded on the final plat a
statement concerning limited public services.

L

Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat” –
Condition Satisfied
Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”

The proposed first-time
CCSR § 10-12
The final plat shall dedicate a minimum of
minor subdivision does
MCA § 76-3____acres to park land unless a certificate of
501(5)
not create a need for
waiver of park land dedication and acceptance
open space/park areas for
of cash in lieu statement is placed on the final
residents to utilize for
plat.
their general welfare,
preserve areas providing
wildlife habitat, & act as
buffers between lots,
structures, and/or roads
to make the subdivision
more aesthetically
appealing. It is exempted
by MCA 76-3-621(3)(e).
CONCLUSION: The impacts to public health and safety set forth in the findings are mitigated with the imposed conditions based on the
record.
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II.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE SURVEY REQUIREMENTS OF MONTANA SUBDIVISION AND PLATTING ACT, UNIFORM
STANDARDS FOR MONUMENTATION, AND LOCAL SUBDIVISION REGULATION

A. Survey Requirements
Recommended Findings

A

Recommended Conditions

The plat should not contain errors
or omissions when filed with the
Clerk & Recorders in order to
provide a true and accurate
representation and notice to the
general public including, but not
limited to, potential purchasers.
B. Abstract of Title
Recommended Findings

MCA §§ 76-3608(3)(b)(i); 76-3401, et seq.; 76-3611

A

MCA § 76-3-612

Clear title shall be demonstrated
prior to the division of land taking
place to ensure proper legal
division. Applicant has provided a
“Subdivision Guarantee” issued
by Stewart Title Company.
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Correct any errors or omissions on the
preliminary plat prior to final plat
approval.

Recommended Conditions

C. Construction of Public Improvements
Recommended Findings

17

Submit with the Final Plat submittal
and file with the Final Plat a certificate
of a title abstracter showing the names
of the owners of record of the land to
be subdivided and the names of
lienholders or claimants of record
against the land and the written
consent to the subdivision by the
owners of the land, if other than the
subdivider, and any lienholders or
claimants of record against the land.

Recommended Conditions

12

What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”

What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
Application Appendix C(1)
“Subdivision Guarantee”

What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions

A

Road improvements are proposed
for this subdivision.

MCA § 76-3-507

D. Orderly Development
Recommended Findings

A

B

The subdivision has one lot in the
Suburban Residential 2 Zoning
District designated for residential
uses and requires minimum lot
size of two (2) acre and yard
setbacks to preserve the quiet
enjoyment of residential
properties. There are two
proposed lots to be rezoned into
the Light Industrial (I-1) Zoning
District. New buildings, structures,
signs, foundations, and changes
in use will require a zoning permit
to ensure zoning requirements are
satisfied.
A rezone is applied for to rezone
Lots 1 & 2 from Suburban
Residential 2 (SR-2) to Light
Industrial (I-1). Zoning within the
SR-2 District only allows for
“limited agricultural uses” to
prevent overgrazing and public
nuisances. New buildings,
structures, signs, foundations, and
changes in use will require a
zoning permit to ensure zoning
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Complete required improvements
within the proposed subdivision prior to
approval of the Final Plat, unless a
bond or other reasonable security
approved by the County
Commissioners is obtained prior to
Final Plat.

Recommended Conditions

MCA § 76-3-501;
CCZR §§ 59(B)(3), 7.1, 7.3

MCA § 76-3-501;
CCZR §§ 59(B)(3), 7.3.2

Include in the HOA CCRs a provision
that, at a minimum, require the yard
setback requirements of the Cascade
County Zoning Regulations.
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Include in the HOA CCRs or final plat a
restriction limiting livestock in
accordance with the Cascade County
Zoning Regulations for Lot 3.
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Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”
Application Appendix F(2)
“Community Impact
Report”

What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”

Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”

requirements are satisfied.

C

A rezone is applied for to rezone
MCA § 76-3-501;
Lots 1 & 2 from Suburban
CCZR §§ 5Residential 2 (SR-2) to Light
9(B)(3), 7.3
Industrial (I-1). Lot 3 is subject to
a minimum acreage size of two
(2) acre lots for residential uses.
The SR-2 District provides for lowdensity suburban residential
development with limited
agricultural uses and residential
services. New buildings,
structures, signs, foundations, and
changes in use will require a
zoning permit to ensure zoning
requirements are met.

E. Declaration of Covenant
Recommended Findings

A

The proposed subdivision after
final approval needs to ensure the
proper mechanism is in place to
bind future property owners to
carry out the conditions for which
this proposed subdivision was
approved with to ensure the

Include in the HOA CCRs a provision
prohibiting commercial and industrial
uses.

Recommended Conditions

MCA § 76-3501(2), 76-3-604;
see CCSR § 1015(D)
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Application Appendix A(1)
“Preliminary Plat”

What Documents(s) in
Record Support Findings
and Conditions
Cause to be filed on the final plat, a Application Appendix A(1)
Declaration of Covenant declaring that “Preliminary Plat”
all of the properties described shall be
held, sold, and conveyed subject to the
following covenant which shall run with
the real property and be binding on all
parties having any heirs, successors,
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continuance of public health,
welfare and safety for the
subdivision’s residents.

and assigns, and shall bind each owner
thereof and the covenant may be
revoked for any or all parcels within the
subdivision only by mutual consent of
the owners of the parcels in question
and the governing body of Cascade
County.
CONCLUSION: By meeting the conditions of approval, the proposed subdivision meets the requirements of the Montana Subdivision and
Platting Act, the surveying requirements specified in the Uniform Standards for Monumentation, and conforms to the design standards
specified in the Cascade County Subdivision Regulations. The subdivider and Cascade County have complied with the subdivision review
and approval procedures set forth under the applicable laws and regulations.
III.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE CASCADE COUNTY GROWTH POLICY

The proposed subdivision is in general compliance with the Cascade County Growth Policy to preserve and enhance the rural, friendly and
independent lifestyle currently enjoyed by Cascade County’s citizens and by ensuring that all new roads be built to county specifications,
designing subdivisions so as to minimize the risk of fire, promoting adequate ingresses and egresses, adequate water supply systems,
requiring local review of subdivisions meet DEQ regulations when required, and by complying with the weed district’s weed management
plans. The area is not located in a designated Resource Protection Area, Prohibitive Development Area or Conditional Development Area;
therefore, those standards are not applicable to the proposed subdivision.
IV.

EASEMENTS FOR UTILITIES

All easements will be shown on the Final Plat.
V.

LEGAL AND PHYSICAL ACCESS

Legal access will be provided to all residential lots by Independence Way and all access easements shall be placed on the Final Plat.
VI.

REZONING OF LOTS 1 AND 2

This proposal includes a request for a zone change for proposed Lots 2 and 3 of the proposed Maeder Addition from Suburban Residential
(SR-2) to Light Industrial (L-1)

Pursuant to MCA § 76-2-203, the following criteria and guidelines must be considered in conjunction with all rezoning proposals:
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Criteria 1:

The rezoning is made in accordance with the five (5) listed goals in the Growth Policy.

The 2014 Cascade County Growth Policy (CCGP) contains five (5) goals which the policy defines as a direction of the
Growth Policy. Each Goal also includes a subset of Objectives which the Growth Policy defines as a more narrowly defined
and concrete expression of community intent. The five (5) goals and their related objectives are:
Goal 1:

Sustain and strengthen the economic well-being of Cascade County citizens.

Applicant: The proposed development will add additional business in the area. The smaller 10 acres tract is to be used for
the repair and remodeling of manufactured homes with a yard and shop. This business would increase employment of
Cascade citizens. The larger tract could be used for self storage which is need in the Great Falls area. The site is located
near Great Falls making convenient for storage for its citizens. The current land use is the storage of shipping containers
and trailer houses and mostly vacant land. The proposed development of the land will increase the value of the land into
light industrial uses therefore increase the county’s tax base. The proposed site is located near Interstate 15 off ramp along
a MDT highway making it prime location for light industrial business. Large trucks do not need to enter Great Falls or other
residential areas to access the site. Other businesses in the areas include Bouma Wholesales, Diamond City Casino, Swain
Spring Service, and Outback Power Company. As listed multiple businesses are in the area that would complement a
manufactured home repair shop.
Staff: The request to re-zone would strengthen economic well-being of Cascade County Citizens with the addition of jobs
from the mobile home repair business. Possibility of additional business in Lot 2 would create additional jobs as well.
Goal 2:

Protect and maintain Cascade County’s rural character and the community’s historic relationship with
natural resource development.

Applicant: The proposed development will not foster the continuance of agriculture and forestry. But neither does the
current use of the land nor the current zoning as suburban residential promote the agricultural or forestry industry. The
proposed development is located 1 mile West of the city limits of Great Falls in the area of commercial/light industrial
businesses. The property is located along Vaughn Road that borders BNSF railroad and Interstate 15. The property is not
located near high quality state waters and is void of any streams, rivers or lakes. The proposed business in the development
will not create air pollution. And is located in an area that has the look and function of the proposed business in the
development. The proposed development does not support the development of natural resources in the fact that is not in
the production or refining of natural resources. The property does not have oil, gas, gravel, timber available to produce. The
property could be used for the production of solar energy. The property does not have any known contaminates, therefore
it does not need to be redeveloped.
16

Staff: The lot is not heavily forested or currently used for farming/agriculture. Current use and proposed use do not support
this goal.
Goal 3:

Maintain agricultural economy.

Applicant: The property is located in productive soil types but has not access to irrigation waters. Also based on the size
and shaped of the property is not ideal for the production of dry/and farming or grazing. The site will be developed using
techniques to safe guard against soil erosion including a Storm Water Pollution Prevention plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP will
be held in place until final stabilization as determined by a certified SWPP administrator. A re-vegetation plan will be
submitted with the subdivisions application to ensure the planting of vegetation to control erosion. The portion of the property
with greater than 25% slopes is designated as a “No Build Zone”. Detention ponds will be constructed to control the release
of pre-development flows and contain any sediment that may be carried by a storm event. The proposed development is
not located within flood plains nor adjacent to streams, rivers or lakes. The proposed development may not add value to the
agricultural industry but does not take out land that is in agricultural production.
Staff: The land is not currently used for agricultural purposes. The adjacent properties to the north and the south are being used for
agricultural purposes. Land is located on soils of statewide importance for farmland per the USDA Web Soils Survey 2.
Goal 4:

Retain the presence of the U.S. Military in Cascade County

Applicant: This development would have little to no influence on the federal congressional delegation to support maintaining
the current mission status. The proposed development will do little to promote the location of additional military missions in
Cascade County. The proposed development would have little to no influence to encourage the reactivation of the runway
at Malmstrom Air Force Base. The proposed development is on the Westside of the Great Falls, being on the opposite side
of the City than Malmstrom Air Force Base. It will not affect the mission capabilities of the military installation. The property
is located 1 mile form Great Falls City Limits and is near other developments.
Staff: The property is not located in the vicinity of Malmstrom Airforce Base (MAFB), the current use and proposed use do
not have an impact on this goal.

2 Web Soil Survey (usda.gov)
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Goal 5:

Preserve and enhance the rural, friendly and independent lifestyle currently enjoyed by Cascade
County’s citizens.

Applicant: The property is being developed by a local resident, thus promoting the citizens independent lifestyle by
encouraging self sufficiency and self-reliance. The proposed light industrial property could be redeveloped to match the
evolving economy and changing population. The property’s proximity to Great Falls, major roads and Interstate 15
interchange make it property that will maintain its value to the community. The property does not contain any known
cultural or archeological sites. A letter from the State Historical Preservation Office stating that fact can be found in
Appendix H.
Staff: This proposal is in line with this goal. The current owner is a Cascade County resident attempting to expand their
business and make room for another business on the property. This proposal should not impede upon citizens current
lifestyle.
Criteria #2: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to secure safety from fire and other dangers.
Applicant: The current vegetation cover is grass land with little or no fire breaks. The proposed development will create
areas with little or no combustible material. The property slopes are 3%-8% slopes. The area greater than 25% is designated
as a no build zone. A fire protection plan is submitted with the Subdivision application that address the land owner’s
requirements in the covenants to mitigate the fire dangers in the area. The proposed development would provide a fire
break between the large tracts of agricultural property to the North from business and homes to the East and South. The
tract size the property is not high density and will allow fire departments to access and breaks to fight fires in the
wild/and/urban interface.
Staff: The Vaughn Fire Department has been contacted for comment on the project. They commented that the subdivision
is good to go an there would be no concerns until buildings are constructed. There is also a no build area on Lot 2 that has
slopes over 25% to mitigate fire risk. Per FEMA flood map 3 FIRM Panels Nos. 30013C0340E and 30013C0320E, the parcel
is not in the flood zone.

3 FEMA's National Flood Hazard Layer (NFHL) Viewer (arcgis.com)
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Criteria #3: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to promote public health, public safety, and general
welfare.
Applicant: The proposed amendment will not be a detriment to public health, safety or general welfare. It promotes the
health, safety and general welfare of the residents of Cascade County by being well planned and well positioned
development of the vacant lands in the Great Falls area. It uses land that are not well positioned to be agricultural lands or
residential property based on the poor water quality in the area.
Staff: The land is near other commercial areas and arterial roadways. The area is not ideal for additional residential
development due to proximity to the busy roadway. A commercial or Light Industrial use would be suitable for the area as
Light Industrial zoned properties are located across the road. The landowner is also proposing a business which will repair
mobile homes which could benefit area citizens.
Criteria #4: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to facilitate the adequate provision of transportation,
water, sewage, schools, parks, and other public requirements.
Applicant: The proposed development does not adversely affect the transportation of the area because the existing road
infrastructure in the area. The property does not have water courses to affect and is not located in the flood plain. The
ground water is not of high quality and is not suitable for potable use thus making the property unsuitable for residential
homes. The proposed development will not add high concentrations of drain fields. A maximum of one drain field per 10acre tract. The sewage flows from the light commercial business would be minimal. The property is not located near large
residential areas where schools or parks would be ideally placed.
Staff: The two proposed Industrial Lots do not include any additional sewer or water use at this time. not include additional
sewer or water use. There will be no effect on public schools with the addition of two light industrial lots and the retention of
one residential lot. Due to the size and nature of the request, a parkland dedication is not required (Cascade County
Subdivision Regulations CCSR 10-12(b. 4)). The proposed subdivision will create a new public access easement along
proposed Independence Way.
Criteria #5: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to provide adequate light and air.
Applicant: The proposed Development will not create excess light or air pollution. The businesses that would be built are
not heavy industrial to produce smoke or other contaminates in the air or produce lite pollution that would disturb residential
homes. The property it the west is an MDT maintenance yard. The property to the north is agricultural, the property to the
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south is Vaugh Road, BNSF Railroad and Interstate 15 and the property the East is large residential tracts. Lot 3 of the
proposed subdivision is to remail residential.
Staff: The proposed re-zone would allow for more intense use of the area resulting in increased light/air pollution. Buffer
yards and landscaping requirements in Cascade County Zoning Regulations would address some of these issues. The
large lots sizes will provide for adequate light and air.
Criteria #6: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to address effects on motorized and non-motorized
transportation systems.
Applicant: The proposed development is located adjacent to a major road (Vaugh Road) which is MDT R/W. The property
is easily accessible by motorized traffic via Vaughn Road from Interstate 15 and the City of Great Falls from the Northwest
By-pass. This makes the property convenient for traffic from Vaughn, city of Great Falls, Highway 87 and Interstate 15.
Added traffic from the development can easily be handled by the existing road infrastructure in place.
Staff: The area for the project is near the Interstate on/off ramp as well as an arterial road for access to Sun Prairie and
Vaughn communities. Speed and use of the roads is not ideal for non-motorized traffic. Size and load capacity of roads is
suitable for light industrial use. Large truck traffic caused by delivery of mobile homes to the lot will not impact roadway
negatively.
Criteria #7: Whether the zoning regulations have been designed to be compatible with urban growth in the vicinity of
cities and towns that at a minimum must include the areas around municipalities.
Applicant: the proposed amendment is located approximately 1 mile from the City limits of Great Falls. It is located near
other areas of Light Industrial and matches the businesses on the Vaughn Road corridor.
Staff: The area is close to Great Falls and is currently used for a mix of commercial, light industrial, agricultural and
residential uses. Lots adjacent to property are used for Light Industrial use currently. There are parcels directly adjacent
that will continue to be utilized for residential purposes.
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Criteria #8: Whether the zoning regulations have been made with reasonable consideration to the district’s peculiar
suitability for particular uses.
Applicant: The property is near other Light Industrial areas and is suitable for Light Industrial business based on its proximity
to Vaughn Road and the Interstate 15 interchange. The property is also close to the City limits of Great Falls which make
convenient to the citizens of the county to access the businesses that would develop the property.
Staff: The current zoning of the property to the North and West is Suburban Residential 2 (SR-2). Property on the eastern
border is zoned Suburban Resident 1 (SR-1). Property is bordered by the road to the south and in the southwest corner a
small piece of property zoned SR-1. Zoning of parcels to the south across the roadway is Light Industrial (L-1).

Criteria #9: Whether the zoning regulations have been made with a view to conserving the value of buildings and land.
Applicant: The ground water in the area is not of high quality. Wells has been drilled in the area to 600’-800’ with poor
water quality. If the property was to be residential development the landowners would be required to use cisterns. This
would decrease the desirability and value of the property as a residential property. The property’s proximity to other
businesses of similar character make most appropriate use of the land as light industrial.
Staff: The two proposed I-1 lots are not currently being utilized. There are no formal structures on those parcels, no roads
and no sanitation systems. Subdivision and re-zoning of the area would allow for development of the area and increased
land value.
Criteria #10: Must, as nearly as possible, be made compatible with the zoning ordinances of nearby municipalities.
Applicant: The proposed amendment is compatible with zoning ordinances of nearby municipalities. In Great Falls areas
around major roads (Vaugh Road) and near the railroad tracks are typically light industrial/commercial in nature. In the city
limits, property along Vaugh Road on the west side of the city is either M-1 Mixed-use district or I-1 Light Industrial. This
area is one mile east of the proposed amendment.
Staff: Property is located in close proximity to other lots that are zoned for light industrial use.
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Conclusion: The Cascade County Zoning Regulations state that the Light Industrial District “is intended to provide for industrial
uses that are less intensive and operate at a smaller scale relative to a heavy industrial development.” This zoning change is to
allow for the use of the land for two additional businesses. It is substantially compliant with the rezoning criteria addressed
above. The Planning Department recommends approval of the rezone of Lots 1 and 2 to Light Industrial.
VII.

OPTIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In making their recommendations and decisions, the Cascade County Planning Board and the Cascade County Commission shall consider
the following:
A.
B.
C.
D.
D.
VII.

Relevant evidence relating to the public health, safety, and welfare;
The Summary of Probable Impacts;
The Cascade County Growth Policy;
The Cascade County Zoning Regulations; and
The provisions outlined in the Cascade County Subdivision Regulations and the Montana Subdivision and Platting Act.

DECISION ALTERNATIVES
1.
2.
3.
4.

Approve the proposed subdivision.
Approve the proposed subdivision with conditions.
Table the proposed subdivision for further study.
Deny the proposed subdivision.
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