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September 21, 2017, 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 Chairman George Chancellor, Board members Kelly Smith, Doug Fairhurst, Matt 

Jones,  Roger Nerlin, Dave Hanson and  John Zuelke.   There is a quorum and the meeting will be held.  Also in 

attendance City Planner Ralph Johnson and City Attorney Susan Swimley.  Public present was Jane Roedel, Mickie 

Imberi, Tony and Jackie Sorensen, Jim and Chris Sitton, Gina Pickett, Kim Welch, Matt Bugland, Phyllis Norman, Diane 

Fuhrman, Amy and Tom Rumbaugh, Kelly Bugland and Amber Hargrove. 

 

PUBLIC COMMENT (items not on the agenda):   There were no public comments on items not on the agenda. 

 

CONSENT AGENDA: APPROVAL OF AUGUST 3, 2017 MEETING MINUTES 

Doug Fairhurst made a motion to approve the minutes.  Matt Jones seconded the motion.  (Recording was turned 

on.)  Motion Passed Unanimously. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS: 

PUBLIC HEARING AND DECISION ON THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION BY KIM WELCH, 

KIM’S LAZY K9, TO OPERATE A HOME BUSINESS OF DOG GROOMING AT BLOCK 23, LOT 5, ORIGINAL TOWNSITE, 

PLAT D-18, MORE COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS 320 2ND AVE E, OWNED BY GREGG MESSEL & ANITA DECLUE. 

Chairman Chancellor introduced Ralph Johnson, who read his staff report into the record.   In closing, The Planning & 

Zoning Board and the City Commission must consider whether the “intent” of the City of Three Forks Zoning 

Ordinance is being met when considering this application.  If the Planning & Zoning Board or the City Commission 

finds that the intent of the City of Three Forks Zoning Ordinance is being met with regard to the application then staff 

recommends that: Public comment must be considered, however, assuming no significant comments as to the 

contrary staff recommends approval of the Kim Welch request for a Conditional Use Permit to operate a Dog 

Grooming Home Occupation at 320 2nd Ave. East, Three Forks, MT. 

 

Applicant Presentation:  Kim Welch did edit that although her hours state in the application Monday through 

Saturday; business hours will probably only be two or three of those days stated on the application. 

 

Board Questions: Susan Swimley asked if Kim Welch was the property owner.  Mrs. Welch responded not yet, but 

that is in the works.  Mrs. Swimley also asked if Mrs. Welch would have the business entity renting back to the 

property owner.  Mrs. Welch replied no.  Roger Nerlin asked if the applicant would be living on this site.  Mrs. Welch 

said that is the intention, she no longer wishes to drive 30-minutes to drive home.   

 

Public Comment:  Mickie Imberi said she supported the application as it is nice to have a groomer in town. 

 

There was no applicant rebuttal. 

 

Dave Hanson moved to issue the permit.  Kelly Smith seconded the motion.  Motion Passed Unanimously. 

 

This application will be heard before the City Council on October 10, 2017 at 7PM. 
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PUBLIC HEARING AND DECISION ON THE APPROVAL OF A CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION BY C. JANE ROEDEL, TO 

OPERATE A SHORT TERM VACATION RENTAL, EXAMPLE “AIR BNB”, FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT BLOCK 7, LOTS 

5 & 6, ORIGINAL TOWNSITE, PLAT D-18, MORE COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS 120 E. BIRCH STREET 

Chairman Chancellor introduced Ralph Johnson, who read his staff report into the record.  The Planning & Zoning 

Board and the City Commission must consider whether the “intent” of the City of Three Forks Zoning Ordinance is 

being met when considering this application.  If the Planning & Zoning Board or the City Commission finds that the 

intent of the City of Three Forks Zoning Ordinance is being met with regard to the application then staff recommends 

that: Public comment must be considered, however, assuming no significant comments as to the contrary staff 

recommends approval of the Jane Roedel request for a conditional use permit to operate a bed and breakfast home 

at 120 East Birch St, Three Forks, MT.  

 

Susan Swimley suggested the Board add two conditions: 1) the CUP must follow all administrative rules of the State 

of Montana, as there are applicable rules regarding food preparation, water temperature, including bed-tax 

requirements; and 2) obtain and maintain and City of Three Forks business license. 

 

Applicant Presentation:  Jane Roedel is aware of the bed tax.  Contrary to a traditional bed and breakfast, she may 

put some food out but she does not cook for the guests.  She has no requirement to serve breakfasts and often times 

just puts store-bought muffins out.  She knows there is a need in the community – she was operating prior to 

learning she needed a conditional use permit.  There are three types of guests: 1) youth travelling from one college 

to another; 2) people travelling from Minnesota to Seattle; 3) people who like to visit small town Montana and have 

an English host (the room laughed) or many guests are just workers staying while they are working in the area.  She 

thanked the Board for its consideration. 

 

Board Questions: Kelly Smith asked if it should be a condition that this home remains owner-occupied.  Susan 

Swimley stated the definition already states that and that is enough. 

 

Public Comment:  Phyllis Norman spoke in support.  Kelly Cooper Bugland stated that she manages the property for 

Mrs. Roedel and that there is a long-term renter staying in one of the rooms and this home is properly managed, 

interior inspected and follows safety guidelines.  Mickie Imberi spoke in support.  George Chancellor read two letters 

of support into the record, from Bill & Laurie Mack and Kristen Schillinger. 

 

There was no applicant rebuttal. 

 

Board Discussion: Roger Nerlin asked about the impact of the bed tax and how that tax is distributed around the 

State.  Ralph Johnson said there is a map available from the State which shows how each district gets its associated 

tax. 

 

Roger Nerlin moved to approve the Jane Roedel’s application with the conditions.  John Zuelke seconded the motion.  

Motion Passed Unanimously. 

 

This application will be heard before the City Council on October 10, 2017 at 7PM. 
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PUBLIC HEARING AND DECISION ON A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR FRONT STREET HOME, LLC (MICKIE IMBERI), 

TO BUILD A RESIDENTIAL DUPLEX FOR THE PROPERTY LOCATED AT BLOCK 3, LOTS 5 & 6 BUTTELMAN ADDITION, 

PLAT D-20, MORE COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS 122 & 118 W. FRONT STREET 

Chairman Chancellor introduced Ralph Johnson, who read his staff report into the record.  The Planning & Zoning 

Board and the City Commission must consider whether the “intent” of the City of Three Forks Zoning Ordinance is 

being met when considering this application.  If the Planning & Zoning Board or the City Commission finds that the 

intent of the City of Three Forks Zoning Ordinance is being met with regard to the application then staff recommends 

that: Public comment must be considered, however, assuming no significant comments as to the contrary staff 

recommends approval of the Mickie Imberi application for a conditional use permit to convert a single family 

residence into a multi-family duplex (two family) residence at 118 West Front, Three Forks MT. 

Susan Swimley asked the Chairman and Board to consider a couple of conditions she suggests including in the 

consideration of this application prior to moving to the applicant testimony.  Those conditions are: 1) a garage shall 

be made available for residential parking at all times, which would apply as the off-street parking; and 2) neither 

structure shall be titled separately from each other, or transferred separately, or the lots should be aggregated into 

one lot. 

 

Applicant Presentation:  Mickie Imberi asked for further explanation on the title requirements Mrs. Swimley just 

stated.  Mrs. Swimley explained that we will essentially have two buildings which will be connected by a breezeway, 

so  you cannot sell one side without the other.  Mrs. Imberi believed she could not sell the “vacant” lot anyway so she 

was OK with that.  Mrs. Swimley offered her help when the paperwork needs to be filed.  Ralph Johnson added that 

aggregating the lot line simply means that the lot lines are moved so that two lots become one.  There was discussion 

regarding if aggregating the lot line is a city or county requirement and where the documentation would be recorded.  

Mrs. Imberi questioned the space available in the garage and if she would be responsible for ensuring the tenant 

parks within the garage.  Mrs. Swimley stated that garages need to be made available to the tenants to serve as off-

street parking. 

 

Board Questions: Doug Fairhurst asked how the building went over the property line by six feet initially.  Kelly Smith 

explained that one can build over the property line now; there is nothing in the ordinance disallowing the owner 

from doing so.  Matt Jones asked if the foundation would be considered a permanent foundation.  Kelly Smith replied 

it would have tie downs.  Mr. Jones also asked, based on the picture in the application, what year was the new 

mobile built.  Mrs. Imberi stated it was built in 2014.  George Chancellor said that he visited the property and was a 

little concerned about Mrs. Imberi’s plan of connecting the breezeway.  He asked how she intended to fasten the 

existing porch to the new mobile home.  She explained the porch would come off and then a new breezeway would 

be installed.  Mr. Chancellor again asked where she intended to attach the breezeway to the existing structure, as he 

felt it is kind of rough and that the house does not look well supported to him.  Jim Sitton interjected and said that in 

#9 of the Staff Report it states this is a stick-built home and that is incorrect.  It is a 1978 trailer.  Mr. Wahl (a previous 

owner) renovated that trailer and crawled under the trailer to chain the floor in order to support it as it has no 

foundation.  Mrs. Swimley explained that for the purpose of this hearing, we are still in the “Board Comments and 

Questions” so we will get to “Public Comment” shortly.  Matt Jones asked if piers are considered a permanent 

foundation or not.  Ralph Johnson said that the plans show a new set of piers which would be considered a 

permanent foundation, but he has no idea what is under the existing structure right now.  Mr. Jones also asked about 
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the term duplex.  Ralph Johnson answered technically yes, this conforms with the definition of a duplex which says “a 

building designed to house two or more families”.  Mr. Jones asked if it needs to be one building, and if the existing 

mobile home is not on a foundation and you attach a newer mobile home which is required to be on a foundation, 

would it not also warrant a foundation on the older structure.  Mr. Johnson nor Mrs. Swimley knew the answer to 

Mr. Jones’ question.  Mr. Johnson added that Section 11-15-4 states that where a lawful structure exists at the 

effective date, such structure may be continued as long as non-conformities may not be altered or enlarged which 

increases its non-conformity, but that they may be altered if that decreases its non-conformity.  Mr. Jones said that a 

multi-family dwelling is a building, not two buildings with a breezeway connecting the two buildings.  Mr. Hanson 

said that in his building experiences he has been made to build things to the current code which is for safety reasons.  

He worries that this could be compromising the safety of the residents within both structures.  Mr. Johnson said this 

is not Bozeman and our ordinance does not require such. 

 

Public Comment: Jim Sitton, who owns the lot adjacent to the application.  He served as the chair of the Zoning & 

Planning board for several years and the Board of Adjustments and on the City Study Commission.  He is a building 

inspector for the State of Montana and HUD.  He lived next door to this location six years ago.  The garage is stick-

built but the trailer is a 1978.  The porch was added to the mobile and although he has not been inside for six years it 

was in very poor condition at that time.  He is concerned with adding a trailer to a trailer and he and his wife are 

opposed.  He does not believe it would have a positive effect to property values in the area, and asked where Three 

Forks wants to go: Does Three Forks want to be a trailer community?  He asked if one of the residences will be the 

primary residence of the owner?  Kelly Bugland asked how many duplexes have been permitted that did not also 

require a garage to be built.  Kelly Smith replied that 14 were applied, 12 permitted, and 10 were required to have 

garages (the others were converted buildings).  Susan Swimley said that garages are not required per ordinance.  

Jackie Sorenson who lives near the property, stated that since the former owner moved on the property has not 

been kept up and the current tenant double-parks on the street.  She asked about the aesthetic connection of the 

two trailers and a common wall.  Amber Hargrove who owns property across the alley that houses trailers.  She takes 

offense that one needs to build a stick built structure as her lots are all nice and Mickie Imberi even owns one of the 

trailers in her mobile home park and rents it out.  She asked about the floodplain requirements.  Kelly Smith replied 

that the applicant does have an approved floodplain permit.  However, Ms. Smith has spoken with the State and 

asked about the substantial improvement factor being that these structures will be connected and if the older 

structure will need to be brought into compliance.  We currently do not know if the existing structure is in the 

floodplain but the applicant has had an elevation certificate the new trailer and knows the requirement for how 

much it will need to be built out of the floodplain.  The State has informed Kelly that upon connecting the two 

structures they believe the older one will also need to be brought out of the floodplain and into compliance.  Matt 

Bugland echoed the parking concern as it appears the tenants never use the garage and double-park on the street.  

He lives in a modular and is not “anti-trailer” throughout town but he does not believe this application makes Three 

Forks a better place.  Tony Sorenson spoke regarding his understanding that Three Forks needs rentals, but we need 

kept up properties.  There is a safety issue with the double-parking, which is next to the intersection. 

 

Applicant Rebuttal: Mickie Imberi said that she does not intend to live in one of the residences; they will be rentals.  

She said that the breezeway is not structural nor meant to hold up the house in any way.  Mrs. Imberi stated that she 

takes offense to Mr. Sitton’s comments since he has not been inside the home for more than six years and she has 

done some remodeling to the trailer including a metal roof and some interior changes.  There are rules regarding 
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multi-family housing and she is following the rules that are in existence.  She agreed there is a housing shortage in 

town.  When she purchased this property she was unaware of the structure crossing over the property line.  

Regarding the parking issues, those are law enforcement issues and she encouraged the complainants to contact law 

enforcement.  She has sent letters to her tenants regarding taking care of the yard, even mowing herself and sending 

them a bill for the work.   

 

Board Discussion:  Doug Fairhurst asked if the structure that crosses the property line is just a porch or utility shed, 

and if Mrs. Imberi has considered just removing that section and then having a whole lot to place the mobile home 

on its own lot. Mrs. Imberi said that the structure crossing the property line is an addition, with a utility room and 

part of a bedroom so she was not considering removing it.  Roger Nerlin asked how the tenants currently access the 

lot, and if he understood the site plan correctly for how the new structure would access the lot.  There were 

comments regarding the tenants and the number of vehicles they have.  Mr. Jones asked about Mrs. Imberi’s 

comment regarding the breezeway not being structural.  Mrs. Imberi said it is just a roofing system.  Mr. Jones 

suggested that if someone were to make a motion that could be something that required attached garage, which 

attach to each other with a common wall, which in his mind would make this a true duplex.  He said a pergola, or any 

other simple structure connecting two buildings, does not meet the definition of a duplex to him.  Mr. Jones asked if 

Mrs. Imberi would consider removing the existing porch and connect the two trailers with stairs and a roof.  Mrs. 

Imberi said no, she would not consider that.  Mr. Jones continued by saying that where Amber Hargrove’s mobile 

home park is, that is what he envisions where trailers go: they each have their own lot, it is consistent with one 

whole half block of mobile homes.  If you drive towards Circle S Seeds and look to the right of the interstate there are 

two mobile homes sitting right next to each other with one roof structure covering both.  That is not what he 

envisions for the City of Three Forks. 

 

There was no motion so this application fails due to a lack of motion and will move forward without a 

recommendation to the City Council.  Mrs. Swimley asked each member of the Board to provide their comments as 

findings on the record as to why they did not recommend an approval or conditional approval of this application for 

the City Council to consider. 

 

John Zuelke – Lack of construction plans and the proposed connection of the two mobile homes. 

Matt Jones – Does not fit the neighborhood; incomplete plans submitted for review; lack of garages; and negative 

public testimony. 

Dave Hanson – Concern over stability of the existing structure and negative neighbor comments.  He likes the idea of 

additional housing in Three Forks but does not believe this is the right plan for more housing. 

Doug Fairhurst – Protests of neighbors and aesthetically fitting in with the neighborhood. 

Kelly Smith – Does not fit in with the neighborhood, finding out if the existing structure is sound, that garages should 

be in between the two homes, and to find something more standard with the aesthetics of the rest of the neighbors, 

such as the same siding used on the entire project or the same color of paint, etc. 

Roger Nerlin – State of the existing structure and lack of construction plans to tie the two structures together. 

George Chancellor – Lack of plan on old structure and the condition of existing structure. 

 

This application will be heard before the City Council on October 10, 2017 at 7PM. 

(There was a brief disturbance in the hearing while many people left the room.) 
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PUBLIC HEARING AND DECISION ON A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR 406 DATE STREET, LLC (MICKIE IMBERI), TO 

BUILD A RESIDENTIAL DUPLEX FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT BLOCK 40, LOTS 7 & 8 MILWAUKEE 1ST ADDITION, PLAT 

D-22, MORE COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS 406 DATE STREET & 219 4TH AVENUE E. 

Chairman Chancellor introduced Ralph Johnson, who read his staff report into the record.  The Planning & Zoning 

Board and the City Commission must consider whether the “intent” of the City of Three Forks Zoning Ordinance is 

being met when considering this application.  If the Planning & Zoning Board or the City Commission finds that the 

intent of the City of Three Forks Zoning Ordinance is being met with regard to the application then staff recommends 

that: Public comment must be considered, however, assuming no significant comments as to the contrary staff 

recommends approval of the Mickie Imberi application for a conditional use permit to convert a single family 

residence into a multi-family dwelling (two family) at 219 4th Ave. East, Three Forks MT. 

Susan Swimley recommended the same conditions she suggested in the previous application. 

 

Applicant Presentation: Mickie Imberi said this is very similar to the last application, and she believes she has met 

the intent of the Zoning ordinance as it is written. 

 

Board Questions: George Chancellor would like to see how the breezeway will be connected, with documented 

plans.  Doug Fairhurst asked how much the garage is over the property line.  Mrs. Imberi said it was around six feet 

over the property line.  Roger Nerlin asked if the Board should apply a condition regarding aggregating the lots.  

Susan Swimley said that she has ideas on the restriction to be recorded, which she can work on with Mrs. Imberi 

outside this meeting so that the two lots/buildings cannot be sold separately since they cross over the property line.  

Roger also asked about parking on the street and off-street parking.  Mrs. Swimley responded that the City Council is 

in the process of amending the parking regulation ordinance, which is scheduled for a first reading at the next Council 

meeting.  Mrs. Swimley reminded the Board that there is no ordinance requiring a garage so she did not encourage 

the Board make a condition of building a garage for off-street parking.  However, she did add that parking in the 

existing garage should be made available to the tenants for parking.  That does not mean that the tenant will park 

within the garage. 

 

Public Comment: Tom Rumbaugh commented on the density with two houses already converted into apartment 

buildings on this street.  He is concerned of the ratio of owner-occupied vs. renter-occupied.  He showed the Board 

pictures of parking on 4th Avenue East on a typical evening, exhibiting semi-trucks, trucks with trailers and passenger 

vehicles already parked along the street.  Adding additional housing will only add more vehicles.  He also asked if this 

will look like one unit or two thrown together as he believes this property not being taken care of well, with concrete 

blocks falling off and paint chipping away on the home, and her other properties not being well kept in his opinion.  

Amy Rumbaugh commented on potential owners needing to perform their due diligence of self education prior to 

purchasing property.  Gina Pickett commented that she has enjoyed the vacant lot where this application is 

proposed.  She realizes that is selfish, and she knows the need for housing exists.  She is not thrilled to have another 

neighbor that may have pets, as she also has two dogs, but understands property rights.  She is still not supportive.  

Kelly Bugland stated she built a duplex in 2012, and she had conditions regarding no dogs in the property for five 

years because of the neighbors’ concerns, and that she had to construct two 2-car garages for each unit.  Mrs. 

Bugland asked Mrs. Imberi how many properties she owned in the city limits.  Mrs. Imberi asked how that was 

relevant to this application.  Mrs. Bugland stated it was not, so Mrs. Imberi said she would not answer it.  Mrs. 
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Bugland continued by asking if Mrs. Imberi was a licensed property manager.  Mrs. Imberi stated she did not have to 

be when managing her own properties.  Mrs. Bugland started to quote MCA’s but Mrs. Swimley cut her off and said 

this was irrelevant to the application before the Board. 

 

Doug Fairhurst asked if there was enough room between structures would a property owner be able to sell off a 

portion to the neighbor.  Ralph Johnson started to reply regarding subdividing the lot, but Susan Swimley clarified 

that she believes Mr. Fairhurst is talking about a boundary relocation.  Mr. Johnson said you could realign the 

boundary but the newer zoning requirements have a minimum lot size of 10,500 square feet.  Diane Fuhrman asked 

if one could apply for a variance to allow a smaller lot.  Mr. Johnson said that one could not ask for a variance after 

the owner purchased it knowing the zoning exists, but you could do a boundary alignment assuming it conforms to 

the current zoning ordinance.  You cannot create a lot which does not conform, and any building on the lot needs to 

adhere to the current setbacks. 

 

Applicant Rebuttal:  Mrs. Imberi stated that she will make the garage available to the tenants.  This is not a duplex, it 

is a multi-family dwelling per the City ordinance.  She has not come across anything in the ordinance that would 

prohibit the approval of this application. 

 

Board Discussion: John Zuelke said that to him, he thinks she has met all the requirements and say yes to go to the 

other people.  Roger Nerlin asked Mickie Imberi to explain a drawing he showed her.  She responded it is a 

foundation drawing, including the tie downs, for the new structure.  A member of the public asked about the 

floodplain requirements.  Kelly Smith responded the new structure is already planned to meet the floodplain 

requirements, and upon discussion with the State the older structure will also have to meet those requirements upon 

attaching it to the new structure.  Ms. Smith added she believes the intent of the City ordinance is once a structure is 

built over the property line, the lot becomes all one lot.  Dave Hanson still has concerns regarding safety compliance 

and structural standards to ensure safety for the future tenants.  He does not believe any of the drawings ensure this.  

Mrs. Swimley asked if the Board would want a condition that would require proving structural soundness.  Dave 

Hanson answered yes.  Mr. Hanson continued he feels the concern of the parking issues the neighbors have 

complained about.  Doug Fairhurst thought t as a Board if we feel a garage is needed, we should be consistent and 

add a condition of a garage.  Matt Jones questioned if the City Council could add more conditions than the Zoning & 

Planning Board.  Mr. Johnson said they could add any conditions.  Mr. Jones questioned having enough room to 

access a garage from the alley.  There was discussion regarding the distance available (multiple people speaking 

making it difficult to hear the audio).  Mrs. Imberi said there is 32-feet available.  She could move the trailer closer to 

the street, which would make it not in line with the other trailer and aesthetically less pleasing.  However, it would 

meet the setbacks, if a garage is conditioned, to access the garage from the alley.  Matt Jones said his opinion is this 

application still does not fit in to the design of Three Forks.  He does not wish to see a town with “half this and half 

that”.  The last application this Board reviewed for a duplex, the Board gave the applicant a lot of grief and had him 

come back with more detail on everything.  This application just has a breezeway connecting two structures that 

appears it will be lower than the existing roof and the new structure’s roof – where will all the water go?  He 

questioned if this will become an eyesore down the road from water damage.  This application looks better than the 

last application, but we are supposed to be a Board that recommends something to the City Council because we 

agree with the use or structure.  Mr. Jones said he just cannot agree with supporting this application and sending it 

on to the City Council.  Roger Nerlin said the last two applications this Board heard, we required the applicant to go 
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spend money to have an engineer or architect draw up clear plans so we could make a recommendation.  He 

continued that the Board has sort of set a precedent, and can either require as a condition to send it forward to the 

Council with an engineer providing proof the structure would be sound, or back to us.  George Chancellor asked if the 

Board would be agreeable to have this application come back to the Zoning & Planning Board without Mrs. Imberi 

having to repay application fees.  The Board agreed.  There was much discussion regarding colors, engineering 

analysis, and other requirements the Board is considering so Mrs. Imberi would know what exactly the Board wants 

to see.  Matt Jones reminded the Board if the Board’s intention is to just have Mickie spend a lot of money and then 

she comes back and the Board denies it anyway, he would be very upset if he was the applicant.  George Chancellor 

said that is the chance each applicant takes for a conditional use.  He argued the Board is only asking the applicant to 

come back with more information, which should include some sort of drawings.  Matt Jones would like to know the 

current condition of the existing home, and he does not know if that requires a home inspection.  George Chancellor 

referred to that as an engineering report.  In his opinion, touching is not connecting and that is his concern.  Ralph 

Johnson referred to the report as a structural analysis, including the foundation and framing of the building.  Mrs. 

Imberi asked for the Board to be specific as this is already the second time she has submitted this application – last 

time she was asked by the planner for a drawing to scale and now she is being asked for more information.  There are 

no guidelines, other than the 12-point test, for an applicant to know what the Board is going to require.  She 

suggested making the application process a bit more structured.  Mr. Johnson said there are two issues here: 1) 

investigation of facts, and 2) an explicit set of requirements.  The Board should come up with what those 

requirements are so that each applicant knows the expectation in the future. 

 

John Zuelke moved to table this item for a structural analysis.  Mr. Johnson asked for clarification on structural 

analysis of the existing building and how it will be connected to the new building?  Mr. Zuelke said he did not want to 

go that detailed but wanted to see a plan showing how they intend to connect.  “How we go about that is fine, but I 

am not changing my motion,” said Mr. Zuekle.  Chairman Chancellor asked Ralph Johnson if that would require an 

engineering report and architectural drawing.  Ralph Johnson said yes.  Kelly Smith interjected that is not what Mr. 

Zuelke stated in his motion.  Mrs. Swimley reminded the Board there is no second on the table in order to continue 

with discussion.  Chairman Chancellor tried to clarify the motion on the table, although he added that an 

architectural drawing and engineer’s report would be needed.  Mrs. Swimley said that if someone wanted to second 

the motion on the table and add a “friendly amendment” to the motion, if the Board member agreed to the 

amendment this discussion could move on.  Matt Jones seconded the motion, and added a friendly amendment that 

we also get an architectural drawing as well that includes landscaping.  Doug Fairhurst seconded the amendment.  

John Zuelke agreed to the amendment to his motion.  There was confusion as to voting on both the motion and the 

amendment.  Mrs. Swimley said as long at the original motioner agrees to the amendment, then no – there would 

just be one vote on the entire thing.  If the motioner does not agree to the amendment then the Board must vote on 

the amendment first, and then vote on the original motion.  Since Mr. Zuelke has agreed, the Board may proceed 

with one vote.  There was no further public comment or Board discussion.  Motion Passed Unanimously. 

 

George Chancellor asked if the Board was going to reopen the previous application now.  Doug Fairhurst asked how 

the Board can reopen it with all the people who were here to discuss it have left.  Kelly Smith clarified that the Board 

does not need to reopen it.  The Board did not make a recommendation, so essentially it was denied.  George 

Chancellor added that his personal opinion is that the application not go to the City Council as is.  The Board opted 

not to reopen the application for discussion and move it on to the City Council.  
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The 4th Avenue East application will be heard by the Zoning & Planning Board at a future hearing date after additional 

information is received from Mickie Imberi.  Then the public hearing will be re-advertised and noticed.  This 

application will not move forward to the City Council yet. 

 

Kelly Smith informed the Board that the City Council is working on compiling a new list of Capital Improvement 

Projects.  She wished the Board to know, as once the list is complete it will mean the Zoning & Planning Board will 

need to review the Growth Policy with those selected projects in mind in order to establish ways to implement them. 

 

With no other items to come before the Board tonight, Chairman Chancellor asked for a motion to adjourn. 

Doug  Fairhurst motioned to adjourn.  Kelly Smith seconded the motion.  Motion passed unanimously. 

 

Meeting adjourned at 9:34 P.M. 


