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February 22, 2019, Zoning & Planning Board meeting was called to order at 7:00PM in the City Council 
Chambers at 206 Main Street, Three Forks, MT 59752. 

 
PRESENT: Planning and Zoning Board members John Zuelke, Erin Schattauer, Kelly Smith, Roger Nerlin, 
Matt Jones and Chairman George Chancellor, as well as City Planner Randy Carpenter.  Board Member 
Doug Fairhurst was absent.  Public Present were: Ben & Sarah Linkenhoker, Ron & Mickie Imberi, Kelly 
Bugland, Philip Kedrowski, Karen Hedglin, Bert Brandon, Matt Bugland, Canis Communis, Adam Feuerborn 
and Diane Kolberg. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT (items not on the agenda):  There was no public comment on items not on the agenda. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: Approval of Meeting Minutes of 12/20/2018 and 1/17/2019.  Kelly Smith moved to 
approve the minutes.  Matt Jones seconded the motion.  Motion Passed Unanimously. 
 
NEW BUSINESS: 
PUBLIC HEARING AND DECISION ON A REQUEST BY PHILIP KEDROWSKI FOR A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
TO CONSTRUCT A RESIDENTIAL DUPLEX FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT LOT 2, BLOCK 23 OF THE THREE 
FORKS ORIGINAL TOWNSITE (PLAT D-18), MORE COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS 306 2ND AVENUE EAST 
Randy Carpenter reviewed his staff report, noting this property is in the “R” Residential District.  Mr. 
Kedrowski received a floodplain variance in December allowing him to reduce the amount of fill needed to 
be brought in to be out of the floodplain.  The lot is currently vacant and is surrounded by residential uses. 
 
Randy stated the proposed duplex would not really differ much from other existing residences in the area.  
The plan shows it to be 30-feet wide with a little over 2,000 square feet included porches and storage.  It 
does meet all the maximum lot coverage, minimum interior size, setbacks, lot size for duplex – it meets all 
of those and we have advertised the public hearing.  In conclusion, staff recommends approval fo the 
applicant’s request for a conditional use permit at 306 2nd Ave E. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  Philip Kedrowski apologized for not making the last meeting (the Variance 
request) due to the weather and him coming from Big Sky.  He did not have anything else to add. 
 
Board Discussion:   There were no Board comments. 
 
Public Comment:  Matt Bugland said he highly endorses the project as it will not continue to drain water 
onto his [neighboring] property. 
 
Board Comments/Questions:  Kelly Smith said it appeared to be a nice plan and not the typical duplex.  She 
felt the applicant has taken into consideration the best plan to fit on the property. 
 
Chairman Chancellor closed public comment. 
 
Kelly Smith moved to approve Philip Kedrowski’s application for a multi-family dwelling at 306 2nd Avenue 
East.  Matt Jones seconded the motion.  Motion Passed Unanimously. 
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PUBLIC HEARING AND DECISION ON A REQUEST BY BENJAMIN C. LINKENHOKER FOR A CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT TO OPERATE A BUSINESS OF LIGHT MANUFACTURING AND ENGINEERING DESIGN IN THE 
GARAGE BELOW THE APPLICANTS LIVING QUARTERS, TYPICALLY MONDAY THRU FRIDAY 8:00 A.M. TO 
7:00 P.M. FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT BLOCK 5, LOTS 3 & 4, BUTTELMAN’S ADDITION, PLAT D-20, 
MORE COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS 314 W. FRONT STREET 
Randy Carpenter explained the definition of a home occupation per the Zoning Code.  The use must be 
purely incidental to the dwelling purposes and not change the character or appearance thereof.  This 
application meets the criteria as the Zoning ordinance does allow home occupations, per the application 
the use does not appear to adversely affect the neighborhood, the use meets the density, yard height and 
all other regulations, and the public hearing has been advertised. 
 
In reviewing the application he noted it was very detailed and noise and traffic were addressed.  The 
business would consist of engineering design, production and prototyping of metal and plastic parts which 
would be used in advanced computer controlled machines.  The application states the “business is not a 
traditional metal working or welding shop” and will not have forging, hammering, welding or grinding.  The 
applicant also performed sound tests, table included in the application and staff report, which show a CNC 
machine to be comparable to tools commonly used in a household.  The applicant did address traffic, 
noting there would be one-time traffic for delivery of the equipment, then occasional traffic of customers 
picking up parts which will occur during normal business hours.  Adequate parking is also available for a 
home occupation.  In conclusion, staff recommends approval of the applicant’s request for a conditional 
use permit to have a home occupation at 314 W Front Street. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  Ben Linkenhoker introduced himself and his wife, Sarah.  He again stated it will 
not be a traditional word-working or metal shop.  If anyone wished to see he brought a couple sample parts 
to pass around so the Board and public could see what he would be making. 
  
Board Discussion:   There were no Board comments. 
 
Public Comment:  Canis Communis offered his support for this home occupation. 
 
Board Comments/Questions:  There were no Board comments or questions. 
 
Chairman Chancellor closed public comment. 
 
John Zuelke made a motion to pass it.  Roger Nerlin seconded the motion.  Motion Passed Unanimously. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING AND DECISION ON A REQUEST BY VARDA GROUP / FUBAR HOLDINGS II, LLC TO ADD 
MIXED USE (RESIDENTIAL OVER COMMERCIAL) TO SECTION 11-7-2 “PERMITTED USES” IN THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD HIGHWAY BUSINESS DISTRICT(NHB)OF THE THREE FORKS ZONING ORDINANCE 
Randy Carpenter stated, as the Board would recall, this applicant met with the Zoning & Planning Board at 
its January meeting to discuss changing the zoning from Neighborhood Highway Business (NHB) to 
Residential.  The Board had mixed feelings about that and not supportive, however the Board suggested if 
the applicant was interested in a concept review they could come back to the Board for that discussion.  So 
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that is why we are here tonight.  The lot is currently vacant and zone NHB.  Neighboring property consists 
of residential to the north and northwest, industrial to the west, south and east.   This property is outside of 
city limits so if the applicant wishes to do this they would have to annex into the city.  The concept is similar 
to the application the Board just heard: live/work situations where the work would be clearly incidental to 
the residence.  It really should be called more “work/live” because the business aspect would be the daily 
purpose and living would be incidental and upstairs. 
 
Randy summarized the questions as defined in the comprehensive plan, and provided his responses to the 
Board.   Hi analysis concluded that “live/work” development may be permitted in the NHB district and he 
agrees this would be an excellent land use in this location.  However, after further consideration, staff 
believes that the more appropriate way to allow live/work would be to do a Planned Unit Development 
(PUD).  A PUD “intends to promote flexibility and innovation in the development of land and the design of 
development projects…”.  Standards such as setbacks, lot size, landscaping, parking requirements, etc… are 
not subject to existing zoning and the City could more be or less stringent than other zoning districts.  
Randy has reached out to the applicant to see if they would be interested in pursuing a PUD.  They have 
informed him they do with to have that discussion with the Board. 
 
Applicant Presentation:  Bert Brandon, partner and representative of VARDA Group and FUBAR Holdings.  
He thought the photos would not come through very well via email so he brought more tonight in color for 
the Board to see the concept of live/work.  Philip Kedrowski asked for clarification from Randy Carpenter 
that he recommends the applicant withdraw the zone text amendment application and then proceed with 
the Planned Unit Development?  Randy answered yes. 
  
Board Discussion:   Kelly Smith asked if the Board were to suggest changing the text they would need to list 
all the uses they would see fitting, and not use the ones already permitted in the NHB?  Randy answered 
yes, and continued with suggestions the Board would need to consider.  If the Board wanted to do a text 
amendment if would need to decide if what sort of uses would be allowed in the live/work mixed used.  It 
could be quite a challenge to anticipate what sort of uses may go in there – Randy admitted to never having 
heard of a CNC machine so would that be something which could be allowed; the Board would need to 
consider things like that.  The PUD gives more flexibility.  Roger Nerlin clarified a PUD would only be for this 
lot, and a zone text amendment would allowed in all other NHB.  Randy said, “Correct.”  There was a 
discussion regarding M1 zoning in Bozeman with several speakers.  Philip Kedrowski stated the most 
important part was to see if the Board was on board with this and give them direction on moving forward.  
Erin Schattauer said she believed this would be a great solution to the application request.  George 
Chancellor said, based on looking at the pictures, you would propose the main area being divided to have 
multiple businesses perhaps?  Bert Brandon said they are not stuck on the specifics, but yes that could be a 
possibility.  George asked if there would be room for any automotive stuff in there.  Bert answered maybe 
something like window tinting, not a loud manufacturing operation.  George agreed he likes this concept 
better.  Roger Nerlin asked who drafts up the PUD requirements: the board or the applicant?  Randy 
Carpenter answered yes, the Board will do that.  Roger commented he had ideas of what should go in to 
this type of development, but he thinks the Board would need more direction from the applicant of what it 
wants.  (Kelly Smith read the ordinance the next day and to clarify the record the applicant would bring to 
the Board the PUD of what they wish to have in their project, and the Board will review each one with the 
applicant and discuss/decide.)  Proposed uses could be custom manufactured fly rods, or other light 
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manufacturing.  Kelly added nothing noisy, but quieter businesses.  Randy added you want to avoid it being 
purely residential and the commercial space not just being used as a garage.  Erin Schattauer spoke to the 
point of this “not being Bozeman”, but we do need to address the need of residential and commercial 
needs.   
 
Public Comment:  Matt Bugland spoke he believes all areas of Three Forks need to mesh together and the 
City has to have a plan of where to grow and where we want to be in the future.  Mickie Imberi asked if 
each one of these units would have to go through a conditional use permit.  Randy Carpenter said no, the 
point of the PUD is to have that already all lined out.  There was discussion regarding covenants on the 
PUD, businesses obtaining a business license and finding out if the use conflicts with the PUD when the 
application is complete.  Mickie also asked what other PUDs have been before the City in the past.  Kelly 
Smith said the Folkvord Townhouses and maybe one other before she worked here.  Mickie asked if those 
PUDs set any precedent for future PUDs?  Kelly Smith said no, each PUD is individual.  Mickie would like 
[the City] to grow a little bit, but not in the matter everyone thinks it will and turn into a “Bozeman”.  Matt 
Bugland agrees this is what town is looking for.  Kelly Bugland spoke regarding the last industrial lot in 
NHB?  Kelly Smith said no, there is still lots available by Tom Vander Vos, all the home behind the 
lumberyard are zone NHB and the former Jenkins property is also NHB.  Ben Linkenhoker spoke that one of 
the biggest hurdles for new business is finding space available so this would be great opportunity for new 
entrepreneurs.  Randy Carpenter echoed George’s earlier customers and people that move into this type of 
building know what to expect with business being included in the use.  Diane Kolberg spoke that she has 
worked with Bert for a number of years.  He has a great reputation and she thinks this would be great. 
 
Chairman Chancellor closed public comment. 
 
Board Comments/Questions:  Randy Carpenter encouraged the board to come to a conclusion on this use.  
Kelly Smith asked if the applicant should withdraw their application or should the Board vote on the 
application tonight – there is no text amendment written at this point to send on to the Council to pass.  
Basically Randy just wanted to hear a voice vote of the Board’s intentions/thoughts on a PUD for this 
property and then the applicant can decide how to proceed. 
 
Bert Brandon echoed they are looking for guidance from the Board, and they would withdraw the 
application of a text amendment if that is the Board’s wish.  George said he is not opposed to a PUD.  Randy 
repeated the Board’s concern last time of buffering noise.  George agreed landscaping would be nice, but 
he does not want to promote so much that it becomes a financial burden to the project.  Roger agreed he 
would lean more towards a PUD than a text amendment.  Randy said the downside to a PUD is that if 
live/work is a success and more want to come into Three Forks you may have to review lots of PUDs in the 
future.  Kelly Smith lined out the PUD process and timeline compared to ordinance changes.  She does not 
believe the City wants to write a zoning code just to suit one property within the City.  Matt Jones said 
everyone agrees [on the Board] that going through the PUD process is the way the Board wishes to see this 
property.  There was discussion regarding the PUD addressing parking, ingress and egress for parking and 
traffic, density, landscaping, and storm runoff/snow storage for the floodplain.3 
 
Randy Carpenter encouraged the Board to review the Planned Unit Development requirements in the 
Zoning Code. 
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The applicant withdrew the zone text amendment application. 
 
NEW BUSINESS: 
SCHOOL PRESENTATION ON POSSIBLE LOCATION FOR PORTABLE CLASSROOMS 
Karen Hedglin introduced herself as a representative of the Three Forks School’s growth challenge and 
classroom space.  Currently they are doing high school art classes on the auditorium stage.  They are 
considering removing some of the books in the library to make space for classrooms.  They are also 
considering reducing some of the high school electives with lower enrollment.  The School Board is 
considering compromises (like just mentioned), sacrifices (closing some class or making certain class sizes 
very large when there is not enough room to hold an additional classroom).  
 
Karen distributed a map of the school to the Board with option of where they could put portable 
classrooms.  They have reviewed where restrooms would need to be added, or utilized within existing 
facilities if close enough to the portable classrooms.  They have reviewed communication (for fire safety or 
active shooter situations), as well as power limitations.  This is very preliminary but the School wished to 
keep the Zoning & Planning Board, and the City, in the loop of their plans. 
 
George Chancellor mentioned “Option 2” is in the parking lot and the City has already dealt with a history 
of parking issues around the school.  Karen agreed that was part of the challenge – they will be taking and 
impacting parking.  There are a variety of options, including taking green space, taking basketball court, 
being able to be cleared easily for snow, etc.  As you know the bond did not pass last year so this is the next 
option for consideration.  Karen said we do not know when the school will go out for another bond so this 
could be “temporary” for 2 or even 5 years.  Kelly Smith stated she has told the school she would try to 
make the permit process as easy as she could, and since they are commercial and not residential the 
regulations are less restrictive.  There was discussion regarding the number of portable classrooms needed.  
There was discussion regarding making this as easy as possible and whatever portables are installed.  The 
school is thinking about the future for having adequate electrical, gas, water, and sewer available so 
renovation (for a future and permanent development) is as seamless as possible. 
 
REVIEW OF THE SEAT AT THE TABLE RESULTS – RANDY CARPENTER 
Randy Carpenter recapped the goal of “A Seat at the Table” – folks inviting their neighbors, others in the 
community, to start a conversation about grass roots goals of where the county would grow. The outcomes 
were: 

• Affordable housing 

• Good paying jobs/economic security 

• County and Cities coordinating planning better 
 
People share a strong sense of passion for this place and its future.  80% of the people say the area they 
live has a strong sense of community.  81% believe people like themselves, like planning board members, 
felt they have an impact on their community.  Randy felt this was very cool!  Specifically, people asked for 
the Cities and County to have a bold vision to slow housing sprawl, as well as a long term vision including 
agriculture and water preservation.  86% said they would participate again. 
 



ZONING AND PLANNING BOARD MEETING MINUTES 
 
 

Page 6 
 

Specifically for Three Forks (which was grouped and very similar to Manhattan’s responses) were: 

• Friendly, Safe and Physical Beauty 

• Affordable housing, Youth involvement, infrastructure falling apart 
 
Again there was an overwhelming agreement that they had an impact on the community.  Schools, non-
profits and places of worship were the top three entities listed that have an impact on the community. 
 
Overall, they felt the effort was worthwhile and they will be doing it again next year. 
 
OLD BUSINESS: 
REVIEW AND DISCUSSION OF GROWTH POLICY FOR NEEDED UPDATES 
George Chancellor recapped the Board’s choices were $30,000 for a comprehensive plan performed by a 
consultant, or to review it ourselves and update.  There are grants available for the $30,000 option.  From 
what George has reviewed he just saw that there is a lot of typos to correct, and perhaps some maps to 
amend.  Kelly Smith asked everyone to review the Growth Policy and make comments/edits on the 
document and be prepared to discuss it at the next meeting.  Randy Carpenter encouraged to hold multiple 
public meetings and get more input from the community members of what the goals are for the 
community.  Kelly suggested having goals from the Board and then sending a survey out to the citizens, 
since not very many people attend these public meetings.  Randy also suggested updating the data: 
population now, reasonable growth rate and projected population, etc.  Randy added that the board could 
apply for a $10,000 grant to have an engineering firm or consultant provide a lot of detailed data and do 
the surveying – the Board does have money budgeted to update the growth policy.  He stated paying 
someone to do it does not guarantee it would be better and if the Board just wants to fix the typos that is 
ok too.  However, grant applications are due by April 30th.  Most communities do not update their growth 
policy every five years on time.  Kelly Smith suggested applying for the grant because that would be a huge 
impact to the Planning Board’s budget (about $4,000 total) to help complete a very detailed comprehensive 
plan. 
 
Meeting adjourned via consensus at 8:55 P.M. 


