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DESIGN COMMITTEE MEETING
Case # DSRFY2020 - 18

DESIGN COMMITTEE MEETING
Q=Jenah Thornborrow
Q1=Hanna Veal
Q2=Maureen Gresham
(Q3=Brett Labrie
Q4=Derek Hurd
A=Tamara Thompson

Thank you. Um, up next is Ms. Tamara Thompson with the Land Group,
requesting, um, an eight-foot fence at Telaya Winery, located at 240 East
32nd Street. Um, and if you wouldn’t mind addressing the committee...
This one?

...through that one.

The...

Thank you.

That might be off. It’s...

Um, [ was hoping to do a Power Point (unintelligible).

You can - you can share that.

Okay.

(Unintelligible) borrow this one.

I don’t know how to do (unintelligible).

Um...

Does that not...
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...50, if you log in to Zoom through your - your computer, you could share, if

that’s how you wanna do the...
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It’s (unintelligible).

It’s very (unintelligible) selection. You just (unintelligible). It’s fine.
It’s just (unintelligible).

You can try it on here.

Take a...

(Unintelligible).

...a - a brief pause while we figure out how to - to pull up the applicant’s
Power Point?

And now [’ll sign into your e-mail on this? Or [ sign into my e-mail?
(Unintelligible).

QOh. We haven’t.

Not too (unintelligible). Okay. We’ll just gonna test that (unintelligible).
Should be (unintelligible). Can you see it on your...

Mm-hm. [t’s on.

Thank you. Make it seem a - make it - [ can’t turn it. Okay. You might just
have to speak up, ‘cause the speakers are...

Do [ want to keep on this on (unintelligible)?

You're - you're fine. We just ask that you’re six feet away. But you - you will
need to speak up because that Plexiglass really does hamper them being able
to hear.

That’s where they’re hearing there?

Mm-hm.

Yeah?

Thank you.

Okay. Good afternoon. Um, my name’s Tamara Thompson. I'm with the
Land Group, and I'm representing Telaya Winery for this application. This is
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our design review and application for an extension of an eight-foot wood
fence along the northwest sides of the, um, existing facility, The property is
located at the end of East 32nd Street. So, it’s not a through street. You can
see here it ends at the Boise River. It’s developed as a winery and tasting
room. The Boise River is - it’s not exactly north, south, east, west but, um, it’s
essentially to the east, and to the north of the property is, um, a multi-family
complex on two parcels and single-family home on one of the parcels. The,
um, the fencing is from the corner up here if you can see my, um, my cursor
and it would run along to the, um, this orange property line just where - and
then, where this concrete apron is - comes across there. So, it really is just
these two properties, but these two are owned by the same company - or the
same person. And here’s an example - the existing fence is in green, and the
proposed fence is in blue. The extension is needed for the safety and security
of the facility, as weil as for the neighbors. There have been many vandalisms
attempts to the facility, as well as pedestrians that come from the Riverside
side of the parking lot and they go over the existing shorter chain link fence
into the apartment complex and perhaps beyond. The fence will allow the
facility to hide from view their equipment and to provide a sound barrier
during production of wine. The measurements are eight-foot wide pancis that
are eight feet tall attached to four by four posts that are set in concrete. At the
top of the fence is a two by four running, um, running along the top. And then,
on the back side, it has support - horizontal support, um, beams that are seven
inches below the top and from the bottom up. We’ve contacted the neighbors,
um, of the properties that are adjacent to the proposed fence. They were
contacted via certified mail with return receipts and those, um, return receipts
were signed on July 7 and 8 by the two property owners. And we asked for
them to contact us to discuss this, and we also put a statement stating if they
didn’t contact that we would, um, assume their approval. And to date - which
is almost exactly two months - we’ll, um, for one - one - exactly two months.
The other were more like two months and a day, we have yet to hear from
either property owner. [ - [ pulled these pictures just to show you the existing
fence that runs along the property line in front. This is, um, a picture where
the greenbelt is here to the right. And then, you can see a portion of it on this,
um, view from the second story. And, um, in all these pictures, you can see
pict- just a - a view of the existing eight-foot fence. The Telaya and their
business partner, the Riverside Hotel, they are trying to protect their
investment in the community. The code - the city code supports they put
fences on property lines between commercial and residential leases, and the
fence supports the health, safety and welfare of the community. Thank you for
your time, and we respectfully request your recommendation for your - your
approval tonight. Thank you.

Thank you. Any questions of the applicant?

I have a question. On your certified letter, did you ask them if they’d be
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willing for you to remove the chain link fence?

The letter did not, um, ask for that. Um, we just let them know that we were
putting in a fence - an eight-foot fence extending that fence and, um, asked for
them to contact us to discuss it in more detail.

Any other questions of the applicant?

No. [ don’t have any questions.

Thank you. Um, staft, do you - do you have a staft report to add?
Yes.

Or anything for a staff report?

Just a discussion, Um, staff would like to note that, uh, if they were unable to
determine that the existing eight-foot tall fence, um, in the front of the
property did not receive any permits. Um, and it is - it appears that the
applicant has not addressed any of the concerns expressed by the Design
Review Committee from any of the previous - or from the previous hearing
held on June 15, 2020. An e-mail from staff to the applicant was sent in an
effort to address the lack of the proposed changes on August 23, 2020, and it’s
staff”s understanding that the applicant intends to proceed through the appeal
process if the Design Review Committee does not approve of this application.

Thank you. Any questions of staff? All right. And with that...

Now...

Go ahead. [’'m sorry. I’ll open it...

Maybe, Hanna, can you summarize the - summarize the things that we were
discussing at the last one that - that asked them to address that were not
addressed?

Yes. Um, you’ll always find that in the staff report on page three - basically...
Gotcha.

...the June 15, 2020 meeting summary, um, the internal fence needs to ti¢ into
architecture of the building so that it acts as a building screen wall, rather than
a fence if the screening is greater than six feet in height. And it was also

discussed that the internal fence, um, may be that the six feet tall is staff level,
um, approval. And then, a staff level approval would be appropriate, um, of
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the side lot line fencing if it’s on the zero-lot line - a notarized agreement from
the adjacent residential lots in agreement with the fence and no dual fencing.
So, the removal of the chain link fence would be necessary.

Thank you. (Unintelligible).
All right. Any discussion by the Committee?

Um, the only discussion, um, | guess - discussion that | have would be that,
uh, um, on the basis that there was no effort made to address any of the
concerns that we had voiced. Um, my - my direction would be to, uh, move to
deny. I don’t know how...

Yeah. I’d agree. ['d - I'd - 1 was expecting the fence to be architecturally
integrated, considering it’s covering up half or better - three-quarters of the,
um, you know - three-quarters of the back of that building - the side of that
building, which is, basically, how - you know, uh, a large majority of the
public enters that building is through, um, Chinden and down the - down the
street, or from the river side on that side of the building. It does have a great
greenbelt presence, but a lot of the public is interacting with it on that side of
the building - parking lots on side of the building. So, to put up a - you know -
kind of a residential grade fence along the lot line is fine, but not to cover up
the architecture of the building...

[ agree.

...unless it looks like the architecture of the building, [ guess is the - is - is how
they fix it.

All right. In hearing, um, the Committee’s discussion, uh, could [ request that
the Committee turn their attention to the draft decision document and, um,
starting on page four? I might run through some of the standards to - to make

sure that, um, you’'re in agreement with the standard i- for denial, since it
sounds like all three members are leaning that direction. And then...

We need (unintelligible)...

’m sure that’s so I can see. Yeah. If we pull it up, that’d be perfect. Thank
you.

Whoops.
Jenah, you can - I can combine some of these. Right?

S- um, well, we’ll have to have individual. So, under the - starting on page
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four, under the standards, um, each standard would need an individual
explanation. However, um, they may not all need an explanation related to
denial, if that makes sense. Um, would you be willing to be a put a
{unintelligible)? And so, um, here you can see the first standard - the proposed
design is in conformance with the purpose of the zoning district in all
dimensional regulations of that district. And staff has put a draft condition the
application’s not in conformance with the proposed zoning district’s C2 as the
commercial activities taking places at, uh, Telaya Winery are disruptive to the
neighborhood. Um, and - and on that, uh, I - L...

And I have - Jenah, on - starting on page four, I think ’'m on page four, um,
the...

Read it and share.
..if you read under 23, it says the planning and zoning commission.

That - that would be a - a typo that would need to be fixed on the decision
document. Committee members, are you seeing what’s being shared?

Uh, no. I’m not, but I'm looking at the - the one that was, uh, that’s on the
drive. So, I'm looking it on my screen.

There you go.

Uh, there it is.

There it is. Yep.

And - and [’m not - and | might actually suggest that, uh, perhaps an
explanation might be that a six-foot fence, um, the maximum height is a six

foot fence, per code, and citing the - the six-foot requirement.

And then, that’s the section, as well, that would speak to, um, you know -
basically, a wooden fence covering up half the architecture?

Um...

You know - that those are architectural standards. Right? It’s not the - the
fence isn’t making Telaya disruptive to the neighborhood, but the fence is
making the project not fit within the architectural guidelines of the - of the
district.

Uh, I'm wondering if that might not fit under the proposed design creates a
sense of place and contributes to the uniqueness of the different districts and
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neighborhoods.
Right. Yes. Yes. I would think. That’s for sure (unintelligible).

All right. Um, and then, we skipped one. And I went to mine scrolling back to
the - the one we kinda spent - the proposed design adheres to the standards for
protection of health, safety and general w- welfare. Um, and staff has a draft
condition. The application does not meet this finding as the proposed eight-
foot fence does not enhance the health, safety, nor the general we- welfare of
the community.

[ would agree with that.

Okay. And then, um, let you scroll since we just - the - the next one would be
the proposed design improves the accessibility of development nonmotorized
and public modes of transportation. Um, and then, uh, staff has in there the
application does not meet this finding as the proposed eight-foot tall fence
hinders the accessibility for nonmotorized and public modes of transportation.
[s that supposed to be public modes?

Yes.

[ believe from the first, um, the first review of this, I don’t think it was
mentioned that that enclosure takes up any of the required public parking or
accessible parking or anything like that. So...

[ would agree.

[ don’t know if this would be a reason for denial.

Okay. So noted. Okay. And then, (unintelligible). Thank you. Um, the
proposed design supports development patterns and (unintelligible), rather
than strip commercial along arterial corridors. Um, and then, I think you’re all
reading these, so I'll stop reading them one by one.

[ don’t think it (unintelligible).

Go ahead. Sorry.

No. Go ahead, Maureen.

Uh, I'm not - I’'m not sure this one is applicable, ‘cause...

[ don’t see how it applies, either.



316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
34]
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355
356
357
358
359
360

Q2:

Q4:

Q2:

Q4:

Q2:
Q4:

Q3:

Ql:

(™ ("

DESIGN COMMITTEE MEETING
Case # DSREFY2020 - 18
Page 8

Okay.
Right.

And then, proposed design supports compact development pattern and enables
intensification of development and changes over time.

And I don’t see how that’s applicable, either.
Okay.
[ agree.

All right. And so, it’s sounding like on the first and the third, uh, findings, that
there might be some - or on the fourth - some changes, uh, to the explanations.
Uh, the first one, noting the code requirements of the fence height. Um, the
third, noting, uh, that the fence should not cover the architecture. Um, and
then, the fourth, just noting that it’s not a reason for denial. And the last two
being noted as not applicable. Um, and then, uh, and if you wouldn’t mind,
would you go down into the - the draft conditions, um, for denial?

And [ think, Jenah, that it wasn’t that - and correct me if I'm wrong, other

Committee members - but the - the intent was that the fencing be integrated to
and a part of the architecture, not necessarily, not to cover the architecture.

Correct.

The - now, the fence will certainly block architecture, but it needs to be a part
of similar material, similar, uh, vernacular to the - the same architecture.

Thank you.

That’s correct.

And then, on - on the standard conditions for denial, um, uh, staff has, uh,
noted some of the code compliance, and - and [ just might note, and it’s up to
the pleasure for the - to the Committee, um, that perhaps, uh, the one, two,

three, four - and [ can’t, uh, could you scroll up a little bit? I'm so sorry,
Hanna.

It’s okay.

Um, to - through - up until five might not be necessary in - in a denial
condition. Whereas, the rest - the, uh, are standards related to the ability to p-
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appeal and ask for a takings, et cetera.
Q3: Yeah. [ would agree with that.
Q: All right. And with that, would anybody like to make a motion - a motion?
Q4: [ think Brett did. And then, (unintelligible).
(3 Yeah. I'll - I'll - I'll make a motion to deny this on the basis of the findings

that we just discussed.

Q2: Second.

Q: All in favor.
Q4: Aye.

Q2 Aye.

Q3: Aye.

Q: Thank you.
Q3: Thanks.

The transcript h ;jeen reyiewed with the audio recording submitted and it is an accurate

a
transcription. ) o
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