April 5, 2022

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
City Annex Building

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Brent Dixon, Joanne Denney, Lindsey Romankiw
(via Webex) George Morrison (via Webex)
MEMBERS ABSENT: Arnold Cantu, Margaret Wimborne
ALSO PRESENT:
interested citizens.

Assistant Planning Director Kerry Beutler; planner Caitlin Long and

CALL TO ORDER: Joanne Denney called the meeting to order at 7:15 p.m. (Technical
difficulties)
CHANGES TO AGENDA: None.
MINUTES: Dixon moved to accept the Minutes of March 1, 2022, Morrison seconded the
motion and it passed unanimously. Denney called for roll call vote: Dixon, yes; Morrison,
yes; Romankiw, yes. Motion passed unanimously.
Public Hearing(s):
1. ANNX 22-002: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and initial zoning of
R2, Mixed Residential:
Denney opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Brad Brown, 719 W 4350 S, Riverdale, Utah. Brown stated that the more he has
read into the general plan Imagine IF he believes it was thoughtful and deliberate and took
concerns of the neighbors deliberately and has good planning, like preventing unnecessary
sprawl, and health concerns like access to affordable housing and safe neighborhoods. Brown
stated that those points are strong and with this application they are trying to hold to that. Brown
stated that they want to design what people want and have tapering and buffering between large
lots to denser lots. Brown feels that this location has large lots and some smaller lots with the
twin homes above this property and then this will be R2. R2 fits the general plan, and this is
appropriate and good use for the land. Brown stated that they did have some neighborhood
concerns about the road access that would lead to Hidalgo Drive. Brown stated that they have an
easement, but due to the concerns of the neighbors and good flow through the project, they have
been working with Kent Fugal and Lance at the County to get an access point onto Holmes and
that would require a traffic impact study that they are currently working on. Brown stated that
this will be a good addition to the community.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Dixon asked what the average size of the lots in the County along 49th South, south of the parcel.
Beutler didn’t know the size and estimated over an acre. Dixon asked about the nearby City
residential. Beutler stated that there is a mix and the typical lot sizes for the subdivision are 8,000
square feet – 12,000 square feet. Beutler stated that immediately adjacent to this property there
is a proposal for smaller lot sizes on twin homes. Dixon stated that some of the area is zoned RP.
Beutler agreed that south of 49th South is zoned RP, and farther to the north and west of the
school property is RP, with the school zoned RP as well. Dixon asked what the minimum lot
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size for RP. Beutler stated that the minimum lot size is 12,000 square feet. Dixon stated that
currently in the area is a lot of large lots. Beutler agreed but directed him to Belmont Estates and
some of the other existing City subdivisions, they are smaller than 12,000 square foot lot sizes.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Denney closed the public hearing.
Morrison feels that this is a good fit for this intersection and is in favor of the proposal.
Dixon read from the staff notes under housing that talked about residents in Area 5 prefer new
homes and a new subdivision with large yards and distance between neighbors. Dixon continued
to read that some wanted to see more diverse housing, but many voiced that different types of
housing would not feel that it would fit into the neighborhood. Dixon indicated that when he
reads that it sounds like the neighbor want R1, not R2. Dixon asked why they are trying to fit R2
into an area that has larger lots with no R2 nearby, and it feels like spot zoning. Dixon doesn’t
understand why they would want to change it and put in R2. Dixon stated that R1 has a
maximum density per acre of 6, and R2 is 17 units per acre, and that is almost 3x as dense.
Dixon stated that there is nothing walkable in this area and he doesn’t see the drive for the higher
density.
Denney re-opened the public hearing.
Denney asked the applicant why they are asking for R2 when there is so much residential estate
properties in the area.
Applicant: Brad Brown. Brown stated that the General Plan talks about the variability of
housing and the comments from the neighbors voiced a need for variation. Brown stated that
they need to do that correctly, and not with spot zoning. Brown stated that a lot of time and
thought went into where and how this area should be designated in the Comprehensive Plan and
this zone fits within that designation. Brown feels this is an incremental step in the direction of
the Comprehensive Plan. Brown stated that this will be an isolated community that you cannot
see from the roads, it won’t change the fabric of the area of the neighborhood for those driving
past. Brown indicated that this development will provide for the desires of the Comprehensive
Plan of having the diversification of housing.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Denney closed the public hearing.
Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation of
approximately 1 acre of Section 16, T2N, R 38, with initial zoning of R1, Morrison
seconded the motion. Denney called for roll call vote: Dixon, yes; Morrison, yes;
Romankiw, no. The motion passed 2-1.
Romankiw opposed the motion because she feels that R2 would be a good fit for this area, and it
is a good transition zone between R1 and a more urban area.

2. ANNX 22-003: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and Initial Zoning of
R2 with Airport Overlay Limited Development Zone.
Planning Commission Minutes

April 5, 2022

Page 2 of 16

Denney opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Barry Bane, 2295 N. Yellowstone, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bane presented 5.6 acres on
the corner of Bellin and Pancheri and is requesting annexation and initial zoning of R2. Bane
indicated that this property has an in-fill feel to it, and part of it is a County island, with the
exception of the County properties to the north. Bane indicated there is R1 in the area, R2, PB
and Commercial, so it is a mixed-use area. Bane feels this proposal fits the comprehensive Plan
to be able to have a walkable neighborhood. Bane stated that the property would have a walking
path along Pancheri that would connect to the existing path, and that will help the walkability
and bike ability of the property to the surrounding schools. Bane stated that this is on the edge of
General Urban and Suburban. General Urban has a variety of housing types, including small
single units, tri-plex, 4-plex, courtyard, bungalow, etc., and suburban states that the area contains
a variety of housing types such as single unit, accessory dwelling units, duplexes, tri-plex’s, etc.,
and they should contain a mix of housing types, price points and sizes, and should not be
exclusively detached single family dwellings. Bane indicated that this area does have a mix, with
duplexes to the east, single family detached surrounding the parcel, multi-family PUD and
townhomes to the west, so R2 will fit the Comprehensive Plan and will fit the existing use of
surrounding properties. Bane stated that this property has easy access to roads without going
through existing subdivisions. Bane stated that Belin is a major collector and Pancheri is a minor
arterial, so allowing this higher density on the corner would be good to get people out to the
streets. Bane stated that any R2 structure built on this property would be required to have the
setbacks and buffers that are required to be against R1 which is a 25’ rear yard setback, and other
landscape buffers and requirements. Bane has talked to engineering about access and spacing of
access from the intersection and they feel that they can meet the requirements. Bane stated that
access of the lots would not be coming off of Pancheri or Bellin. Bane stated that this would be
hard to do as R1 because it could not meet the City’s Access Management Plan for having each
driveway come off of Pancheri or Belin, so the proposed R2 would allow for one entrance and
one entrance out spaced the farthest away from the intersection. Bane stated that this focuses on
infill for the City, using existing utilities and controlling sprawl. Bane stated that they are
looking for a medium density.
Dixon asked how far back from Pancheri would the access point be on Bellin. Bane indicated
that it is 210’. Dixon asked how deep the property is. Bane was unsure of the depth of the
property. Beutler indicated that it is 300+’. Dixon stated that if Brandon Drive extended through
to this property, it would put Brandon too close to the intersection. Bane agreed that Brandon
would be too close. Dixon stated that would support Bane’s comment about not being able to
have a road with houses on either side.
Long presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Dixon asked if there is a light at Bellin and Broadway. Dixon stated that Bellin north of the
subject property will go to a County profile with no curb and gutter or sidewalks because there is
County on both sides. Dixon asked if there is a provision to upgrade that road if it remains
County. Long indicate that the developer is required to update the road along their property, but
beyond that nothing. Dixon confirmed that Pancheri is widened in that area. Long indicated that
a part of the road is widened in that area.
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Support/Opposition:
Weston Davis, Esq., 490 Memorial Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Davis is present representing
his parents Bart and Mary Ann Davis. Davis’ parents were unable to be in attendance. Davis
showed where his parents’ property is on Bellin Circle. Davis is familiar with the area as he
grew up here. Davis has advised planning and zoning commissions, so he recognizes the
difficult task. Davis understands that the Commission doesn’t have control of the applications
that are made, but they do have control over what applications go out. Davis appreciated
Dixon’s comments in the last hearing. Davis stated that when someone makes a request for an
annexation request, they don’t have an entitlement to development, as it is an initial zoning
application, so these can be denied without the concern of lawsuits being filed. Davis stated that
the Comprehensive Plan needs to be followed and used as a guide. Davis stated that the
application states a number of factors to which the Comprehensive Plan considers. Davis stated
that the zoning that surrounds this property is A1 zoning. Davis’ father attended the hearings
when the portion west of this area was zoned. Davis stated that generally you would see high
density moving towards low density. Davis stated that based on high opposition, the City of
Idaho Falls recognized the need for a buffer between what is presently R2 and the 3 rows of lots
to the estate property zoned RA1 in the County. Davis stated that if you go from R2 to R1 to R2
to R1 you sandwich all the people who have invested money into their property, and they are
sandwiched between 2 high density areas and the residents to the north. Davis stated that the
developer has to develop his portion of the property, but the entire road to the south will have to
be widened because with 17 units per acre that is up to 95 units in the area, which can be
permitted, with 200-300 residents, and 150 cars. Davis stated that the other issue is when you
move north along South Bellin towards Reeds Dairy, you don’t have a traffic light at Pancheri
and Bellin, and who will pay for the signalization of the road. Davis added that the road moving
north would need to be expanded and who will pay for the road expansion when both sides are
County property. Davis stated that the traffic will be able to access Pancheri, but the majority
will go to Bellin to get to Broadway. Davis feels this is creating an issue pertaining to traffic.
Davis stated that all of the property owners have made investments to their property and when
you move from high density to low density to high density there becomes a question of
transiency and what does that teach people about the area when you aren’t following general
Euclidian Zoning Principles and moving from a high density to lower density. Davis feels that if
the City starts bouncing around between R2, R1, R2, it will give a message to developers and
residents. Davis feels the comments made by Dixon in the last hearing are comments his parents
would share on this application. Davis stated that the development to the east is zoned R1 and is
a beautiful development and is the type of development and density that wouldn’t have an
adverse impact on the properties to the north. Davis stated that the demands on public service,
law enforcement, wouldn’t be at such a level that the City would be behind the 8 ball as it
pertains to the needs for development. Davis’ parents are concerned about jumping over the R1
and unraveling the buffer that the City intentionally spent hours creating. Davis stated that this
is a unique part of town and if that unravels the area will start to lose its identity and
compromises the value to the properties. Davis stated that the application that has been made
has no entitlement to develop that property as it is zoned A1 in the County, so amending this
request to an R1 application does put pressure on the application to decide how to develop, but
that is their choice in trying to develop the property in the first place. Davis has a concern as to
what would be permitted if R2 is allowed, including multi-unit dwellings, day care,
manufactured homes, PUD’s. Davis stated that once you zone and open the door, those things are
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permitted and that is where the City starts to get into hot water about property rights when
something is zoned, and something is permitted. Davis wished that it was an R1 application as
his parents would have a different view on the proposal. Davis stated that the City can require
more of the developer to the extent the development does affect the overall area, including
adjacent intersections and property to the north and west of the property. Davis requests that this
application be denied and would encourage the developer to come back with an R1 zoning
application.
Shante Anderson, 2677 Bellin Circle, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Anderson’s property directly
borders the subject property. Anderson supports the need for growth in Idaho Falls. Anderson
doesn’t feel that there is a need to immediately and temporarily house an incoming population
through apartments or multi-unit complexes as the Idaho Falls needs single family dwellings or
dual homes to allow for the growth of the population. Anderson stated that it will contribute to
and build the community through more stable, permanent, and invested residents. Anderson is
concerned with the annexation. Anderson agrees with Davis comments on the smoothness that
would be loss from the City to the County land if this property was zoned R2. Anderson stated
that the property north of the subject property is 1-2 acre lots. Anderson stated that the
guidelines for R2 zoning are vague enough to allow the developer to do anything they want
between single homes all the way up to 17 units per acre. Anderson stated that the developer
could change their mind and increase the density of the housing, which was done on the property
to the west of the subject property. Anderson stated that there have been more R2 housing
reapplied for in the past years where they were originally going to do R1. Anderson stated that
the zone of R2 provides the opportunity to do a wide range of things but doesn’t provide any
protection to the neighboring residents. Anderson asked the following questions: Will the
developer perform a traffic impact study, as the 2040 study shows no anticipated traffic
congestion between Pancheri and Broadway on Bellin Road. Will Bellin need to be widened and
who will pay for the widening. Does the developer have any plans or requirements to improve
the borders of the property to soften the impact of things like children walking to school and
noise control. Will the intersection of Pancheri and Bellin be signalized in the future, and it is
likely due to the 5-lane road on Pancheri leading to this intersection and it will lead to a
congested intersection. Anderson stated that the limitations to the access point were in reference
to a non-signalized intersection, and if the intersection is signalized then the requirement is that
the access point would be at least 650’ from the intersection. Anderson stated that the depth of
the property from Pancheri and Belling, north to Bellin Circle is only 500’ so there would not be
enough distance to have an access point onto Bellin if there was a light. Anderson stated that on
the south border of the property going west, 650’ takes you nearly to the end of the property.
Anderson asked if the developer would be required to meet this statute Idapa Code 39.03.42.
Anderson asked if the developer will be required to meet the standard 2 access points into the
development if the number of units built require it for fire engine access, and where would the
approaches go to meet Idapa standards. Anderson asked if the developer would consider buying
a housing lot to the west so that they can connect a road like Murwood into the neighborhood.
Anderson is concerned about the blasting that will be needed for the lava rock, and she is
concerned about the well water disruption on her property. Anderson asked if the developer
would be required to do TSDL testing for suspended solids and minerals in the well water and
before and after and be required to right and repair damage. Anderson is concerned about their
water rights to the New Sweden Irrigation Canal. Anderson thanked the Commission and asked
for them to deny the application.
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Sara Bower, 780 S. Bellin, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bower’s property is on the edge of the property
to the east. Bower looks forward to growth in the area. Bower recognizes there is a need for
balance. Bower purchased her home with the intent for space. Bower would like to see R1 in
that area so there is not so much jumping back and forth between densities. Bower is concerned
for her property value. Bower asked the Commission to deny the application for R2.
David Kimball, 878 S. Bellin, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Kimball is the property owner. Kimball’s
grandfather built the house on the property in 1955. Kimball stated that when he was 16 years
old there were no houses to the north, and they were just building structures towards Skyline.
Kimball hasn’t lived there but has seen the evolution of the property. Kimball stated that there
are several issues that have been brought up. Kimball stated that the agricultural designation on
the property is basically unusable because of the houses built around the property and in the last
6 years he hasn’t been able to get anyone to come and harvest anything on his land because of
the traffic patterns, etc. Kimball stated that in the discussion for R1 there was question about
access. Kimball stated that this property is on a hill and putting different access points like
individual lots, there would be issues with the access points. Kimball stated that there is a light
on Bellin and Broadway. Kimball stated that on Bellin and Pancheri he is under the impression
that when the City bought the property on Bellin corner from his father it was to be prepared to
have a traffic signal, and they can easily do that when the decision was made. Kimball stated it
is inevitable that his property will be annexed into the City at some point and the lay of the land
they feel that R2 use would be an efficient use of the property. Kimball stated that to the east
there is multi-family units, to the west there is single family home, then multi-family units.
Kimball stated that development without doing multi-family development is challenging.
Kimball has had people that wanted him to keep the property the same but didn’t want to buy the
property. Kimball is requesting that the Commission grant the application and zone the property
R2.
Carl Bower, 780 S. Bellin, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bower stated that when they left home at 5:30
today the traffic was backed up to two car lengths from Bellin Circle, and it is that way every
day, and adding 150 cars will not make the traffic better. Bower is concerned that he can’t leave
his house between 5-6:30 at night.
Shante Anderson, 2677 Bellin Circle, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Anderson wanted to speak to points
that Mr. Kimball the property owner made. Anderson stated that they compared the
neighborhood to the east with its driveways and the dual homes with driveways facing inward on
the development. Anderson asked if they can do the same sort of development done respectfully
in that property under an R1 zoning with the driveways pointed inward without problem of
having to access Pancheri or Bellin. Anderson stated that since there is already development
started on a traffic light on the intersection of Pancheri and Bellin, then it should deem that the
statutes for access points be distanced adequately from that signal, which as she understands,
would eliminate the access point on Bellin to this property.
Ann Bingham, 715 Box Wood, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bingham’s home is in the “buffer” and
when she bought her home 2 years ago, she appreciated what was behind her home with the
properties lining Belling Road. Bingham bought her lot specifically knowing it would be quiet
and that her backyard would be protected, and that her investment would be protected. Bingham
bought on the west side because the west side has a quiet nature. Bingham knows growth will
come, but she bought specifically looking at what the neighborhood could offer with the County
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buffer. Bingham encourages the Commission to continue the quiet nature by not bringing more
traffic to that intersection.
Brad Miles, 150 N. Main Street, Heber City, Utah. (Developer). Miles thanked the
neighbors for their thought-out concerns and comments. Miles wants to try to mitigate the
concerns of the neighbors. Miles wanted to clarify that the annexation is over 5 acres, but they
are buying 4.675 acres x 17 = 79. Miles indicated that the City has design guidelines, landscape
guidelines, open space guidelines, setbacks, landscaping, and in reality, they can never get 17
units to the acre. Miles stated that the R2 zone limits them to 4 units per building, so you cannot
do a 9 or a 10 plex. Miles stated that with that limitation it will create a feel of lower density.
Miles stated that they have been working through the process and they already know they cannot
get 17 units per acre.
Dixon asked if the hill and elevation will impact the ability on how far back from the street they
will need to develop. Miles stated that they have started some initial design and have done some
testing to see how deep the lava rock is. Miles stated that they haven’t gotten to design, and they
are starting to understand the depth of the manholes that are across the street and where they can
connect, and the depth of the manholes will drive what the finished grade elevation will be.
Miles stated they are trying to bring the road in as far west of the hill as possible, so they can
have some units above on the hill. Dixon stated that the R2 to the west has a drainage collection
area between them and the arterial which gives more set back, and Dixon didn’t know if there
would be a requirement or ability to do something similar.
Applicant: Barry Bane, 2295 N. Yellowstone, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bane stated that they
would be required to have the regular setbacks from the road which are 25’. Bane stated that the
elevation issues can be handled multiple ways, but they aren’t sure how the design will play out
yet. Bane stated that anything that is done will have to be looked at by City staff, engineer,
public works, and complying with code and design requirements. Bane stated that they have
looked at the Comprehensive Plan and it supports the R2 in that area with the general urban and
suburban designation that talks about Bungalows, townhomes, duplexes, trip plex’s, four plex’s,
and residential developments should include a mix of housing types, price points and sizes and
should not be exclusively detached single dwelling units. Bane feels that the R2 does comply
with that Comprehensive Plan. Bane stated that it also talks about Idaho Falls needing to
understand the long-term consequences of its land use decisions, and it cannot continue to have
policies which are overly favorable to large lot subdivisions, requiring new roads, and increased
City boundaries, but rather more compact developments that utilize existing infrastructure, and
this development does follow that. Bane stated that the City doesn’t want a street to go through
this development and have more roads to maintain. Bane stated that the streets through this
development would be private streets and be privately maintained. Bane stated that they will be
required to upgrade Pancheri and Bellin on their frontage. Bane stated that road upgrades come
from traffic studies, warrant, and a road isn’t just upgraded out of the blue. Bane stated that if a
traffic study is required when they move on to the design stage of the development, they will do
that study, and any upgrades that the traffic study indicates are necessary to do. Bane doesn’t
know if there is a light going in or not, and it has not been brought to his attention one way or the
other. Bane stated that the engineer has not stated that a light would be warranted just by this
development. Bane stated that they will have to maintain fire compliance through the site, and at
their meeting with fire and engineering they have discussed the requirements and they will fully
comply with all requirements. Bane stated that he cannot talk to blasting as they aren’t to that
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point yet. Bane stated that there is a canal to the east and prescriptive easements come with the
canal and they will keep that canal running through the area, whether it is moved over, and they
will work with the irrigation department on how to do that. Bane feels that the transition from
high density to low density needs to come from intersections as well. Bane indicated that the
Comprehensive Plan wants the higher and medium densities near intersections, so this does meet
that requirement. Bane stated that all of the buffering to the north and along the west to the
single-family residents will be put in place and all requirements will be complied.
Denney closed the public hearing.
Morrison thanked the residents for their input. Morrison stated that it doesn’t matter what roads
they build, there will always be more traffic. Morrison stated that there are many multi-family
units in the area. Morrison stated that having open fields to protect your view, comes with a
chance that there could be something built on it. Morrison feels that R2 is the best for this area.
Dixon feels that unlike the previous property, this property is actually on the arterial, on the
corner, it does have higher density nearby, instead of everything being large lots, low density.
Dixon understands the argument about buffering, but it is important to have higher density next
to roads able to handle higher traffic. Dixon supports R2.
Denney asked what would trigger a traffic study. Beutler indicated that according to the Access
Management Plan would come when there are going to be 100 or more trips generated by the
development during the peak period, and that will come at the time of subdivision platting when
they will know more of what type of development will be going in. Denney asked if a PUD can
be built in an R1 as well as an R2. Beutler agreed and indicated that PUDs are allowed in all
residential zones. Dixon asked if the underlying zone changes what they can do with the PUD
and effect the overall density. Beutler stated that each zone district has an allowed density and
with a PUD some of the zone designations receive an increase in density for example the R1
allows for 6 units per acre and within a PUD that density goes up to 8 units per acre.
Morrison moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of R2 with Airport Overlay Limited Development Zone for 5.09 Acres of
SE ¼ of NE ¼ Sec 22, T2N, R 37 E, as presented, Dixon seconded the motion. Denney called
for roll call vote: Dixon, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion passed
unanimously.
3. ANNX 22-007: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and Initial Zoning of
R1, Single Dwelling for a portion of the Gustafson Canal.
Denney opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls.
Long presented the staff report, a part of the record.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Denney closed the public hearing.
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Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of R1 for a portion of the Gustafson Canal, Morrison seconded the
motion. Denney called for roll call: Dixon, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The Motion
passed unanimously.
Denney called a recess until 9:00 pm.
Denney called the hearing back to order.
4. PLAT 21-037: PRELIMINARY PLAT. Wasatch Apple Subdivision.
Denney opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Kaiden Fuhrman, Horrocks Engineers, 2194 Snake River Park Way, Idaho
Falls, Idaho. Fuhrman stated that this was brought in February for annexation and zoning.
Fuhrman showed the property as a vacant lot along Holmes Ave, south of Home Depot, and near
the Apple Athletic Club. Fuhrman indicated that there is a zone line proposed as Jennie Lee
Drive extends south to 25th Street. Fuhrman showed that on the west side there is LC and east
side of Jennie Lee would be R2 residential. Fuhrman stated that the developer held a
neighborhood meeting in October, and all residents within a 350’ radius were notified. Fuhrman
stated that they did get a lot of feed back from the residents. Fuhrman stated that with this 60
acre parcel they are proposing to do the improvements for this area with 7 buildable lots
scattered throughout the acreage. Fuhrman stated that they are proposing that Jennie Lee Drive
will be extended south to 25th Street, and Mojave Street will get developed to the west to tie into
Jennie Lee Drive. Fuhrman stated that they are providing all the improvements and
infrastructure along Jennie Lee Drive, they are doing the improvements along 25th Street and
they will keep the iconic feel of 25th Street with the continuation of the landscape median and
planning on providing any turn in lanes for the development. Fuhrman stated that they have
completed a Traffic Impact Study on the property, and it is currently going through the City
Engineering and Horrocks, and they are addressing anything that is warranted on the traffic
impact study, including turn lanes, on the approaches as needed. Fuhrman showed Jennie Lee
extending down and is designated as a major collector with an 80’ right of way. Mojave has a
60’ right of way, and 25th street will be expanded to the north to approximately 90’ right of way.
Fuhrman showed the approaches with 2 along Jennie Lee Drive and 4 approaches on 25th Street,
and the approaches have been placed to meet the BMPO Access Management Plan and vetted
with City Engineering. Fuhrman stated that Jennie Lee Drive will go straight through following
BMPO’s Access Management Plan.
Morrison asked about the 2 smaller lots behind Apple and what access do those lots have.
Fuhrman stated that was brought up by City Staff and is being addressed. Fuhrman showed that
the 2 lots on the north end will likely be joining the Apple Athletic Club so they will be
providing access to the lot from Jennie Lee with an easement through the lot to the east, and
when it develops out, they will receive access from the north from Apple Athletic Club.
Dixon asked about calming the traffic on Jennie Lee Drive, and a straight shot makes people
drive fast. Dixon stated that earlier when they brought the annexation, they had discussed
possible a bow to the west on Jennie Lee, and why have they made it a straight shot. Fuhrman
stated that there were a few reasons, Fuhrman stated they were trying to line up with existing
infrastructure, and there is a pathway to the south that goes into the Ridge Crest Development.
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Fuhrman stated that they kept it straight so they can accommodate and lessen the traffic through
the Jennie Lee Subdivision. Fuhrman stated that the closer and straighter shot that they were
able to make Jennie Lee to convey the traffic more efficiently, and it will allow everyone to use
it easier, and quicker than going through the neighborhood. Dixon asked what they are thinking
of for the 7 lots. Fuhrman stated that it is all preliminary, and this is a preliminary layout.
Fuhrman stated that the east side of Jennie Lee in the R2 zone would be residential, likely twin
homes. Fuhrman stated that in the LC zone on the west they are thinking higher density
residential in the middle, with commercial on the far west side keeping with the commercial belt
along Holmes.
Stevens presented the staff report, a part of the record.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Denney closed the public hearing.
Morrison is excited to see this get underway.
Dixon appreciates them maintaining the concept of 25th Street. Dixon feels that will help with the
separation from the parking at the park. Dixon liked seeing the access points, and thanked
applicant for the preliminary outline of what could be built.
Morrison moved to approve the Preliminary Plat for Wasatch Apple Subdivision, as
presented, Romankiw seconded the motion. Denney called for roll call vote: Dixon, yes;
Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
Dixon moved to accept the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards,
Morrison seconded the motion. Denney called for roll call vote: Dixon, yes; Morrison, yes;
Romankiw, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
6. PUD 21-007: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT. Cassiopeia Town Homes.
Denney opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Barry Bane, 2295 N. Yellowstone, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bane is presenting 3.01acre parcel that is currently vacant, and zoned TN, and off of Cassiopeia to the north and Lola to
the south. Bane stated that without a PUD the TN zone allows for 15 units per acre, and with the
PUD they are allowed 17 units per acre, and they are proposing 16 units per acre for a total of 48
units on this site. Bane showed that they are proposing two access points into the site from
Cassiopeia. Bane stated that initial concepts were to build town homes that would face the
public street, and the only way to develop in the TN neighborhood would have all the homes
facing north, and they did look at that, and it is an option, but the developer has decided to move
forward with the PUD concept. Bane stated that the PUD concept will allow more common open
space with the required 25% open space. Bane stated that a PUD gives the additional common
space, and the buffers along the streets, so a PUD gains more landscape and open space in the
development. Bane stated that these homes will face common areas, rather than facing out the
public street. Bane stated that they have met the landscape percentage requirement, and are
providing 2 amenities, with one playground area that needs defined more. Bane stated that they
put a French drain on either side of the storm pond to help the water dissipate faster. Bane stated
that they have common area in between that have patio style meeting common area. Bane stated
that they will connect to the City Street for sidewalks on the north and south. Bane stated that
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they will be required to upgrade Cassiopeia along the north, and there are some issues with the
water department and culinary water, and they are working with that, and a storm water problem
that they are trying to remedy. Bane hopes that doing the PUD so no homes face Cassiopeia will
make the sidewalk safer for pedestrians. Bane stated that the lots are planned to be single family
attached homes and each one will have its own lot and sold individually, and they have to do a
PUD because the lots do not face a public street. Bane stated that they are asking for one
variance. Bane showed that the units are off set every other row, and there is a landscape
requirement off of the street and every other row of units would encroach into the landscape
requirement by 5’. Bane stated that they did that so the buildings would be offset, and it would
add some variation rather than rows of buildings all the same. Bane stated that they can change
that, but felt it was a nice variation. Bane stated that they have talked with one neighbor that has
a fence and a gate to access the back portion, and the developer has been trying to work
something out so he can have an access. Bane stated that both access points are off of
Cassiopeia and not off of Lola, as the PUD on Dodson Drive (private drive) had concerns of
people using the private drive. Bane stated that the properties on Cassiopeia have back yards
facing Cassiopeia, so the congestion would be less coming off the north.
Dixon asked how wide the drive lanes. Bane stated that the drive lanes are 26’. Dixon asked if
there is any guest parking. Bane stated that the plan for guest parking is on street parking. Dixon
asked how many parking spots are on the street. Dixon stated that typically PUD’s have guest
parking. Bane stated that each unit has a 2-car garage, and they feel they comply with the
requirement of the parking and the on-street parking should be sufficient. Dixon thinks that
some of the homes on Cassiopeia have rear access onto the street. Bane stated that they all abut
the street, but all the driveways come off the north.
Long presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Dixon stated that Cassiopeia is not developed to City standards on either side of the road and
asked what will happen on the north side of the road. Long indicated that the north side will
have curb and gutter. Dixon recalls that it is slightly down a hill, but there was rear access
driveway, and asked if the City intends to provide them with curb cuts. Dixon asked where the
two-story buildings in the vicinity were located. Long showed the townhomes near the
development off of Dodson, and a house to the east of the development. Dixon asked about the
setback from the street being equivalent to the setback of the existing houses and how does the
setback of 20-25’ compare to what is existing. Long stated that the setback does match. Long
did a random sample of the homes and most homes have a 25-30’ setback in the surrounding
area, and Long added that 20’ is the maximum for a TN Zone. Dixon stated that the TN Zone
states that it should for in-fill match what is on the block. Long believes that the proposed 25’
setback does match.
Morrison asked if the curb gutter will just be in front of the development. Long stated that curb
gutter sidewalk will be along the developer’s property and curb and gutter would be on the north
side of Cassiopeia.
Support/Opposition:
Randall Wheeler, 801 Saturn, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Wheeler is located on the northwest corner
of Saturn and Cassiopeia. Wheeler thanked the Commissioners for the hearing so they can voice
opinions. Wheeler indicated that several of the houses along Cassiopeia have driveways that
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come out on to Cassiopeia. Wheeler stated that other than the Dodson apartments, the only other
two-story building in the area is the old Harrington property which is on the southwest corner of
Saturn and Cassiopeia. Wheeler asked where it is listed in the PUD and read “the established
setback of a residential properties contiguous or across the street from the PUD shall constitute
the minimum set back for the perimeter area of the PUD.” Wheeler stated that his setback is 30’.
Wheeler added that across the street from the PUD to the south the setback is 40’. Wheeler
stated that he had to get a variance for changes made to his property and they made him measure
his setback from the inside edge of the sidewalk, not from the street. Wheeler asked where they
are measuring from for this setback. Wheeler stated that if he has to follow the setback rule, then
this PUD should have to follow the same rules. Wheeler stated that as close as he can read on the
print, the setbacks from the inside edge of the sidewalk is 13’ or 21’ which is not the same as the
contiguous properties. Wheeler stated that the landscape strip that goes between the sidewalk
and the street should have a minimum width of 20’, and this PUD shows 7’, so that doesn’t
match. Wheeler stated that if they do the PUD, they have to follow the rules. Wheeler stated that
the common space that goes along the south edge of the buildings that run north and south.
Wheeler read that “common spaces shall not include areas within any driveway, parking area,
sidewalk contiguous to the public or private streets, required landscape strip, or buffer.” Wheeler
doesn’t know how they can count along the south edge of the north and south buildings as
common strip, because it is next to the road, and if that is not allowed, they do not make the
25%. Wheeler stated that this has been a thorn in the side of all residents since it started.
Wheeler stated that he heard a statement that the owner/developer had contacted all of the
surrounding residents to invite discussion. Wheeler stated that he was never contacted, and
neither were many of the neighbors. Wheeler does want the property developed, but into single
family homes. Wheeler stated that within ½ mile of this property there are over 200 apartments.
Wheeler is concerned about the kids that walk down the street and adding 96 cars to Cassiopeia
will be dangerous.
Ruther Byron, 1553 Beverly, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Byron grew up in her house on Beverly.
Byron is opposed to the Cassiopeia Townhomes. Byron stated that it is difficult to get out on
Skyline and Saturn. Byron couldn’t get onto Skyline turning left and would have to go down to
Saturn and it would take her 15 minutes to get out of her neighborhood. Byron stated that now
that Saturn is opened from Pancheri to Grandview it has increased the number of cars traveling
on Saturn. Byron stated that the traffic on Skyline can be backed up from Broadway all the way
to Shasta and sometimes to Grandview. Byron called the City Planning office and asked about a
traffic study and was told it wasn’t required because it was zoned as high density. Byron feels
that is short sided and turning a blind eye to an already huge problem. Byron stated that 96 cars
are a lot. Byron has never been contacted by the developer for a meeting. Byron stated that
when the developer talked, he had indicated that the people in the neighborhood were for the
development. Byron is not for the development. Byron wants the neighborhood to retain its
integrity and it is important to consider the current residents, rather than just the out of state
developers. Byron asked the Commission to consider the current residents in making their
decision.
Terry Dawson, 763 Colorado, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Dawson is concerned that there are already
so many multi-family homes (apartments) within ½ mile of this development and if you extend
just 2/10 of a mile you go up another 48 apartments that are being built. Dawson is concerned
for the traffic. Dawson stated that Saturn is a school zone and heavily traveled with parents
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picking up children from school. Dawson stated that traffic is backed up from Templeview to
Saturn while they are trying to get kids picked up, and another 98 cars in that area will be too
many. Dawson is concerned about children’s safety.
Russell Leavitt, 1608 Charlene, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Leavitt would prefer an R1 single family
units be built in this area. Leavitt stated that this is an open area, and it wouldn’t impact the
traffic as much. Leavitt stated that the area schools are full and not keeping up with the building.
Lee Mabey, 1563 Cassiopeia, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Mabey is next to the development on the
northwest corner. Mabey is concerned that the development will impact the character of the
neighborhood. Mabey agrees with Wheeler’s comments on the setbacks not matching the
character of the neighborhood. Mabey is concerned with the setbacks along the eastern side of
his property. Mabey stated that there is a proposed 7’ setback from the west side of his property
and that is 18’ of his house, and that is not consistent with the other properties in the
neighborhood. Mabey feels the 7’ setback is insufficient and out of character. Mabey stated that
with 48 housing units there will be a substantial amount of traffic adjacent to his home. Mabey
would propose that the setback next to his house be increased to 14’, and that would give 25’
from his house, and that is more consistent with the side yard distances. Mabey proposed to
minimize the effects to the surrounding property by the entrance and exit roads being moved to
the middle of the development instead of on each end. Mabey wanted to know how tall the wall
between the two properties will be and added that the property loses grade quickly so there has
been issues there that will need to be taken into account. Mabey has reached out to engineering
and has not had a discussion yet. Mabey proposed that the new fence and retaining wall be built
on the property line and that the retaining wall maintain the existing credit of his property and
that said fence would be a minimum of 6’ tall to reduce noise and Mabey would prefer the fence
be constructed out of masonry or precast of some sort. Mabey wants to eliminate road noise.
Applicant: Barry Bane, Connect Engineering, 2295 N. Yellowstone, Suite 6, Idaho Falls,
Idaho. Bane stated that since he has been involved in this current project they have not talked to
neighbors. Bane confirmed that there was a previous owner that wanted to rezone this property to
R2 and with that developer, Bane went out and knocked doors and talked to people, but that was
not for this development. Bane doesn’t think that they have ever said they talked to neighbors on
this development. Bane agrees that there will be additional traffic. Bane stated that whether this
is a PUD or traditional neighborhood, there will be additional traffic, and the PUD only allows 3
more units that what a regular TN without a PUD would propose. Bane stated that they are
trying to limit the traffic and accesses to help keep it safer for pedestrians. Bane stated that a
traffic impact study was not required. Bane stated that this property is zoned TN, and not R1.
Bane stated that the development is considered single family attached homes, and not
apartments. The homes are individually platted, zero lot lines, and being sold as single-family
homes, which will allow for the middle market that people need right now. Bane stated that they
do not feel that this is multi-family. Bane stated that the landscape buffer along the street, there
is some confusion. Bane clarified that there is a landscape buffer, which is the 20’ landscape
buffer, which they are seeking some of a reduction in that buffer. Bane explained that the
landscape buffer goes from the edge of the property line out. Bane stated that along City streets
there are landscape strips of 7’. Bane continued that the landscape buffer is 20’. Bane stated that
setbacks are measured from property line to property line, so from the right of way line to the
property line. Bane stated that on the west side they do comply with the landscape buffer of 7’
with a fence, and then the setback is from the property line to property line. Bane stated that in
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essence the setback would be the 26’ of road, plus the 7’ of landscape buffer. Bane stated that
they are complying with both setbacks and buffers. Bane stated that the TN zone has a 20’
maximum setback, so they have tried to keep the integrity of the neighborhood by mixing it and
offering some 25’ which is consistent with some of the housing around. Bane understands the
traffic and safety concerns, and they have met with City staff and City engineers and the traffic is
going to be there whether this development goes forward or something else is built there. Bane
stated that they have met and feels that it helps the pedestrian safety along Cassiopeia.
Dixon asked if the access on the west end could be moved to the middle, so it didn’t affect Mr.
Mabey’s property as much. Bane explained that they cannot do that because of the fire code
issue because they can only have 150’ spacing to a dead end without an exit, and if they
rearranged the access point it would make it over the 150’ distance.
Denney closed the public hearing.
Dixon asked staff about the setback and how TN has a maximum set back and how does that
reconcile with the fill in and try to match the setback with existing properties on the same street,
and which one would control. Beutler stated that the TN setback would control, as even with
PUD’s the underlying zoning would be the base requirement. Dixon recalls one of the
arguments for TN in this location was that the setbacks would need to match the setbacks of the
properties that were already on the same street, but now they are saying that there is a maximum
set back of 20’. Beutler stated that the TN is the basis to start. Beutler stated that the existing
neighborhood was probably constructed with a 30’ setback and in 2018 when they revamped the
setback, the setback for that zone was reduced to 25’ and then there are setbacks for the TN zone
which is a varied setback, with a maximum. Beutler stated that in this situation the applicant is
trying to marry the existing setbacks with what the TN would require, and that is how they got
the varied approach, which staff supports. Dixon asked if there is a requirement for fill in that
you match the setback of what is already there. Beutler stated that is the requirement of the
PUD. Beutler stated that the way it reads “the setback shall reflect the general standards of the
area and character of the neighborhood in which the PUD is located…established setback of
properties contiguous or across the street would constitute the minimum setback. Beutler stated
that it does want you to look to the neighborhood, but they are trying to maintain the character as
well, and maintain the balance between the requirement of TN. Dixon confirmed that there is a
conflict between the TN zone and the PUD. Dixon asked how they decide which one makes
more sense. Beutler stated that is up to the commission, and the applicant has provided a
concept of what they think is trying to meet that standard, and it would be up to the commission
to determine if that is appropriate. Dixon confirmed that the setbacks are measured from the
curb, and the landscaping strip prior to the sidewalk, plus the sidewalk, plus landscaping strip
after the sidewalk to the edge of the property. Beutler stated that setbacks are always measured
from the property line to the structure. Beutler stated that the dimensions on the PUD plan are
taking from the property line to the building. So if it says 25’ then that would be from the
property line to the building.
Morrison showed appreciation for French drains. Morrison stated that traffic is never going to
get less, always more, and there isn’t anything to do about it, and schools are not anything that
the City has any control over. Morrison has problems with the parking. Morrison stated that no
extra spaces for visitor parking is a problem. Morrison feels that it complicates things to park on
the street with plowing in the wintertime, and even though there are 2 car garages, people will
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tend to park on the street as there are often more cars. Morrison likes the way the buildings look
and thinks the project will fit in the neighborhood ok.
Romankiw understands the concerns raised. Romankiw understands the concerns on density,
although there is high density near this. Romankiw stated that density on paper is one thing and
once things are built, they aren’t as bad as what you imagined. Romankiw thinks the
development fits well and likes the design and the common space and is in favor.
Dixon went through high density properties in the area including Vega Circle (on a corner, near
the interstate); south side of Mountainview; western side of Grandview. Dixon stated that all the
higher density is off to the edge, and this property development is more in the middle of the
property and in the past, they have talked about putting higher density on the edge, near the
arterials and collectors, and lower density in the core. Dixon feels that this is counter. Dixon
stated that when Dodson Drive went in, he wasn’t concerned because it was 100’ off of Saturn,
and also it was next to the higher density to the south (trailer court), and it was on the edge of the
neighborhood. Dixon stated that this development is in the core and surrounded by a lot of
single family residential. Dixon feels that this is a difference that needs to be considered on the
higher density in the core of residential, rather than on the edge. Dixon stated that avoiding
traffic on Lola is a good decision on this development. Dixon stated that coming off of
Cassiopeia does address Lola, and Cassiopeia has major roads on either end. Dixon is not
concerned with the straight street, because the access is int eh middle, so they won’t go far if
they are going west or east. Dixon stated that when they approved the development on Jennie
Lee Drive that is behind the tire store, on the east side where they were up against existing single
family, they made a point of making a drive lane, then guest parking to give an additional set
back to minimize the impact on existing single family. Dixon stated that in this case, you are
coming up a hill, and even though these are two story and the ones on Jennie Lee were two story,
going up the hill will help with the setback, because most of this development will be lower than
the houses to the west. Dixon likes the interior landscaping with the center walking isles. Dixon
feels this is a good concept but does have a problem with no guest parking. Dixon feels people
fill half of their 2-car garage so they only have parking for one car and the other one would be
parked somewhere else because there is no driveway. Dixon asked if there is a standard for
guest parking in PUD, but he would like to see that addressed in the future. Dixon stated that
based on the proposal, he feels like it is more density that they should have in the core, but they
are meeting all the requirements, and he can’t see a reason to vote against the development.
Beutler stated that he ran numbers on the parking. Beutler confirmed there is no requirement for
guest parking, and they are required two spaces per unit which is being met. Beutler stated that
doing the bungalow court design actually frees up a lot of on street parking on Lola and
Cassiopeia. Beutler stated that figured out that they can park on Cassiopeia on the north side 22
cars on street, on Lola 11 cars on street, and Cassiopeia on the other side it would be less than the
22, but there would be some on street parking available.
Morrison says if we look in a year from now the street will be packed solid with cars.
Morrison moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Planned
Unit Development for Cassiopeia Town Homes, as presented, Romankiw seconded the
motion. Denney called for roll call: Dixon, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion
passed unanimously.
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Dixon asked staff to make notes that the Commissioners do have trepidation and concerns and
those should be noted to City Council.

Business:
5.

PLAT 22-006: FINAL PLAT. Fairway Estates Division No. 26.

Applicant: Kevin Alcott, 101 Park Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Alcott showed the general
location of Division No. 26. Alcott indicated that this Final Plat follows the preliminary plat and
filling in from Division 28 that is currently under construction. Alcott reported that tonight he
should be here showing pictures of the bridge, but there was a significant construction problem.
Alcott indicated that the abutments are in place, the center pier is there, and during the placement
of the deck of the bridge, there was a failure on the shoring, and they dumped $300,000 into the
canal. Alcott stated that at this point they cannot work in the canal anymore, so they will have
the bridge built this fall. Alcott stated that there should be no concern as to whether they were
going to build it. Alcott stated that the Idaho Canal has reduced the time that you are allowed to
work in the canal. Alcott stated that his analysis is that they set some of the shoring on frozen
ground and it thawed, and stressed the ends, and then you put ½ million pounds of concrete on
something and it falls. Alcott stated that they have purchased a performance and payment bond
which is in place, and it will ensure that the bridge will get finished. Alcott stated that they have
asked public works to add the City to the performance and payment bond. Alcott stated that
before many more houses happen the bridge will be in this fall.
Stevens presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Romankiw stated that this is her neighborhood, and the developer is doing a good job.
Romankiw moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Fairway Estates Division 26, as presented, Dixon seconded the motion. Denney called
for roll call vote: Dixon, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion passed
unanimously.
Next Meeting April 19, 2022 (2 meetings in April)
Denney adjourned the meeting at approximately 10:30 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder
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STAFF REPORT
REZONE

PT Overlay with no underlying zone district to LC and R2
535 E 17th St, 587 E 17th St, 925 E 17th St, 985 E 17th St, 1354 E 16th St

May 3, 2022
Applicant: City of Idaho
Falls
Project Manager: Caitlin
Long
Location: 535 E 17th St, 587
E 17th St, 925 E 17th St, 985
E 17th St, 1354 E 16th St
Existing Zoning:
Site: PT Overlay
North: R1
South: LC, R3A
East: R1, LC
West: TN, R1
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Commercial, Residential
North: Residential
South: Commercial
East: Residential, Commercia
West: Residential
Future Land Use Map:
Mixed Use Centers and
Corridors, General Urban
Attachments:
1. Zoning Ordinance
Information
2. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
3. Maps and aerial photos

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the rezone from
PT, Planned Transition Overlay with no underlying zone district to
to LC, Limited Commercial, and R2, Mixed Residential to the
Mayor and City Council.
Staff Comments: These five properties are currently zoned PT
Overlay with no underlying zones. The properties include
Walgreens, a small commercial multi-unit building next to
Walgreens, Lowes, and Subway along 17th St. as well as a property
that includes two four-plexes on 16th St. It is being proposed to
rezone these properties from PT Overlay to Limited Commercial for
those properties along 17th St. and R2 for the multi-unit on 16th St.
The proposed zones match the current use on the property and is
being requested because no underling zone was assigned to these
properties as they went through various rezones to the PT Overlay.
At this time, there is no anticipated change to these properties, only
a rezone as a housekeeping item for these properties. It is being
proposed that with the rezone, the PT Overlay is removed. The PT
Overlay Zone was implemented by the city in the 80’s as a way to
deal with redevelopment and access issues in redeveloping areas of
town. The Access Management Plan now manages any access
issues and many of the development standards required in the PT
Zone have been incorporated into the zoning ordinance as a
standard development practice.
These properties fall in the Mixed-Use Centers and Corridors and
General Urban transects from the Comprehensive Plan. A
neighborhood meeting was held by staff on March 15, 2022 for this
rezone, and no one was in attendance from those invited.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the rezone
from PT, Planned Transition Overlay with no underlying zone
district to LC, Limited Commercial, and R2, Mixed Residential to
the Mayor and City Council.
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:

Rezoning
Considerations:

Because the comprehensive plan provides only general guidance for
zoning decisions, the Planning Commission shall also take the following
considerations into account:
Staff
Comment
The potential for disruption of agricultural irrigation and drainage systems
None
The potential for damage to neighboring properties or public facilities (including None
streets, culverts, bridges, and existing storm drains) from accelerated storm
water or snow melt run-off
The potential for traffic congestion as a result of development or changing land
None
use in the area and need that may be created for wider streets, additional turning
lanes and signals, and other transportation improvements
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The potential for exceeding the capacity of existing public services, including,
but not limited to: schools, public safety services, emergency medical services,
solid waste collection and disposal, water and sewer services, other public
utilities, and parks and recreational services
The potential for nuisances or health and safety hazards that could have an
adverse effect on adjoining properties
Recent changes in land use on adjoining parcels or in the neighborhood of the
proposed zoning map amendment

None

None
None

Zoning Ordinance:

11-3-3: PURPOSES OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES.

(D) R2 Mixed Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone characterized by smaller lots and
dwellings, more compact and denser residential development; and higher volumes of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic than are characteristic of the RE, RP and R1 Zones. The principal uses permitted in the
R2 Zone shall be one (1), two (2), three (3), and four (4) dwelling units. This zone is also generally
located near limited commercial services that provide daily household needs.
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11-3-5: PURPOSE OF COMMERCIAL ZONES

(C) LC Limited Commercial Zone. This zone provides a commercial zone for retail and service uses
which supply the daily household needs of the City’s residents. This Zone is usually located on major
streets contiguous to residential uses. This zone is characterized by smaller scale commercial uses
which are easily accessible by pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles from the surrounding residential
neighborhoods, although larger scale developments such as big-box stores may still serve as anchors.
Connectivity is provided with walkways that provide access to and through the development site.
Parking for vehicles is understated by the use of landscaping, location, and provision of pedestrian
walkways to the businesses.
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Preliminary Plat for Fairway Estates North East
May 3, 2022

Applicant:
HLE, Inc.
Project Manager:
Brian J. Stevens
Location: North of Pevero Dr,
east of N 5th E, south of E 65th
N, west of Eaglewood Dr
Size: Approx.16.5 acres
Total Lots: 56
Buildable Lots: 56
Common Lots: 0
Existing Zoning: R1 & R2
North: R1
South: R1
East: R3A
West: R1
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant
North: Vacant
South: Residential
East: Vacant
West: Vacant
Comprehensive Plan
Transect: General Urban
Attachments:
1. Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinance Requirements
2. Comprehensive Plan
3. Maps and aerial photos
4. 2019 Reasoned Statement
5. Preliminary Plat
6. Reasoned Statement

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To approve the preliminary plat.
Staff Comments: This property was annexed June 13, 2019. The
original preliminary plat for this area was proposed in 2005 and the
revised preliminary plat was approved in 2019. The Planning
Commission approved the preliminary plat with the condition that
the bridge to Lewisville Highway be built prior to the approval of
any final plats or development of lands proposed for R2 and R3A
Zoning.
This preliminary plat would currently have access onto Cypress
Creek and Sage Lakes Blvd. In the future Wisper rock lane, Coral
canyon Drive, copper rock lane, and Pevero Drive will also provide
access. Access points have been coordinated with public works and
will comply with the access management plan. The bridge being
constructed with Division 26 will provide access to the Lewisville
highway and staff would recommend that its completion is a
condition of lot improvements in this preliminary plat.
This preliminary plat removes housing density otherwise available
via the current preliminary plat and removes a land use step up
buffer from the R3A that is currently in place. All of the lots meet
the minimum requirements for the R2 Zone.
This preliminary plat falls in Area 4 of the 5 city areas considered in
ImagineIF. “Connectivity to the rest of the city is robust in the

southern part of Area 4, but the north section faces more
suburban challenges such as long distances from daily goods
and services, and narrow County roads connecting a growing
population with the rest of the City.” PG 168 of ImagineIF.
This portion of area 4 is a tier 4 when considering community
health which is the healthiest tier.

The new ImagineIF comprehensive plan identifies this
area as an area to a support the area for a future walkable center at
the intersection of 65N and Lewisville Hwy.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the preliminary plat
and finds that it complies with the subdivision ordinance and the
development standards of the R2 zones. Staff recommends approval
of the preliminary plat with the condition that bridge improvements
connecting the Lewisville Highway be completed or bonded for
prior to approval of any final plats for this area.
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Subdivision Ordinance:
10-1-8 PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL PROCESS:

(A) Preliminary plat approval to subdivide land shall be required when a proposed subdivision includes
multiple phases of development, when the subdivision will be divided into several lots and blocks, when
the application involves adjustments or realignments to the layout of existing public streets, when the plat
proposes the dedication of new public rights-of-way or public facilities, and when directed by the
Director. Approval of a preliminary does not constitute approval of the final plat. Actual subdivision does
not occur until the final plat is approved and recorded with the Bonneville County Recorder.
(B) Submittal and City Staff Review Process:
(1) Pre-application Meeting. Prior to submitting an application for a Preliminary Plat, the
developer shall request a pre-application meeting with City staff. The Community Development Services
Department shall schedule and conduct a pre-application meeting within three (3) business days following
receipt of a request from a developer. The developer shall provide either a sketch plat or a copy of the
proposed preliminary plat prior to the pre-application meeting.
(2) Application and Contents of Preliminary Plats. The application and plat shall accurately and
fairly describe and depict all improvements, structures, boundary lines, lot configurations, area to be
developed, existing and proposed land use and zoning, grades, land contour, recreational and public
use area, utilities, water works, topography, streets, alleys, easements, and shall contain such other
information as may be necessary to determine if the proposed subdivision complies with the requirements
of this Chapter. Proof of compliance with the Neighborhood Meeting requirements of the Zoning Code
shall be submitted as part of a complete application. The plat shall be drawn in accordance with generally
accepted engineering standards and practices and shall be drawn in such a manner as will assure
legibility, clarity, reproducibility, accuracy, uniformity, and neatness of the plat.
(3) A complete application shall be submitted to the Community Development Services
Department on a form provided by the City and accompanied by a filing fee as set by Resolution of the
Council. The application shall be submitted at least five (5) weeks prior to the regularly scheduled
Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, or as otherwise approved by the Director.
(4) Following receipt of a complete application and all applicable fees, the Community
Development Services Department shall distribute copies of the Preliminary Plat and other application
materials to appropriate reviewing agencies for review and comment.
(5) The City will return redlined documents to the applicant or the applicant’s agent detailing any
changes requested by the reviewing agencies.
(6) Preliminary Plat Public Hearing.
a. After the review of City staff comments and recommendations have been addressed
and resubmitted to the Community Development Services Department, a public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting with the Planning and Zoning Commission shall be scheduled to
consider the preliminary plat. Notice of the preliminary plat hearing shall be pursuant to
requirements of the Idaho Local Land Use Planning Act. Within sixty (60) days following the
date of the Commission meeting at which the plat and application were first submitted, the
Commission shall complete its review and shall approve, conditionally approve, or disapprove of
the preliminary plat and application, unless an extension of time is agreed to by the Commission
and the developer.
(C) Planning and Zoning Commission Review.
(1) When acting on a preliminary plat application, the Planning and Zoning Commission shall
review the preliminary plat to determine that the preliminary plat is consistent with the principles
contained within the Comprehensive Plan and is in compliance with this Chapter and all applicable
Federal, State, or local laws. In conducting such reviews, the Commission may recess such hearing for
good cause and may solicit information, data, studies, or comments necessary to determine such
compliance. In the event the Commission conditionally approves the preliminary plat, it shall advise the
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developer in writing of the conditions under which the approval is granted, and upon developer’s
compliance with such conditions and the Director’s written certification thereof, the preliminary plat shall
be deemed approved. If approval of the plat is denied, the Commission shall advise the developer, in
writing, of the reasons for denial of the preliminary plat application.
(2) Model Homes. The Council shall allow no more than two (2) model homes to be built in a
subdivision after preliminary plat approval, but before final plat approval, provided the lots to be
developed have frontage upon an existing public street. (Ord. 3300, 2-13-20)
(D) Appeal of Preliminary Plat. Any person aggrieved by the Planning and Zoning Commission decision
on the preliminary plat may appeal the Planning and Zoning Commission’s decision to the Council. Such
appeal shall be submitted with the appeal fee to the Community Development Services Department within
fourteen (14) days from the Planning and Zoning Commission’s written decision and shall list the specific
Code provisions or other reasons that the appellant believes comprise error. The appeal is on the record
that was produced in the preliminary plat process. The appeal shall be scheduled for consideration at a
Council meeting and shall occur within sixty (60) days following receipt of the appeal. Upon considering
the preliminary plat appeal, the Council may uphold the appeal, deny the appeal, or remand the appeal to
the Planning and Zoning Commission for further action, including direction to reopen the public hearing
to receive further information. (Ord. 3300, 2-13-20)
(E) Preliminary Plat Expiration: The approval of a preliminary plat shall expire twenty-four (24) months
following the date of approval unless a final plat has been approved by the Commission. If the plat is
being phased, the preliminary plat shall expire twenty-four (24) months following the date of approval of
the final plat for the previous phase. The Planning and Zoning Commission may grant one (1) written
twenty-four (24) month extension upon finding good cause. (Ord. 3300, 2- 13-20)
Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes with an “X” indicated compliance with the ordinance
REQUIREMENTS
Requirements listed in Section 10-1:
Building envelopes sufficient to construct a building.
Lot dimensions conform to the minimum standards of Zoning Ordinance.
Lots have full frontage on, and access to, a dedicated street.
Residential lots do not have direct access to arterial streets.
Direct access to arterial streets from commercial or industrial lots shall be permitted
only where it can be demonstrated that:
1) The direct access will not impede the flow of traffic on the arterial or otherwise
create an unsafe condition; 2) There is no reasonable alternative for access to the
arterial via a collector street; 3) There is sufficient sight distance along the arterial
from the proposed point of access; 4) The proposed access is located so as not to
interfere with the safe and efficient functioning of any intersection; and 5) The
developer or owner agrees to provide all improvements, such as turning lanes or
signals, necessitated for the safe and efficient uses of the proposes access.
Adequate provisions shall be made for soil preservation, drainage patterns, and debris
and waste disposal and collection.
Sidelines of lots shall be at, or near, right angles or radial to the street lines. All corner
lots shall have a minimum radius of twenty feet on the property line.
All property within the subdivision shall be included within a lot or area dedicated for
public use.
All corner lots zoned RP through R-3, inclusive, shall be a minimum of ten percent
larger in area than the average area of all similarly zoned lots in the plat or
subdivision under consideration.

Staff Review
X
X
X
X
NA

X
X
X
X
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All major streets in subdivision must conform to the major street plan of the City, as
set forth in Comprehensive Plan.
The alignment and width of previously platted streets shall be preserved unless
topographical conditions or existing buildings or structures required otherwise.
Residential lots adjoining arterial streets shall comply with: 1) Such lots shall have
reverse frontage on the arterial streets, 2) such lots shall be buffered from the arterial
street by any effective combination of the following: lot depth, earth berms,
vegetation, walls or fences, and structural soundproofing, 3) Minimum lot depth shall
be 150 ft except where the use of berms, vegetation, and structures can be
demonstrated to constitute an effective buffer, 4) Whenever practical, existing
roadside trees shall be saved and used in the arterial buffer, 5) Parking areas shall be
used as part of the arterial buffer for high density residential uses, 6) Annexation and
development agreement shall include provisions for installation and continued
maintenance of arterial buffers.
Planning Director to classify street on basis of zoning, traffic volume, function,
growth, vehicular & pedestrian safety, and population density.

X
X
X

Local: Cypress Creek
Wisper Rock Lane, Coral
Canyon Drive, Copper Rock
Lane
Collector: Sage Lakes Blvd
Pevero Drive
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2019 Preliminary Plat
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2005 Preliminary Plat
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Comprehensive Plan:
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Imagine IF Housing

“Despite the differences in age and character, there are similar challenges between the north and south sections.
Cost of housing is increasing City-wide and affects both older and newer neighborhoods. The north area shows
20% of households are cost-burdened compared to 33% of south area households. Area 4 data shows residents
ranked cost and availability as the two largest barriers to obtaining housing. In considering solutions, those
objectives that focus on increasing availability and affordability are key for both north and south, understanding
the tools to accomplish these goals may differ between the sections.

To increase housing availability, like the other areas of the City, Area 4 participants indicated accessory
dwelling units are a well-supported solution. Ninety percent of respondents selected “anywhere” when asked
where accessory dwellings would make sense. No respondents selected “accessory dwellings don’t make sense
in my neighborhood.” The only housing type which more than 50% of respondents said is not appropriate
anywhere is courtyard apartments. Other housing options are supported, but with careful guidance on location
and guidelines. As described by one Area 4 response in the City-wide survey, “No city can ever be affordable
when single family zoning is a supermajority of zoning. Duplexes and triplexes need to be options. Also,
setback requirements are (a) major reason no one walks.” Pg. 174 & 175
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Imagine IF Transportation and Connectivity
“Despite the differences in needs and attitudes, there are similarities when it comes to recommended solutions.
Eighty percent of respondents support improved bike and pedestrian networks and facilities. Specifically,
residents said paths separated from roadways, safer routes and more convenient routes were the top three
improvements that would encourage more walking and biking. More places to park and lock bikes were also
noted as a needed improvement.

Other themes from the area meeting and survey can add value to both the north and south areas, although they
tend to be more strongly supported by one section or the other. For example, lack of dependable and consistent
public transportation is identified as a need in Area 4 as it is in the rest of the City. Lower incomes and senior
populations, which are high in the southern section, especially rely on public transportation to provide safe
travel. In the north, residents indicated a strong need for a Riverwalk extension and widening of the county road
section.
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Walkable centers and neighborhood crossroads is a concept supported by most participants. Although the
southern section is located in the center of the City’s main and most identifiable walkable center, 88% of
respondents still did not feel there is an existing walkable center. This is likely due to high response rates from
the north section. Even so, the majority that participated from the area felt positively about the walkable center
concept. In fact, Area 4 was one of the most consistent at selecting the same sites for potential future walkable
centers.

Zoning Ordinance:

11-3-3: PURPOSES OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES.
(D) R2 Mixed Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone characterized by smaller lots and
dwellings, more compact and denser residential development; and higher volumes of vehicular and pedestrian
traffic than are characteristic of the RE, RP and R1 Zones. The principal uses permitted in the R2 Zone shall be
one (1), two (2), three (3), and four (4) dwelling units. This zone is also generally located near limited
commercial services that provide daily household needs
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Final Plat for Fairway Estates Division 30
May 3, 2022

Community
Development
Services

Applicant:
HLE, Inc.

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City Council
approval of the final plat.

Project Manager:
Brian J. Stevens

Staff Comments: This property was annexed June 13, 2019. The
original preliminary plat for this area was proposed in 2005 and the
revised 2019 and is being revised again concurrent with division 30.

Location: North of Pevero Dr,
east of N 5th E, south of E 65th
N, west of Eaglewood Dr
Size: Approx.10.5 acres
Total Lots: 34
Buildable Lots: 34
Common Lots: 0
Existing Zoning: R1 & R2
North: R1
South: R1
East: R2
West: R1
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant
North: Vacant
South: Residential
East: Vacant
West: Vacant
Comprehensive Plan
Transect: General Urban
Attachments:
1. Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinance Requirements
2. Comprehensive Plan
3. Maps and aerial photos
4. Plat
5. Reasoned Statement

This plat would currently have access onto Cypress Creek, Sage
Lakes Blvd. and Rock Hollow Ln. In the future Wisper rock lane,
Coral canyon Drive, copper rock lane, and Pevero Drive will also
provide access. Access points have been coordinated with public
works and will comply with the access management plan. The
bridge being constructed with Division 26 will provide access to the
Lewisville highway and staff would recommend that its completion
is a condition of lot improvements in this final plat.
This final plat on the east edge removes housing density otherwise
available via the 2019 preliminary plat and removes a land use step
up buffer from the R3A that is currently in place to the east. The
lots meet the minimum requirements of the R2 Zone.
This final plat falls in Area 4 of the 5 city areas considered in
ImagineIF. “Connectivity to the rest of the city is robust in the
southern part of Area 4, but the north section faces more suburban
challenges such as long distances from daily goods and services,
and narrow County roads connecting a growing population with the
rest of the City.” PG 168 of ImagineIF. This portion of area 4 is a
tier 4 when considering community health which is the healthiest
tier.
The new ImagineIF comprehensive plan identifies this
area as an area to a support the area for a future walkable center at
the intersection of 65N and Lewisville Hwy.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the final plat and finds
that it complies with the subdivision ordinance and the development
standards of the R2 zones. Staff recommends approval of the final
plat with the condition that bridge improvements connecting the to
Lewisville Highway be completed or bonded for prior to approval
of any final plats for this area and no Certificates of Occupancy be
approved until the bridge is complete and associated right-of-way
improvements have been accepted by the city.
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Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes with an “X” indicated compliance with the ordinance
REQUIREMENTS
Requirements listed in Section 10-1:
Building envelopes sufficient to construct a building.
Lot dimensions conform to the minimum standards of Zoning Ordinance.
Lots have full frontage on, and access to, a dedicated street.
Residential lots do not have direct access to arterial streets.
Direct access to arterial streets from commercial or industrial lots shall be permitted
only where it can be demonstrated that:
1) The direct access will not impede the flow of traffic on the arterial or otherwise
create an unsafe condition; 2) There is no reasonable alternative for access to the
arterial via a collector street; 3) There is sufficient sight distance along the arterial
from the proposed point of access; 4) The proposed access is located so as not to
interfere with the safe and efficient functioning of any intersection; and 5) The
developer or owner agrees to provide all improvements, such as turning lanes or
signals, necessitated for the safe and efficient uses of the proposes access.
Adequate provisions shall be made for soil preservation, drainage patterns, and debris
and waste disposal and collection.
Sidelines of lots shall be at, or near, right angles or radial to the street lines. All corner
lots shall have a minimum radius of twenty feet on the property line.
All property within the subdivision shall be included within a lot or area dedicated for
public use.
All corner lots zoned RP through R-3, inclusive, shall be a minimum of ten percent
larger in area than the average area of all similarly zoned lots in the plat or
subdivision under consideration.
All major streets in subdivision must conform to the major street plan of the City, as
set forth in Comprehensive Plan.
The alignment and width of previously platted streets shall be preserved unless
topographical conditions or existing buildings or structures required otherwise.
Residential lots adjoining arterial streets shall comply with: 1) Such lots shall have
reverse frontage on the arterial streets, 2) such lots shall be buffered from the arterial
street by any effective combination of the following: lot depth, earth berms,
vegetation, walls or fences, and structural soundproofing, 3) Minimum lot depth shall
be 150 ft except where the use of berms, vegetation, and structures can be
demonstrated to constitute an effective buffer, 4) Whenever practical, existing
roadside trees shall be saved and used in the arterial buffer, 5) Parking areas shall be
used as part of the arterial buffer for high density residential uses, 6) Annexation and
development agreement shall include provisions for installation and continued
maintenance of arterial buffers.
Planning Director to classify street on basis of zoning, traffic volume, function,
growth, vehicular & pedestrian safety, and population density.

Staff Review
X
X
X
X
NA

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Local: Rock Hallow
Lane,Cypress, Creek Wisper
Rock Lane, Coral Canyon
Drive, Copper Rock Lane
Collector: Sage Lakes Blvd
Pevero Drive
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Section 10-1-9A
(9) If the final plat conforms to the provisions of this Chapter and all other applicable State or Federal
laws, or local ordinances, the Council shall approve the final plat and authorize the Mayor and Clerk to
sign the original plat.

2019 Preliminary Plat

Page 3 of 10

2005 Preliminary Plat
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Comprehensive Plan:
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Imagine IF Housing

“Despite the differences in age and character, there are similar challenges between the north and south sections.
Cost of housing is increasing City-wide and affects both older and newer neighborhoods. The north area shows
20% of households are cost-burdened compared to 33% of south area households. Area 4 data shows residents
ranked cost and availability as the two largest barriers to obtaining housing. In considering solutions, those
objectives that focus on increasing availability and affordability are key for both north and south, understanding
the tools to accomplish these goals may differ between the sections.

To increase housing availability, like the other areas of the City, Area 4 participants indicated accessory
dwelling units are a well-supported solution. Ninety percent of respondents selected “anywhere” when asked
where accessory dwellings would make sense. No respondents selected “accessory dwellings don’t make sense
in my neighborhood.” The only housing type which more than 50% of respondents said is not appropriate
anywhere is courtyard apartments. Other housing options are supported, but with careful guidance on location
and guidelines. As described by one Area 4 response in the City-wide survey, “No city can ever be affordable
when single family zoning is a supermajority of zoning. Duplexes and triplexes need to be options. Also,
setback requirements are (a) major reason no one walks.” Pg. 174 & 175
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Imagine IF Transportation and Connectivity
“Despite the differences in needs and attitudes, there are similarities when it comes to recommended solutions.
Eighty percent of respondents support improved bike and pedestrian networks and facilities. Specifically,
residents said paths separated from roadways, safer routes and more convenient routes were the top three
improvements that would encourage more walking and biking. More places to park and lock bikes were also
noted as a needed improvement.

Other themes from the area meeting and survey can add value to both the north and south areas, although they
tend to be more strongly supported by one section or the other. For example, lack of dependable and consistent
public transportation is identified as a need in Area 4 as it is in the rest of the City. Lower incomes and senior
populations, which are high in the southern section, especially rely on public transportation to provide safe
travel. In the north, residents indicated a strong need for a Riverwalk extension and widening of the county road
section.
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Walkable centers and neighborhood crossroads is a concept supported by most participants. Although the
southern section is located in the center of the City’s main and most identifiable walkable center, 88% of
respondents still did not feel there is an existing walkable center. This is likely due to high response rates from
the north section. Even so, the majority that participated from the area felt positively about the walkable center
concept. In fact, Area 4 was one of the most consistent at selecting the same sites for potential future walkable
centers.

Zoning Ordinance:

11-3-3: PURPOSES OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES.
(D) R2 Mixed Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone characterized by smaller lots and
dwellings, more compact and denser residential development; and higher volumes of vehicular and pedestrian
traffic than are characteristic of the RE, RP and R1 Zones. The principal uses permitted in the R2 Zone shall be
one (1), two (2), three (3), and four (4) dwelling units. This zone is also generally located near limited
commercial services that provide daily household needs
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STAFF REPORT
FINAL PLAT
BOMBARDIER INDUSTRIAL PARK,
May 3, 2022
Applicant: HLE
Project Manager: Naysha
Foster
Location: north of W 65th S,
east of S Yellowstone Ave,
south of Pedersen St, west of
Bombardier Ave.
Size: 7.878 acres
Lots: Buildable: 3
Average Buildable Lot Size:
2.40 acres (104,760 sq. ft.)
Existing Zoning:
Site: I&M
North: I&M
South: I&M and LM
East: LM
West: I&M
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant
North: Commercial
South: Commercial
East: Vacant
West: Vacant

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the final plat
for Bombardier Industrial Park, to the Mayor and City
Council.
History: This property was annexed in October 1997 with
an initial zoning of I&M-1. In April of 2018 the property
was rezoned as part of the City wide initiated zone change
from I&M-1 to I&M.
Staff Comments: This final plat consists of 7.878 acres.
There are three buildable lots. Bombardier will continue as
a dedicated street and will terminate in a cul-de-sac. Both
water and sewer run in Bombardier as extended. Water is
also located in Yellowstone and sewer runs along the
southern property line. Power is also easily accessible.
The I&M Zone does not have lot coverage requirements or
landscaping except for a 15 ft landscape strip contiguous to
Bombardier. There are no density or height restrictions.
There is a front setback of 30 ft, side and rear setbacks are
only required if the subdivision is contiguous to residential
uses or zones, this is not.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the final plat
and finds that it complies with the Subdivision and
Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance. Staff recommends
approval of the plat.

Future Land Use Map:
Industrial
Attachments:
1. Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinance Requirements
2. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
3. Maps and aerial photos
4. Final Plat
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Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes with an “X” indicated compliance with the ordinance
REQUIREMENTS
Requirements listed in Section 10-1:
Building envelopes sufficient to construct a building.
Lot dimensions conform to the minimum standards of Zoning Ordinance.
Lots have full frontage on, and access to, a dedicated street.
Residential lots do not have direct access to arterial streets.
Direct access to arterial streets from commercial or industrial lots shall be permitted only
where it can be demonstrated that:
1) The direct access will not impede the flow of traffic on the arterial or otherwise create
an unsafe condition; 2) There is no reasonable alternative for access to the arterial via a
collector street; 3) There is sufficient sight distance along the arterial from the proposed
point of access; 4) The proposed access is located so as not to interfere with the safe and
efficient functioning of any intersection; and 5) The developer or owner agrees to provide
all improvements, such as turning lanes or signals, necessitated for the safe and efficient
uses of the proposes access.
Adequate provisions shall be made for soil preservation, drainage patterns, and debris
and waste disposal and collection.
Sidelines of lots shall be at, or near, right angles or radial to the street lines. All corner
lots shall have a minimum radius of twenty feet on the property line.
All property within the subdivision shall be included within a lot or area dedicated for
public use.
All corner lots zoned RP through R-3, inclusive, shall be a minimum of ten percent larger
in area than the average area of all similarly zoned lots in the plat or subdivision under
consideration.
All major streets in subdivision must conform to the major street plan of the City, as set
forth in Comprehensive Plan.
The alignment and width of previously platted streets shall be preserved unless
topographical conditions or existing buildings or structures required otherwise.

Staff Review
X
X
X
N/A
N/A

X
X
X
N/A

N/A
X

Residential lots adjoining arterial streets shall comply with: 1) Such lots shall have
reverse frontage on the arterial streets, 2) such lots shall be buffered from the arterial
street by any effective combination of the following: lot depth, earth berms, vegetation,
walls or fences, and structural soundproofing, 3) Minimum lot depth shall be 150 ft
except where the use of berms, vegetation, and structures can be demonstrated to
constitute an effective buffer, 4) Whenever practical, existing roadside trees shall be
saved and used in the arterial buffer, 5) Parking areas shall be used as part of the arterial
buffer for high density residential uses, 6) Annexation and development agreement shall
include provisions for installation and continued maintenance of arterial buffers.

N/A

Planning Director to classify street on basis of zoning, traffic volume, function, growth,
vehicular & pedestrian safety, and population density.

Local Street:
Bombardier
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Section 10-1-9A
(9) If the final plat conforms to the provisions of this Chapter and all other applicable State or Federal
laws, or local ordinances, the Council shall approve the final plat and authorize the Mayor and Clerk to
sign the original plat.
Zoning Ordinance:
11-3-7: PURPOSE OF INDUSTRIAL ZONES
(B) I&M Industrial and Manufacturing Zone. This zone provides an industrial zone in which the primary
use of the land is a manufacturing, fabricating, processing, and warehousing. Land zoned I&M should be
relatively flat, open land, conveniently located close to transportation, public utilities and other facilities
necessary for large employment centers and successful manufacturing operations.
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Comprehensive Plan:
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JOB NO:

April 20, 2022

REVISIONS

DATE

CITY OF IDAHO FALLS
15.00' P.U.E.

S0°04'27"W
461.33'

401.34'

CITY OF IDAHO FALLS

SURVEYORS NARRATIVE
THE PURPOSE OF THIS SURVEY IS TO CREATE A
SUBDIVISION PLAT WITH 1 BLOCK AND 3 LOTS
FROM DEED INSTRUMENT NUMBER 766355. THE
BOUNDARY WAS ESTABLISHED USING FOUND
MONUMENTS ALONG THE BOUNDARY AND
CALCULATED POSITIONS FROM RECORD OF
SURVEY 1704315 AND 1417726 AS WELL AS FOUND
MONUMENTS FROM SURROUNDING PLATS,
GROWTH CENTER ADDITION DIVISION NO. 3 AND
GROWTH CENTER ADDITION DIVISION NO. 4.

N0°04'27"E 480.23'

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
I, CLINT M. JOLLEY, A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL LAND
SURVEYOR IN THE STATE OF IDAHO, DO HEREBY CERTIFY
THAT THE SURVEY OF THIS SUBDIVISION, DESIGNATED AS
BOMBARDIER INDUSTRIAL PARK, WAS MADE UNDER MY
DIRECTION, AND THAT SAID SUBDIVISION IS TRULY AND
CORRECTLY SURVEYED AND STAKED AS PROVIDED BY LAW
AND IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE ACCOMPANYING PLAT AS
DESCRIBED HEREON.
P.L.S. 15571________________________________________

SUBDIVISION PLAT
BOMBARDIER INDUSTRIAL PARK

Z:\Projects\00-2022 Projects\22-517 MLV Bombadeer\dwg\Survey\22-517 MLV.dwg

Z:\Projects\00-2022 Projects\22-517 MLV Bombadeer\dwg\Survey\22-517 MLV.dwg, 4/20/2022 10:22:33 AM, DWG To PDF.pc3

BEGINNING AT THE EAST 1/4 CORNER OF SAID SECTION 35, THENCE,
S00°00'43"E 21.51 FEET ALONG THE EAST SECTION LINE OF SAID
SECTION 35; THENCE S29°15'36"W 134.63 FEET; THENCE S29°16'43"W
374.49 FEET; THENCE N89°56'45"W 308.66 FEET; THENCE N00°04'27"E
480.23 FEET TO THE EASTERLY BOUNDARY LINE OF GROWTH CENTER
ADDITION DIVISION NO. 3, INSTRUMENT NUMBER 886953; THENCE
N29°14'06"E 411.50 FEET, ALONG SAID BOUNDARY, TO THE WESTERLY
MOST CORNER OF GROWTH CENTER ADDITION DIVISION NO. 4,
INSTRUMENT NUMBER 897475; THENCE ALONG SAID BOUNDARY THE
FOLLOWING TWO (2) COURSE; 1) THENCE S60°43'01"E 401.16 FEET; 2)
THENCE N00°08'38"E 415.04 FEET, TO THE SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE
OF PEDERSEN ST; THENCE S62°02'13"E 5.63 FEET, ALONG SAID
SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, TO THE EAST LINE OF SECTION 35;
THENCE S00°00'32"E 590.17 FEET ALONG SAID EAST LINE, TO THE
POINT OF BEGINNING.
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4'
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A.E

' 3
0.0
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BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION:
PART OF THE EAST 1/2 OF THE EAST 1/2 OF SECTION 35, TOWNSHIP 2
NORTH, RANGE 37 E.B.M., BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO DESCRIBED
AS:
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Found 5/8" Iron Rod as Noted
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PUBLIC ACCESS EASEMENT

FOUND 5/8" IRON ROD
WITH CAP STAMPED 12464
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Placed 1/2" X 24" Iron
rod with cap marked
P.L.S. 15571
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Placed 5/8" X 24" Iron
rod with cap marked
P.L.S. 15571
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Section Corner Control
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1
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SCALE: 1" =
@ 18" X 24" ONLY

GROWTH CENTER ADDITION
DIVISION NO. 4 INSTRUMENT
NUMBER 897475

BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

120
60
30

28

EASEMENT PURSUANT TO
BOOK 12 PAGE 377 DATED
AUGUST 7, 1952

SLICEMASTER LLC

0

LEGEND

SOUTHEAST CORNER SECTION 35
FOUND CITY OF IDAHO FALLS
BRASS CAP CP&F INSTRUMENT
NUMBER 1631320

SEC. 35, T. 2 N., R. 37 E.B.M.

FOUND 1/2" IRON ROD
WITH CAP STAMPED 4563
REPLACED WITH 5/8" IRON ROD
AND CAP STAMPED 15571

FOUND 1/2" IRON ROD
WITH CAP STAMPED 4563
REPLACED WITH 5/8" IRON ROD
AND CAP STAMPED 15571

FOUND 1/2" IRON ROD
AND CAP STAMPED 4023

1

S2

2

N0°00'43"W 2617.55'

36

35 36

FOUND 5/8" IRON ROD
WITH CAP STAMPED 12464

FOUND 5/8" IRON ROD
AND CAP STAMPED 12464

35

MELALEUCA INC

COPYRIGHT

EAST 1/4 SECTION 35
FOUND 2.5" ILLEGIBLE BRASS CAP
CP&F INSTRUMENT NUMBER
1685255

2021 HLE ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.

PART OF THE E 1/2 OF THE E 1/2 OF
SECTION 35, T. 2 N., R. 37 E.B.M.
BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

101 S. Park Avenue,
Idaho Falls
, ID 83402, (208)524-0212
800 W. Judicial Street, Blackfoot, ID 83221, (208) 785-2977

civil & structural engineering
materials testing & land surveying

BOMBARDIER INDUSTRIAL PARK

BASIS OF BEARINGS
CITY OF IDAHO FALLS COORDINATE SYSTEM
OF 2004. DERIVED FROM THE IDAHO STATE
PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM (EAST ZONE
1101) U.S. SURVEY FEET AND USING A
COMBINED SCALE FACTOR OF 1.000277265
FOR A GRID TO GROUND CONVERSION. ALL
BEARINGS ARE GRID NORTH ALONG THE
CENTRAL MERIDIAN.
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CITY'S ACCEPTANCE

TREASURER'S CERTIFICATE
I, THE UNDERSIGNED COUNTY TREASURER IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF
BONNEVILLE, STATE OF IDAHO, PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF I.C.
§50-1308, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT ALL COUNTY PROPERTY TAXES DUE
FOR THE PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THE BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION SHOWN
HEREON ARE CURRENT.
DATE:__

_______

________________________________________
BONNEVILLE COUNTY TREASURER

IRRIGATION WATER RIGHTS RELEASE

OWNER DOES HEREBY GRANT AND CONVEY TO LOT 1, 2, AND 3 OF BLOCK 1, A PRIVATE
CROSS-ACCESS EASEMENT AS SHOWN AND DESCRIBED HEREON AND LABELED AS CAE 1, THE SAID
PRIVATE CROSS-ACCESS EASEMENT IS GRANTED BY THE MUTUAL CONSENT AND AGREEMENT
BETWEEN THE PARTIES, THE ADEQUACY AND RECEIPT OF WHICH IS HEREBY ACKNOWLEDGED,
THAT THE OWNER ALSO DOES HEREBY GRANT, BARGAIN, AND CONVEY TO THE OWNERS OF SAID
LOTS HEREAFTER REFERRED TO AS, BENEFITED CAE HOLDERS, THEIR LICENSEES, INVITEES,
AGENTS, SUCCESSORS, AND ASSIGNS, THE FULL AND FREE RIGHT FOR SAID BENEFITED CAE
HOLDERS AND SAID BENEFITED CAE HOLDERS' TENANTS, SERVANTS, INVITEES, LICENSEES, AND
VISITORS TO THE PRIVATE CROSS-ACCESS AGREEMENTS DESCRIBED HEREIN IN COMMON WITH
ALL PERSONS DESIGNATED TO HAVE A LIKE RIGHT AT ALL TIMES HEREAFTER, FOR INGRESS AND
EGRESS AND VEHICULAR ACCESS, AND A PERPETUAL EASEMENT FOR ROADWAY PURPOSES, ON
AND ACROSS THE PROPERTY, EXCEPT FOR PARKING, THAT OWNER ALSO DOES HEREBY GRANT
AND CONVEY TO THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS FOREVER A NON-EXCLUSIVE IRREVOCABLE EASEMENT
FOR RIGHT-OF-WAY FOR EMERGENCY VEHICLES AND EMERGENCY RESPONDERS, ACROSS THE
CROSS-ACCESS EASEMENTS CAE 1.
OWNER, OR THEIR HEIRS, SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS, AGREE THEY WILL CONSTRUCT NO
PERMANENT STRUCTURE WITHIN OR UPON ANY PUBLIC EASEMENT SHOWN HEREON, AND THE
CITY OF IDAHO FALLS AND ITS SUCCESSORS, ASSIGNS, PERMITTEES OR LICENSEES SHALL ALSO
HAVE THE RIGHT TO REMOVE, CUT OR TRIM ANY TREES, BRUSH, ORNAMENTAL SHRUBBERY OR
PLANT WHICH MAY INJURE OR INTERFERE WITH THE USE THEREOF FOR ITS INTENDED PURPOSES,
AND CITY OF IDAHO FALLS SHALL HAVE THE RIGHT, TO REMOVE ANY OBSTRUCTIONS ON SAID
CROSS-ACCESS EASEMENT WHICH MAY INJURE OR INTERFERE WITH THE CITY OF IDAHO FALL'S
USE THEREOF, SUCH RIGHT OF REMOVAL MAY BE EXERCISED WITHOUT PRIOR NOTICE TO OWNER
OR OWNER'S HEIRS, SUCCESSORS, OR ASSIGNS.

THE PROPERTY INCLUDED IN THIS PLAT HAS PETITIONED FOR AND BEEN
REMOVED FROM ALL FUTURE IRRIGATION WATER RIGHTS.

OWNER OR THEIR HEIRS, SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS FURTHER AGREE THAT THEY SHALL NOT PLANT
ANY TREES, BRUSH, ORNAMENTAL SHRUBBERY OR PLANTS WHICH MAY HINDER THE SAFE AND
EFFICIENT UTILIZATION OF SAID EASEMENTS.

DATE: ____________________

OWNER OR THEIR HEIRS, SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS, FURTHER AGREE THAT THEY SHALL
CONSTRUCT NO STRUCTURES OR MAINTAIN ANY OBSTRUCTIONS ON SAID CROSS-ACCESS
EASEMENTS, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO GATES, BARRIERS, OR VEHICLES OF ANY TYPE.

INSTRUMENT NO. __________________

OWNER OR THEIR HEIRS, SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS, FURTHER AGREE TO MAINTAIN THE SAID
CROSS-ACCESS EASEMENTS AND TO REMOVE SNOW PURSUANT TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
INTERNATIONAL FIRE CODE §503 AS IT IS AMENDED FROM TIME TO TIME, AND AS ADOPTED BY
THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO.

FLOOD PLAIN DESIGNATION

Z:\Projects\00-2022 Projects\22-517 MLV Bombadeer\dwg\Survey\22-517 MLV.dwg

Z:\Projects\00-2022 Projects\22-517 MLV Bombadeer\dwg\Survey\22-517 MLV.dwg, 4/20/2022 10:22:34 AM, DWG To PDF.pc3

ZONE C, PER COMMUNITY-PANEL NUMBER 160027 0230 C
WITH AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF NOVEMBER 4, 1981

DRINKING WATER SYSTEM CERTIFICATE
PURSUANT TO I.C. § 50-1334, THE OWNER DOES HEREBY, CERTIFY THAT ALL
LOTS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT ARE ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE WATER FROM THE
CITY OF IDAHO FALLS MUNICIPAL WATER SYSTEM, AND SAID CITY HAS
AGREED IN WRITING TO PROVIDE CULINARY WATER SERVICE TO SAID LOTS
PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 8, CHAPTER 4 OF THE IDAHO
FALLS CITY CODE AS AMENDED FROM TIME TO TIME.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, OWNER HAS HEREUNTO SET ITS SIGNATURE THIS
________DAY OF ____________, 20___.

OWNER OR THEIR HEIRS, SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS HEREBY RELEASES THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS
AND ITS SUCCESSORS, ASSIGNS, PERMITEES OR LICENSEES FROM ANY CLAIM FOR DAMAGES,
BASED UPON CONCEALED OR UNDISCLOSED PRIVATE IMPROVEMENTS CONSTRUCTED OR
PERMITTED TO BE CONSTRUCTED BY OWNER OR THEIR SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS WITHIN ANY
PUBLIC EASEMENTS, SUBSEQUENT TO RECORDING THIS SUBDIVISION, THAT MAY BE INCURRED AS
A RESULT OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS AND ITS SUCCESSORS, ASSIGNS, PERMITEES OR LICENSEES
ORDINARY USE OF THE PUBLIC EASEMENTS WITH DUE CARE.
OWNER OR THEIR HEIRS, SUCCESSORS OR ASSIGNS DO HEREBY WARRANT AND SHALL DEFEND
SUCH DEDICATION AND CONVEYANCES IN THE QUIET AND PEACEFUL POSSESSION OF THE PUBLIC
OR THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, OR EACH LOT OWNER AS THE CASE MAY BE, AGAINST SAID OWNER
AND THEIR HEIRS AND ASSIGNS, AND AGAINST EVERY PERSON WHOMSOEVER WHO LAWFULLY
HOLDS OR WHO LATER CLAIMS TO HAVE LAWFULLY HELD ANY RIGHTS IN SAID ESTATE AS OF THE
DATE HEREOF.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, OWNER HAS HEREUNTO SUBSCRIBED THEIR SEAL AND SIGNATURE THIS
________DAY OF ____________, 202____.

MLV BOMBARDIER ID LLC., AN IDAHO LIMITED LIABILITY COMPANY

________________________________________
COLBY COOMBS - C.E.O.

MLV BOMBARDIER ID LLC, AN IDAHO LIMITED LIABILITY CORPORATION

________________________________________________________
COLBY COOMBS - C.E.O.

____________________________________
CITY CLERK

___________________________________________
CITY ENGINEER
KENT J. FUGAL, PE 9247

___________________________________
CITY SURVEYOR
KENNETH BALDWIN ROBERTS, PLS 9755

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF _________________

)
:SS.

COUNTY OF _______________

)

ON THIS_______ DAY OF____________, 20___, BEFORE ME, A NOTARY PUBLIC IN
AND FOR SAID STATE, PERSONALLY APPEARED COLBY COOMBS, KNOWN OR
IDENTIFIED TO ME TO BE THE PRESIDENT OF CAMBRIDGE DEVELOPMENT INC.
AND THE OFFICER WHO SUBSCRIBED SAID CORPORATION'S NAME TO THE
FOREGOING OWNER'S DEDICATION AND THE DRINKING WATER SYSTEM
CERTIFICATE AND ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THAT HE IS AUTHORIZED TO EXECUTE
THE SAME FOR AND ON BEHALF OF SAID CORPORATION.

COPYRIGHT

BE IT FURTHER KNOWN, THAT OWNER DOES HEREBY DEDICATE GRANT AND CONVEY TO THE
PUBLIC, ALL STREETS AND RIGHT-OF-WAYS SHOWN HEREON, THAT OWNER ALSO DOES HEREBY
GRANT AND CONVEY TO THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS ALL PUBLIC EASEMENTS FOREVER AS
IRREVOCABLE PERMANENT NON-EXCLUSIVE PUBLIC EASEMENTS AS SHOWN AND DESCRIBED
HEREON.

___________________________________________
MAYOR

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I HAVE HEREUNTO SET MY HAND AND AFFIXED MY
OFFICIAL SEAL THE DAY AND THE YEAR IN THIS CERTIFICATE FIRST ABOVE
WRITTEN.
__________________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC FOR THE STATE OF _________________
RESIDING AT: ______________________________
COMMISSION EXPIRATION DATE: ________________

COUNTY SURVEYOR'S VERIFICATION

DRAWN BY DESIGN BY

I CERTIFY THAT I AM A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR IN THE STATE
OF IDAHO AND THAT I HAVE EXAMINED THIS PLAT AND FIND THAT IT COMPLIES
WITH I.C. §50-1305.

JOB NO:

DATE:_________

JR

DATE:

CHECK BY

HLE

CGS

2022-517
April 20, 2022

REVISIONS

DATE

______________________________________________________
BONNEVILLE COUNTY SURVEYOR

HEALTH DEPARTMENT CERTIFICATE OF APPROVAL
SANITARY RESTRICTIONS AS REQUIRED BY I.C. § 50-1326 HAVE BEEN SATISFIED BASED ON
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (DEQ) APPROVAL OF THE DESIGN PLANS AND
SPECIFICATIONS AND THE CONDITIONS IMPOSED ON THE DEVELOPER FOR CONTINUED
SATISFACTION OF SANITARY RESTRICTIONS.
BUYER IS CAUTIONED THAT AT THE TIME OF THIS APPROVAL, NO DRINKING WATER OR
SEWER/SEPTIC FACILITIES WERE CONSTRUCTED. BUILDING CONSTRUCTION CAN BE ALLOWED
WITH APPROPRIATE BUILDING PERMITS IF DRINKING WATER OR SEWER FACILITIES HAVE SINCE
BEEN CONSTRUCTED OR IF THE DEVELOPER IS SIMULTANEOUSLY CONSTRUCTING THOSE
FACILITIES. IF THE DEVELOPER FAILS TO CONSTRUCT FACILITIES OR MEET THE OTHER CONDITIONS
OF DEQ, THEN SANITARY RESTRICTIONS MAY BE REIMPOSED, IN ACCORDANCE WITH I.C. § 50-1326,
BY THE ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE OF DISAPPROVAL, AND NO CONSTRUCTION OF ANY BUILDING
OR SHELTER REQUIRING DRINKING WATER OR SEWER/SEPTIC FACILITIES SHALL BE ALLOWED.
EASTERN IDAHO PUBLIC HEALTH DISTRICT
________________________________________

____________

ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SPECIALIST, REHS

DATE:

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
I, CLINT M. JOLLEY, A LICENSED PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR IN THE
STATE OF IDAHO, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE SURVEY OF THIS
SUBDIVISION, DESIGNATED AS BOMBARDIER INDUSTRIAL PARK, WAS MADE
UNDER MY DIRECTION, AND THAT SAID SUBDIVISION IS TRULY AND
CORRECTLY SURVEYED AND STAKED AS PROVIDED BY LAW AND IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE ACCOMPANYING PLAT AS DESCRIBED HEREON.

BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

________________________________________________DATE________________
BONNEVILLE COUNTY RECORDER

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: THAT THE UNDERSIGNED, MLV BOMBARDIER ID LLC., AN
IDAHO LIMITED LIABILITY CORPORATION IS THE LAWFUL OWNER OF THE TRACT OF LAND
INCLUDED WITHIN THE BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION SHOWN HEREON AND HAS CAUSED THE SAME
TO BE PLATTED AND DIVIDED INTO BLOCKS, LOTS, AND STREETS, WHICH PLAT SHALL HEREAFTER
BE KNOWN AS EAGLE ESTATES A SUBDIVISION OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, BONNEVILLE
COUNTY, IDAHO.

THE ACCOMPANYING PLAT WAS DULY ACCEPTED AND APPROVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF
IDAHO FALLS ADOPTED THIS ______DAY OF ___________________, 20_____.

hleinc.com

OWNER’S DEDICATION

SEC. 35, T. 2 N., R. 37 E.B.M.

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE FOREGOING PLAT FAIRWAY ESTATES, DIVISION NO. 26,
WAS FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE RECORDER OF BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO.

SUBDIVISION PLAT
BOMBARDIER INDUSTRIAL PARK

RECORDER'S CERTIFICATE

2021 HLE ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.

PART OF THE E 1/2 OF THE E 1/2 OF
SECTION 35, T. 2 N., R. 37 E.B.M.
BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

101 S. Park Avenue,
Idaho Falls
, ID 83402, (208)524-0212
800 W. Judicial Street, Blackfoot, ID 83221, (208) 785-2977

civil & structural engineering
materials testing & land surveying
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Planning and Zoning Commission Members
Kerry Beutler, Assistant Planning Director
April 26, 2022
Victory Ranch Extension Request
The Planning Commission recommend approval of the final plat for Victory Ranch at its February
16, 2021 meeting. Since that time the developer has been continually working with staff to work
through design issues. Since it has been over a year since the Planning Commission provided its
recommendation on this plat we are bringing it back to the Commission for a confirmation of
their recommendation before proceeding onto City Council. Nothing has changed with the plat
layout since February 2021 and staff would continue to recommend approval of the plat.
Please call with any questions.

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Final Plat
Victory Ranch
February 16, 2021
Applicant:

Eagle Rock Engineering
Project Manager:

Kerry Beutler
Location: Generally South of
HK gravel pit, North of E
49th S, East of S 15th E,
South of Sunnyside Rd, west
of S 25th E
Size: Approx. 13.624 acres
Lots: 1
Existing Zoning:
Site: R3A
North: County A-1
South: County A-1
East: R1
West: LC

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City
Council approval of the final plat for Victory Ranch.
History: This property was annexed in 2009. The property
was rezoned from R1 to R3A inAugust of 2020. A
preliminary plat for this area was approved in October of
2020.
Staff Comments: The plat includes approximately 13.624
acres. The property is intended to be platted as one large lot
to allow for multi-unit development. Access to the property
will come from 49th South, a minor arterial. Access to the
property will come from 49th South as well as a new local road
to be platted as part of Providence Point Division 2,
immediately to the east. All access points are consistent with
the Access Management Plan.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the Final Plat and
finds that it complies with the subdivision ordinance. Staff
recommends approval of the plat.

Existing Land Uses:
Site: Agricultural
North: HK Gravel Pit
South: Residential
East: Residential
West: Vacant
Future Land Use Map:
Higher Density
Attachments:
1. Subdivision Information
2. Maps and Aerial photos
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Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes: with an "X" indicated compliance with the ordinance

REQUIREMENTS
Building envelopes sufficient to construct a building.
Lot dimensions conform to the minimum standards of Zoning Ordinance.
Lots have full frontage on, and access to, a dedicated street.
Residential lots do not have direct access to arterial streets.
Direct access to arterial streets from commercial or industrial lots shall be
permitted only where it can be demonstrated that:
1) The direct access will not impede the flow of traffic on the a1terial or otherwise
create an unsafe condition; 2) There is no reasonable alternative for access to the
a1terial via a collector street; 3) There is sufficient sight distance along the arterial
from the proposed point of access; 4) The proposed access is located so as not to
interfere with the safe and efficient functioning of any intersection ; and 5) The
developer or owner agrees to provide al l improvements , such as turning lanes or
signals, necessitated for the safe and efficient uses of the proposes access.
Adequate provisions shall be made for soil preservation, drainage patterns, and
debris and waste disposal and collection.
Sidelines of lots shall be at, or near, right angles or radial to the street lines. All
corner lots shall have a minimum radius of twenty feet on the property line.
All property within the subdivision shall be included within a lot or area dedicated
for public use .
All corner lots zoned RP through R3, inclusive, shall be a minimum of ten percent
larger in area than the average area of all similarly zoned lots in the plat or
subdivision under consideration.
All major streets in subdivision must conform to the major street plan of the City,
as set forth in Comprehensive Plan.
The alignment and width of previously platted streets shall be preserved unless
topographical conditions or existing buildings or structures required otherwise.
Residential lots adjoining arterial streets shall comply with: 1) Such lots shall have
reverse frontage on the arterial streets, 2) such lots shall be buffered from the
a1terial street by any effective com bination of the following: lot depth, earth berms,
vegetation , walls or fences, and structural soundproofing, 3) Minimum lot depth
shall be 150ft except where the use of berms, vegetation , and structures can be
demonstrated to constitute an effective buffer, 4) Whenever practical , existing
roadside trees shall be saved and used in the a1terial buffer, 5) Parking areas shall
be used as part of the arterial buffer for high density residential uses, 6) Annexation
and development agreement shall include provisions for installation and continued
maintenance of arterial buffers.
Planning Di rector to classify street on basis of zoning, traffic volume, function,
growth, vehicular & pedestrian safety, and population density .

Staff Review

x
x

X
X
X

x
x
x
NA

NA
NA

NA

NA

Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Residential development should reflect the economic and social diversity of Idaho Falls. New
and existing developments should foster inclusiveness and connectivity through mixed housing types
and sizes and neighborhood connections through paths, parks, open spaces, and streets. (p.40)
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Residential lots adjacent to arterial streets shall have reverse frontage and deeper lots than
typical lots within the subdivision. Such lots shall have larger rear yard, or side yard setbacks, if
applicable. (p.41)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities are
least costly. Not only is a compact city convenient but the provision of public facilities is less
expensive. Growth does not always occur at the fringe of a community. Vacant lands or
underutilized parcels may redevelop to more intensive uses which use existing utilities. (p. 67)

Zoning:
11-3-3: PURPOSES OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES.
(G) R3A Residential Mixed Use Zone. To provide for a mix of uses in which the primary use of
the land is for residential purposes, but in which office buildings and certain other uses of a semicommercial nature may be located. Characteristic of this Zone is a greater amount of automobile
traffic, greater density, and a wider variety of dwelling types and uses than is characteristic of the
R3A Residential Zone. While office buildings and certain other uses of a semi-commercial
nature may be located in the Zone, the R3A Zone is essentially residential in character.
Therefore, all uses must be developed and maintained in harmony with residential uses. This
zone should be located along major streets such as arterials and collectors.
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VICTORY
RANCH
A SUBDIVISION OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO

PART OF THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 33, TOWNSHIP 2 NORTH, RANGE 38 EAST, BOISE MERIDIAN
E
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NORTH-SOUTH CENTER SECTION LINE

S
W

CENTER QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 33,
TOWNSHIP 2 NORTH, RANGE 38 EAST, B.M.
FOUND BRASS CAP
CP&F BY LS 9369, INSTRUMENT NO. 1661527

N

SOUTH QUARTER CORNER SECTION 33,
TOWNSHIP 2 NORTH, RANGE 38 EAST,
BOISE MERIDIAN
FOUND ALUMINUM CAP
CP&F BY LS 10944
INSTRUMENT NO. 1587270

80'

40''

S00°56'46"E 2643.06'
1321.55'

0

80'

SCALE: 1" = 80.0'

1470.58'

SIMPLICITY LANE

EASEMENT AS NOTED

S00° 56' 46"E 260.05'
190.03'
1

46
46

47

50
51
PROVIDENCE POINT
DIVISION NO. 2
BLOCK 1

49

48

S00° 56' 46"E 1017.97'

52

54

53

10.00'

55

S89° 49' 48"E
100.00'

S89°49'48"E
0.78'

S45° 23' 17"E
28.01'

587.66'

430.31'

1

587951 SF
13.497 AC

BLOCK 1

EXISTING 35' COUNTY IRRIGATION
AGREEMENT
PURSUANT TO INSTRUMENT
NO. 748790, DATED 5-9-88.

549.59'

N89° 49' 48"W 549.74'

L35

S89° 14' 56"E 435.12'

549.77'

EXISTING UTAH POWER & LIGHT COMPANY
POLE LINE EASEMENT
(NO WIDTH DEFINED)
PURSUANT TO
BOOK 5, PAGE 211, DATED 4-18-42

15' P.U.E.
25.00'

L=14.29', R=31.50'
CB=N14° 22' 48"W
C=14.17'
Δ=25°59'39"

N01° 09' 40"W 1302.15'

PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT

L25
L20
S01°09'40"E
40.01'

UNPLATTED

N01°09'40"W
10.00'

P.O.B.
622.77'

UNPLATTED

P.U.E.

15.00'

1.

AREA OF DEDICATED PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY = 0.126 ACRES.

2.

SEE SHEET 2 FOR COMPLETE EASEMENT LOCATIONS.

SOUTHWEST CORNER SECTION 33,
TOWNSHIP 2 NORTH, RANGE 38 EAST,
FOUND CITY OF IDAHO FALLS BRASS CAP
CP&F BY LS 9369,
INSTRUMENT NO. 1650018

E

AGLE ROCK
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IDAHO FALLS (208) 542-2665
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THE BEARING ALONG THIS LINE IS THE BASIS FOR ALL OTHER BEARINGS
LISTED ON THIS SURVEY. THIS BEARING RELATES DIRECTLY TO THE "CITY
OF IDAHO FALLS COORDINATE SYSTEM OF 2004". WHICH IS DERIVED
FROM THE IDAHO STATE PLANE COORDINATE SYSTEM (EAST ZONE 1101)
US SURVEY FEET AND USING A COMBINED SCALE FACTOR OF
1.000277265 FOR A GRID TO GROUND CONVERSION. (REFERENCE FRAME
NAD_83(2001), EPOCH 2010.0000). THE SYSTEM ORIENTATION IS BASED
ON GRID NORTH ALONG THE EAST ZONE CENTRAL MERIDIAN. NO
CONVERGENCE ANGLE HAS BEEN APPLIED.

PRO
F

UNPLATTED

PLACED 1/2" X 24" IRON ROD WITH
YELLOW PLASTIC CAP MARKED P.L.S. 9369
PLACED 5/8" x 30" IRON ROD WITH
YELLOW PLASTIC CAP MARKED P.L.S. 9369
FOUND 1/2" X 24" IRON ROD WITH
YELLOW PLASTIC CAP MARKED P.L.S. 9369
FOUND 5/8" x 30" IRON ROD WITH
YELLOW PLASTIC CAP MARKED P.L.S. 9369
P.L.S.S. CORNER AS NOTED

S89° 49' 48"E 28.25'

L19

1134.37'

EXISTING EASEMENT AS NOTED

EXISTING 40' PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY PURSUANT
TO INSTRUMENT NO. 748790, DATED 5-9-88.

10' DEDICATED PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY

JOINT ACCESS EASEMENT

JOINT ACCESS EASEMENT

49TH SOUTH

60.02'

UNPLATTED
26' CROSS ACCESS EASEMENT FOR
USE BY EMERGENCY VEHICLES
AND EMERGENCY RESPONDERS

UNPLATTED

ROADWAY CENTERLINE
SECTION LINE
LOT LINE
PLAT BOUNDARY

S89°49'48"E 2642.93 (M) (BASIS OF BEARING, SEE NOTE)
S89°49'47"E 2643.17' (R) CITY OF IDAHO FALLS 2004 CONTROL

S89° 14' 56"E 1590.59'
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February 16, 2021

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
City Annex Building

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Brent Dixon, Gene Hicks, Lindsey Romankiw,
Natalie Black, George Morrison, Joanne Denney, Margaret Wimborne, Arnold Cantu.
MEMBERS ABSENT:
ALSO PRESENT: Assistant Planning Directors Kerry Beutler; Naysha Foster, Brian Stevens;
and interested citizens.
CALL TO ORDER: Brent Dixon called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
CHANGES TO AGENDA: None.
MINUTES: Wimborne moved to table the Minutes and move the approval of the
February 2, 2021 minutes to the March meeting, Black seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.
Business:
5. PLAT 20-048: FINAL PLAT. Final Plat for Victory Ranch.
Applicant: Kurt Roland, Eagle Rock Engineering, 1331 Fremont Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Roland stated that they are proposing a final plat for this property and they don’t have a site plan
yet.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Dixon asked why the final plat is a different shape that the outlined area in all the aerials. Beutler
stated that that is an error on staff’s part. Beutler stated that the final plat includes a small area
immediately to the east. Dixon confirmed that that portion is zoned R1 and Beutler agreed.
Beutler indicated that the property is zoned R1 and the initial intent for use is for a club house for
the development which would be considered an accessory use and can be allowed within the R1
zone, if they intend to use it for another use they will have to rezone. Dixon asked if it is
common to do a plat that includes multiple zones for a single lot. Beutler stated that it is not
unusual.
Hicks has a problem with the single entry to the development. Hicks asked if there is plan for
future access to the west. Hicks agrees that it fits all the requirements but has a problem with the
safety of people that cannot get out if the road is blocked.
Dixon asked if Harmony Lane is the primary access, and then to the north 9 lots there appears to
be another drive that is a narrow 1 way, is that a pedestrian access or a secondary
vehicle/emergency access. Roland agreed that is an emergency access. Roland stated that going
up 49th South there will be another access so the entire subdivision will have 3 access points
going into the property. Harmony Lane, half an access directly onto the arterial (shared access
with LC), and an emergency access point.
Wimborne feels that the site plan review process is in place to make sure developments are
meeting standards.

Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Victory Ranch, Denney seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Black, yes;
Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes; Wimborne, yes. The
motion passed unanimously.

