April 6, 2021

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
City Annex Building

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Brent Dixon, Gene Hicks, Lindsey Romankiw,
Natalie Black, George Morrison (late tech-difficulties), Joanne Denney, Arnold Cantu.
MEMBERS ABSENT: Joanne Wimborne
ALSO PRESENT: Assistant Planning Directors Kerry Beutler, Naysha Foster, Caitlyn Long
and interested citizens.
CALL TO ORDER: Brent Dixon called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
CHANGES TO AGENDA:

None.

MINUTES: Hicks moved to approve the Minutes of the February 16, 2021 and March 2,
2021 minutes, Cantu seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Black, yes; Cantu,
yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Romankiw, yes. and it passed unanimously.
Business:
1. PLAT 21-009: FINAL PLAT. Final Plat for Sand Pointe Division No. 4.
No Applicant appeared.
Caitlyn Long presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Black moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
Sand Pointe Division 4, Denney seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Black,
yes; Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
2. PLAT 21-012: FINAL PLAT. Final Plat for Good Harbor Subdivision.
No Applicant appeared.
Naysha Foster presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Dixon asked if they are required to build the bridge over the canal as part of the development
agreement. Foster indicated that they are not required at this time because they have plenty of
access, but they thought it would be easier for doctors to get in and out through the future
Kingwood Addition. Dixon asked if there is a cross access agreement on the private drive of
Valencia. Foster indicated that she didn’t research beyond where Valencia will be dedicated to
the City. Beutler indicated that they do have shared access agreement. Dixon asked what kind
of a street section will be developed on the bulb. Beutler stated that it will be a typical cul-de-sac
and then there will be a commercial approach to get into the development.
Cantu moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
Good Harbor Subdivision, Romankiw seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote:
Black, yes; Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion passed
unanimously.
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Public Hearing(s):
3. RZON 21-006: REZONE. Comprehensive Plan Amendment for Lower Density
Residential and Estate to Higher Density Residential, Commercial, Employment Center for
the area around the intersection of W 65th N and N 5th E.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Blake Jolley, Connect Engineering, 1150 Hollipark Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Jolley is trying to follow procedure in modifying the Comprehensive Plan from its current
designation as there is change happening in Idaho Falls and this area, they are seeing some
different growth. Jolley is requesting an annexation and zone change in the next hearing item.
Jolley indicated that the property is zoned R2 in the County and they feel that the Comprehensive
Plan Amendment will allow it to keep the same zoning and abilities as the current County Zone
and bring it into the City to provide opportunities for the property to be developed in the same
manner that it could be in the County.
Dixon asked about the Comprehensive Plan change for the area that is larger than the specific
request. Dixon asked why they are requesting the Comprehensive Plan Change. Jolley deferred
to staff.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Dixon asked about the location for the new interchange and asked where it is relative to 65th
North. Beutler stated that the location for the new interchange that ITD is considering would run
somewhere south of Fairway Estates running to the west, across the river and connect with the
mix of employment center. Beutler stated that it will connect with the interchanges. Dixon
asked if there is a plan on the books to put another change further to the north once demand
grew. Beutler isn’t sure of that exact alignment. Dixon asked if 5th North is a Highway. Beutler
stated that it is a County section road that is classified as an arterial. Dixon asked if BMPO
identified for a north loop road similar to York on the South. Beutler stated that BMPO is in the
middle of a strategic arterial planning process and they will be starting that plan this year.
Currently the plan talks about a belt route system and the north belt loop goes along 33rd which is
south of this area. Beutler stated that they have learned that because of the airport and
restrictions the option for 33rd to act a s belt loop road is out, so it is going to have to go north,
and if there were going to be a strategic arterial road it would most likely be on the same
alignment that ITD is looking at with US 20.
Hicks asked if 15th North is Lewisville Hwy. Beutler confirmed that it is the Lewisville Hwy.
Hicks asked if this would lend more credence to a bridge to the Lewisville Highway from the
canal along the Highway into Fairway Estates. Beutler stated that the bridge over the canal to
Fairway Estates will occur as development in Fairway Estates happens. Beutler stated that the
change in the Plan for this area it wouldn’t have an impact on the bridge on Fairway Estates.
Black asked about the hatch pit area. Beutler stated that the City owns the area and once the
dump closes there is potential for that to become open space of some sort. Black asked if there
are any park designations in this area, other than the Golf Course. Beutler stated that they just
had the neighborhood meetings, and it is not part of this proposal. Dixon stated that once the
hatch pit is closed it will be reclaimed by the City similar to Freeman Park.
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Dixon asked why they are putting employment center in the middle surrounded by Commercial,
when usually these nodes are commercial in the middle surrounded by employment center and
higher density housing. Dixon stated that the southwest corner is already zoned commercial, and
this Comprehensive Plan Change is identifying it as employment center, rather than commercial.
Beutler stated that the comprehensive plan is general in nature and doesn’t follow parcel lines,
but they are trying to communicate that there should be a mix of employment and commercial at
the intersection and it will most likely happen on all four corners of that intersection, but how it
will develop is unsure, and this will just communicate the general intentions. Dixon feels it is
inverted from what it should be. Beutler stated that they could adjust that if the commission feels
it is appropriate.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Black feels this makes sense to add commercial and employment centers because there is so
much residential. Black isn’t sure if she agrees with Dixon’s idea of the inverted commercial vs.
employment center.
Morrison agrees with Dixon and feels this is confusing showing the overlays and if this is
considered to be an overlay, they need a different code to show that if the orange and red and
blue all apply on one section, and that isn’t apparent, and he agrees with Dixon that they need to
flip it. Dixon stated that the hatching is just to show the proposed area. Morrison asked if it is
supposed to be inclusive as it appears that the red eliminates the orange, and the blue eliminates
the red and it is confusing. Dixon stated they should be considered to be solid colors, and not
hatched so the blue is over the top of existing zoned red.
Romankiw stated that as a resident of Fairway Estates she feels this is great and it does comply
with the Comprehensive Plan with the plan to put commercial areas in nodes of these major
intersections and this is needed to have commercial in this area so that the residents can head
north nearer to their neighborhood instead of going south. Romankiw feels it will serve the
surrounding neighborhoods well.
Morrison moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment as presented, Romankiw seconded the motion. Dixon
called for roll call vote: Black, yes; Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes;
Romankiw, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
4. ANNX 21-002: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and Initial Zoning of
R2, Mixed Residential.
Dixon opened the Public Hearing.
Applicant: Blake Jolley, Connect Engineering, 1150 Hollipark Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Jolley indicated that this follows along with the reason that they requested the Comprehensive
Plan Amendment (previous hearing). Jolley stated that they are asking for the annexation and
initial zoning of 9.86 acres north of Fairway Estates. Jolley stated that this property is zoned R2
in the County and so moving forward that will allow the property owner the same rights that they
had in the County if it is zoned R2 in the City, which would fit the recently recommended for
approval Comprehensive Plan amendment.
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Naysha Foster presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Support/Opposition
JD Wilkinson, 135 E65th North, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Wilkinson is concerned that he has
verbal agreements that he would have no problem having a right of way across the property for
his irrigation. Wilkinson is concerned that the agreement continues to be facilitated.
Dixon asked if the current irrigation is coming across the property. Wilkinson indicated that it is
coming across on 2 different spots. Dixon stated that typically for established canals the law
indicates that they have to provide for maintenance of the canals unless they are abandoned.
Mike Kirkham, Esq., (City Attorney) agreed with Dixon’s interpretation. Kirkham wanted to
make sure that the public hearing is not a question/answer opportunity for the public to pose
questions to the Commission. Kirkham offered to answer questions for public outside in the hall.
Wilkinson asked where he could get his questions answered. Kirkham offered to visit with
Wilkinson and answer questions that he could for him.
Applicant: Blake Jolley, Connect Engineering, 1150 Hollipark Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Jolley stated that everything that is currently being serviced with irrigation water, etc., they will
follow the applicable rules and regulations that the State provides for working through that, and
they will work through that at the time they propose a development.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Morrison is confused and asked if the Commission is not here to get information and answer
people’s questions, then why is it called a hearing. He understood that they were to hear the
public out and find out what they have to say about the application. Morrison feels that they need
to get the information from the public and if there is a question that they can answer they should
answer the question.
Black moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation of
9.86 Acres in the SE ¼ of Section 30, Township 3 N, Range 38 E, with initial zoning of R2,
Hicks seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call: Black, yes; Cantu, yes; Denney, yes;
Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
5. RZON 21-005: REZONE. Rezone from TN, Traditional Neighborhood and PT, Planned
Transition Overlay Zone to HC, Highway Commercial.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Jeff Freiberg, 946 Oxbow Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Freiberg acknowledged that
the City Staff does not recommend approval of this zone change application, and Freiberg
acknowledges that the HC Zone does not fit the Comprehensive Plan and it would be a spot
zoning. Frieberg stated that a precedent has been set. On September 8, 1977 Idaho Falls City
Council voted to approve the variance to construct the storage building that exists to the
immediate west of this property. Reece Naïve is the owner of this property came before City
Council 44 years ago and asked for and received variance needed to build the existing storage
unit. Freiberg is asking for HC Zoning as this is zone that would have this type of facility.
Freiberg stated that this is a unique property in Idaho Falls as it has no frontage onto a City
street, which makes it difficult for anything to be built and definitely not a residential unit.
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Frieberg feels that without the zone change the property will always be a weed patch. Frieberg
indicated that Reece Naïve is not able to attend tonight because of illness.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Black stated that this is an odd shape and no access, so is an indoor storage facility the only thing
that staff can imagine on this property. Black asked what the City expects an owner to put on
this. Beutler stated that it could potentially have residential, but any use developed on the
property is going to be challenging. Beutler stated that residential might be difficult next to the
canal and no frontage except an alley. Beutler stated that HC zone some of the uses allowed
would not be good for the area, and they need to look at all uses allowed in the HC Zone even
though the applicant has made his intentions known.
Dixon asked what the possible uses for a PUD as it is a conditional use in PT. Beutler stated that
PUD today would be residential. Dixon asked if that is a requirement or traditional application
of the use. Beutler stated that the challenges with the PUD are there are additional requirements
of having 25% common space, amenities and the oddly shaped small piece of ground would be
difficult. Dixon asked if its not a residential use who would get the amenities. Beutler stated that
they don’t do commercial. Dixon indicated that it would be a conditional use. Beutler stated that
it would still have to be a use allowed in the zone as they cannot create a use variance like City
Council did in the 70’s and they would still have to develop something that is allowed in TN.
Support/Opposition:
Chris Lempke, 1620 S. Emerson, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Lempke’s home is at the mouth of the
alley on Emerson. Lempke has been there since May 1, 1975. Lempke stated that he signed the
petition for Reece Naïve in 1977 for him to build the first facility (LBN Storage Facility).
Lempke stated that now 44 years later he feels he has shot himself in the foot and asked the
Commission to not rezone this to commercial property as there is way too much traffic and too
little access. Lempke stated that the 16’ alley is to narrow and has a lot of panels, telephone
poles, electrical, etc. and that sucks the alley down to 13’6”. Lempke has a chain link fence that
runs down his property and he has put in a 4” post 4’ in the ground and 28 bags of post mix and
bolted to his retaining wall to keep people from running over his fence. Lempke stated that the
only other traffic in that alley besides the storage units is from guy that lives at the other end of
the alley and the garbage people. Lempke stated that he will put up with the weed patch to not
have a storage unit. Lempke stated that when they built the canal in the late 50’s that property
got cut, and it’s unfortunate. Lempke suggested building a residential garage, or something like
that.
Mark Radford, 825 W 66th South, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Radford stated that this property is a
sore eye in Idaho Falls. Radford suggested the Commission ask why they couldn’t take the alley
way out and build a structure over the canal and have access to 17th Street, because this is prime
real estate that could help the City. Radford agrees that the alley way concerns are legitimate, but
if you could get across the canal, it could make the property viable.
Jenna Swenson (letter sent and Read by Beutler): A resident of E 16th Street. Swenson stated
that the property can only be accessed by the alley and having extra traffic creates a safety risk.
Swenson stated that the canal provides a buffer for her neighborhood from 17th Street. Swenson
asked Commission to not rezone the area to maintain the integrity of the neighborhood.
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Applicant: Jeff Freiberg, 946 Oxbow, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Freiberg agreed with Beutler that
developing this property is a challenge, but they feel they can overcome those challenges.
Frieberg feels that storage unit facilities are good neighbors. Freiberg stated that storage units are
generally quiet. Freiberg stated that they would agree to conditions being placed on the HC
Zone that they have to develop something similar to what is there.
Black asked why they don’t use the allowed TN Commercial uses. Black asked why they need
HC. Frieberg stated that HC is the zone they need to build a storage unit. Dixon stated that page
11 of the staff notes shows the storage facility outdoor and there is only one zone that permits the
storage units. Black asked if they could do indoor storage. Beutler agreed that indoor storage
would be allowed in the existing PT zone. Black stated that there are options for commercial
businesses within the TN zone.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Morrison stated that HC is meant to be at entrances to the City and this is in the middle of the
city and he doesn’t agree with this designation for the property. Morrison stated that the storage
unit is an eye sore and only a block wall for many feet with no landscaping or anything else.
Morrison stated that they could do something else like condos here with alley only entrances.
Morrison is against the application.
Hicks agreed with Morrison and indicated that it doesn’t fit the definition of HC. Hicks would
like to do infill, but it needs to be something that is practical and useable.
Dixon asked what the zone before the City-Wide rezone and would that zone have allowed a use
like this. Beutler stated that the zoning prior to the TN was R1 and it would not allow storage
units, but the City Council in the 70’s did a use variance.
Black agreed with Hicks that they do want to work on infill and help the developers to get rid of
the vacant lots, but HC is too far of a stretch. Black feels that there are options in the TN that
can give them commercial options.
Morrison moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council denial of the Rezone from
TN & PT overlay to HC, Black seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Black,
yes; Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion
passed unanimously.
6. APP 21-001: Request for Reconsideration. Ivywood West Subdivision.
Dixon asked Council to give a background on this item. Kirkham stated that a party that has been
adversely affected by a decision have the right to have the decision reviewed. A request for
reconsideration was submitted by Mr. Radford. Kirkham stated that Radford sent a brief
detailing the basis for why he believes the Commission should reconsider its decision that it
made on March 2, 2021. Dixon asked if this is a request to reconsider or a request to City
Council. Kirkham indicated that it is a request for the planning and zoning commission to
reconsider its decision.
Applicant: Mark Radford, 825 W 66th South, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Radford stated that this
main reason for asking for a reconsideration is pursuant to Idaho Code 67-65352(A) which
clearly requires that a planning authority adequately identify the nature of compliance with the
express of approval standards. Radford stated that in evidence to the contrary the Commission
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failed to explain its findings on Ivywood Plat. Radford stated that there is a citing in the review
of the print off on section 1, line item 8 in the Standards Paperwork, that states “The Proposed
Development is consistent with the principles of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.” Radford feels
that is a blanket statement and he would like to know what are those principles and what has
been complied with. Radford wants to point out areas that the plat is not compliant. Radford
stated that Adequate Roads and Infrastructure. Radford stated that Commissioner Hicks had
stated that he wanted the roads approved and put in before the preliminary plat was approved.
Radford stated that the City Attorney had indicated that this is only a recommendation if the City
Council follows this recommendation. Radford stated that according to the Idaho Code statute
this Commission has to show how the plat is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, and
adequate roads and infrastructure are part of that compliance. Radford stated that they need to
think about the safety and well being of the communities. Radford stated that the road system
off of 49th South and Holmes and how many more people have to die or get in bad accidents
because of the road and infrastructure. Radford feels the City needs to consider these major
subdivisions and say what do we do to solve the problem. Radford stated that 49th and St. Clair
have a lot of wrecks due to inadequate infrastructure. Radford stated that they just recently put
blinking stop signs in that area. Radford stated that this subdivision will have 590 homes that
should house 4-5,000 people and that population is the size of Rigby. Radford stated that they
should require the developers to come in and put in the roads, so the community is safe. Radford
stated that the 7 units or less in the Comprehensive Plan wasn’t discussed. Radford stated that
the preliminary plan has 8 or more in certain segments. Radford stated that part of their motion
to reconsider is that the Comprehensive Plan doesn’t allow for higher density homes in this area,
and Radford wants to know why that wasn’t shown in the decision. Radford stated that the fiscal
impact model only shows fiscal revenue, however what is the cost to provide services such as
fire, police as it is an outskirted urban area of Idaho Falls. Radford wants to know what the
fiscal impact model shows in regard to cost. Radford didn’t see anything regarding the fiscal
impact study that is required by the Comprehensive Plan. Radford stated that there was talk of a
park somewhere and the Comprehensive Plan clearly shows that there must be adequate parks.
Radford stated that there were talks about pathways and not roads. Radford feels it is important
to have the pathways, but priority wise, roads are much more important and public safety is
much more important. Radford stated that the accidents happen on Holmes and 49th because they
didn’t properly plan infrastructure, and there are no requirements for the roads, and if there was,
they would have stop light and 4 lanes. Radford stated that this plat is suggesting that they allow
5000 people to move into this area and keep the same County roads that were designed for the
impact from 50 years ago. Radford stated that it is reasonable for him to bring these problems to
the attention of the Commission. Radford asked why they aren’t having impact fees for this area.
Radford stated that impact fees are in every other state around Idaho. Radford feels they need
impact fees as a City Ordinance to require some of this development. Radford stated that it is
common sense to have impact fees. Radford stated that impact fees could be ear marked and
some of the fees could be used to build schools and all of the kids in this neighborhood would be
able to have a place to go to school, but as it stands currently, they have no idea where they will
send kids to school because the schools are packed. Radford understands this Commission has
no say over education. Radford stated that with the proper structure of impact fees they could
address certain things. Radford stated that impact fees could pay for roads, sidewalks, etc.
Radford stated that one thing commonly brought to his attention is that the new houses pay for
the road infrastructure, but he has since learned that the property taxes don’t pay for the roads,
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but rather it’s the fuel taxes that pay for roads, and property goes to the City to maintain garbage,
sewer, water, fire, etc. Radford asked who will pay for the roads if the developer doesn’t.
Radford feels it is important to address these things today with the safety, road infrastructure,
accidents, etc. Radford stated that when they look at the arterial access that 65th South will
provide to the City over time, he feels it is important to address it today and the developer should
be required to build his part of the road before houses get built. Radford stated that this same
developer has developed in Ammon and Iona and it is a disaster with the round abouts, and the
same roads that existed 50 years ago. Radford stated that the City is on the trajectory that if they
don’t improve the infrastructure, the roads, and safety, they are on the same road that Ammon
and Iona are on when they did all their development. Radford liked that Commissioner Hicks
brought up road infrastructure and stated that the infrastructure should be required before this
preliminary plat is approved. Radford feels that this day in age they need more tools like turning
lanes, lights, wider roads. Radford doesn’t want any one to get hurt because they didn’t get the
correct infrastructure in place.
There was discussion about whether there would be a staff report and Beutler indicated he could
answer questions for the Commission.
Hicks stated that the City of Ammon in is in the process of annexing 1 square mile south of the
current Area of Impact is with a 10-year forecast of 25,000 additional people in that area. Hicks
stated that all that traffic has to go west, so that road is having a difficult time handling what it
has now, and if you add Ammon’s impact and this preliminary plat the roads are going to be
difficult. Hicks feels that they have waited too long to acquire the property for the road and now
it will cost a lot to do it. Hicks is concerned for the traffic and feels public safety to include
traffic should be part of what this commission considers. Hicks is currently the City’s
representative on the County Planning and Zoning.
Dixon is concerned about the consistency with the Comprehensive Plan versus consistency with
zoning. Dixon stated that this property was already zoned prior to this request on the preliminary
plat. Dixon asked if the zoning overrides the Comprehensive Plan as being more specific.
Kirkham stated that yes, when there is a conflict between the Comprehensive Plan and the
zoning or subdivision ordinance, the zoning or subdivision ordinance controls. Kirkham stated
that the Comprehensive Plan does not operate as a legally controlling zoning law, but rather
serves as a guide and advice to the government agency responsible for making zoning decisions.
Kirkham stated that you cannot deny a use that is specifically permitted by the zoning ordinance
on the grounds that such use would conflict with the Comprehensive Plan.
Dixon asked about the development to the east along S 5th W along with developing their own
internal roads, what is their responsibility for the main road (S 5th W). Beutler stated that the
developer is responsible to construct the road adjacent to their property to City standards,
including widening the road if necessary, construct curb, gutter, sidewalk, storm drain, etc.
Beutler stated that 5th West was widened and built to City standard and that happens either prior
to the issuance of building permits, or the City can take a bond to ensure that when the street
improvements are made there are funds for it. Dixon asked if there is the same expectation for S
15th W for this development. Beutler indicated that this development will have the same
expectations for any rights of way adjacent, including a portion of 65th, DaVinci Drive, 15th
West, the connections to 12th – 9th would also have to be completed to City standards. Dixon
clarified that the same road either north or south of the development, the developer has no
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responsibility to widen, so there would be a wide road, that would narrow back down. Beutler
stated that if they are connecting to the County right of way, they would need to look at that
through the traffic study and then also with conversations with the County director to determine
what the appropriate way to transition on those roads. Dixon asked about 65th S (York) and the
BMPO designation to have that develop as a major arterial and part of a regional belt loop that
would be developed as 6 lanes plus a turn lane. Beutler agreed and stated that it is identified as a
strategic arterial. Dixon asked if there is an idea of the timing of that project. Beutler stated that
as property is being accepted and platted, the City is maintaining the property for the build out.
Dixon stated that as far as construction and how many lines and improvements along 65th S, they
will look at the traffic study to determine what might be appropriate. Beutler stated that an
example is the subdivision to the west along S 5th W, their traffic study indicated that in the
future there would need to be a decel lane on 65th South in order to turn left onto 5th West.
Beutler stated that they would look at the timing and those items would be considered and then
put into the development agreement. Dixon asked at what point is the traffic study done. Beutler
stated that they have requested a traffic study from the developer, and they are working on it.
Black asked if there are impact fees with developments. Beutler stated that the City has an
arterial road and bridge fee which is not exactly an impact fee, but it is a fee that is accessed
from any development and the purpose of that fee is to look at development of arterial roads
because developments have impact beyond their local streets. Beutler stated that with current
City Code there is no provision for any other type of impact fee. Black asked if there is any
authority that this Commission has that they could require a developer to put in a road or the
extension. Black asked for clarification if road construction is within this Commissions pervue,
or do they only get to look at the traffic study to see what impact the development will have on
roads and traffic. Beutler stated that through the traffic study they can require certain
improvements if the traffic study indicates that they are warranted. Beutler stated that the
challenge is always the mix of City and County, and the City Planning Commission cannot
obligate the County Commission to spend money to widen the road in the County. Black
clarified that the Planning and Zoning Commission can make recommendations along with the
applicant’s request. Black asked again what the Planning Commission can request. Beutler
stated that the subdivision ordinance does allow the Commission to request additional study of
things if they believe it is necessary. Beutler stated that the Commission is provide an executive
summary of the traffic study so they can review it, but a City Engineer that has the technical
expertise to look at that would address it and determine whether or not it needed. Beutler stated
that the Commission does have the ability to address certain things with an additional study, etc.,
and potentially recommend to the Council specific conditions in the development agreement, but
it is only a recommendation.
Hicks asked if the commission has the authority to request that the traffic study be completed and
issued prior to the approval of this preliminary plat. Beutler stated that if the Commission felt
they needed it to make a determination on the preliminary plat, the Commission could require the
traffic study. Beutler added that it depends on the development and traffic studies happen at any
time during the process, but the subdivision ordinance does state that they should happen at the
time of the improvement drawings, which is during the final plat process. Hicks clarified that the
Commission does have the authority to requested that traffic study prior to the approval of this
request. Beutler agreed and stated that if it was something they felt they needed in order to make
a decision on the preliminary plat.
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Dixon stated that the State does acquire some funding through gasoline tax, there is a formula
that some of that funding is used for State Highways, some is given to Counties, some is given to
Cities and the amount that goes to Counties is at a higher rate than cities, which logically makes
sense because counties have roads that doesn’t have much population density so it costs more to
maintain given the tax base, but the real expectation is that is mainly for the main arterials and
the City streets are maintained through the tax base of the City. Dixon asked if the developer
would develop the local street, and then the City would maintain over time through the taxes.
Beutler agreed and stated that the developer makes the initial improvement and construction of
the street, and the City then takes over long-term maintenance. Dixon clarified that the funding
for the maintenance is from the State gas tax, but primarily from City property tax. Kirkham
stated that the real answer is that the State funds are derived from the fuel tax and used for “State
type roads” and if you are talking about everyday maintenance on local streets a lot of that
funding comes from the general fund for street maintenance.
Dixon asked the City to describe the general thought process behind Parks and development.
Beutler stated that the Comprehensive Plan talks about a level of service and park improvements
to the City. Beutler stated that this subdivision has 2 very large storm ponds which can be dual
purpose for parks and open space provided they have amenities. Beutler stated that they do have
a future school site, and the City has looked at schools as a park like facility. Dixon referred to
Applicant’s item on page 6 where it shows neighborhood park service boundaries. Beutler
clarified that the red items are public schools, the blue items are storm ponds, and the
neighborhood park is the darker green and the purple is a larger community park like Tautphaus.
Dixon clarified that this preliminary plat is showing 2 storm ponds that would be developed as
storm pond open spaces and there is a potential for a public school because the school district
does own land there for the public school, but no neighborhood park. Beutler disagreed and
stated that the storm pond in this area is large enough that they could be considered a
neighborhood park. Dixon asked if there is a potential for a larger community park. Beutler is
not aware of any large parcels that the City has ownership of.
There was discussion whether they would open the hearing up to public testimony or limit it to
only the applicant. Kirkham stated that the applicant (request for reconsideration) is required
under the local land use planning act to have an opportunity to express their concerns and the
initial applicant gets an opportunity to talk, but beyond that discussion it is up to the commission
as to what they will allow. Dixon asked for a general survey among the Commission: Black is
mixed and is always in favor of more public comment, but they did just have a public hearing on
this item, so she is fine either way; Hicks asked if the testimony would be restricted to the
specific request of the applicant, Dixon indicated that yes they need to address the specific
request, but they have the option to take additional input from public, Hicks indicated that he is
in favor or restricting it to the specific request; Kirkham encouraged the Commission to limit
public testimony to the issues that were raised by the request for reconsideration, instead of
rehashing the entire previous hearing. Kirkham stated that he would encourage the chair to stop
comments if they get beyond the request for reconsideration. Morrison stated that if there are 7
people in the audience and they have come to speak they should be able to speak under the
conditions presented by Kirkham. Cantu, Denney, and Romankiw agreed to open the hearing to
the public.
Dixon agreed to open testimony to the public and urged them to focus on the items that were
brought up in this reconsideration.
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Support/Opposition:
Larry Colente, 6767 S 15th West, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Colente supports everything that was
brought up by Mark Radford.
Carl Martin, 1059 W 65th South, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Martin is retired ITD Project Manager.
Martin stated that Hicks brought up a good point about the 65th South that it is technically
unsafe, and Radford also talked about. Martin stated that the City and the County through the
BMPO and City request can ding federal funds to widen their portion of the road for safety.
Martin stated that the north end (S 5th West) has already been done in the construction phase of
that development and it is very nice. Martin stated that 15th West that will impact the lower end
(western end) they will have to modify that also. Martin stated that to take 65th South as a main
6 lane arterial, because of the City’s power lines and the development clear to the Golf Course
and back towards the highway with HK and Depatco, but if you dropped to the next road south
and re-aligned to exit 113 and make that the 6 lane it has no development through there, and you
won’t have to pay a lot of property, then you could shoot clear to the golf course and tie into the
rest of 65th South and continue towards Blackhawk. Martin stated that that direction wouldn’t
impact housing yet and so they can perform their duties on the Comprehensive Plan and that
would leave 65th South as a utility easement for the City of Idaho Falls, because they will soon
have to replace the bad poles and that can’t be done with a 6-lane road. Martin stated that when
they widened Sunnyside and the 17th project, by the time it got done widening, and put sound
walls, it defeated the purpose, and the City has grown way South. Martin stated that if you are
going to do an arterial like 65th North, you need to do it where it won’t impact anything and it
would force people to go out and down less than ½ mile and tie into the main arterial and shoot
to Ammon, interstate, Woodruff, Holmes. Martin’s property is next to the Pond, and if you do 6
lanes, his house won’t exist.
Dixon asked as part of the development to the east where S 5th West is being widened, is there
anything being done on 65th South. Martin stated that the widening part starts in the construction
area, and you have Park Road coming in and then it widened out to the housing development.
Dixon asked during his career when did he see these roads get widened. Martin stated that it is
in a catch 22 situation where you have developers straddling 65th. Martin stated that the area in
the City has a turn bay which is inadequate and you are driving over into someone’s lawn headed
east to give enough room for someone turning into the housing development, and they’ve had to
relocate irrigation and once you start widening 65th the only logical way is to go on the north side
of the poles and put 2-3 lanes on that side and 2 lanes on the south side, but you have to protect
your poles. Martin stated that the BMPO can go through and designate a racetrack or an arterial
around the City (Strategic Arterial). Martin stated that if the strategic arterial is going to cost you
more due to previous development, they can shift away from the development to cause future
development in given areas where the city and the County can control it but right now, they are
controlling just certain areas. Martin stated that the road would be best served for the City and
this development by shifting one road south for safety and use 65th with the power lines as the
utility easement arterial, which runs all the way around the City.
Bridger Barnes, 989 W 65th South, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Barnes stated that there is a turn lane at
the intersection of 65th and Maggie Drive that comes out by 9th, and there is a hill when driving
east bound down 65th that makes it impossible to see that turn lane, and there are no signs, and
when you crest the hill, everybody just drives right through the turn lane, because to swerve right
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you have to cut to somebody’s grass. Barnes stated that it was required to be put there for a
subdivision on Maggie, so a box was checked, and now everyone in that area has been put at risk
because that had to be done, and there wasn’t any thought put into how it would affect
everything around it. Barnes stated that they moved in less than 1 year ago and because of things
starting to pop up they are considering moving out of Idaho Falls.
Doug Tuttle, 6712 S 5th West, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Tuttle stated that a development of this
magnitude the Commissioners need to consider the traffic study before this is approved. Tuttle
stated that there is too much population that will sack this area in, and without due consideration
and prior planning, these improvements need to be done prior to the final approvement of this
plan. Tuttle stated that it was brought up by Mr. Radford and because of the magnitude of this
area it needs to be considered that some land is set aside for parks and recreation.
Kurt Rolland, Eagle Rock Engineering, 1331 Fremont Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Rolland
indicated that he is the engineer for the developer, and they are in the middle of a traffic study on
this project. Rolland stated that they did get permission from the Engineering Department and
they said they would not put the final plat on the Agenda until the traffic study was finished and
reviewed by the City so the developer can design what they need to including turn lanes, etc. for
this project. Rolland stated that they do have 2 areas where they will have parks, including a 2acre open space and a 3-acre open space that they intend to put playground equipment in the
areas.
Hicks asked if the traffic study will include the City and the County in its totality. Rolland stated
that they are doing a traffic study on another project and that is the same situation, and the
County and the City have to review the traffic study so it would include both entities.
Beutler indicated that the staff feels development complies with the Comprehensive Plan and
Subdivision Ordinance and would still recommend approval.
Applicant: Mark Radford, 825 W 66 S, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Radford clarified that he wasn’t
trying to imply the idea that the fuel tax pays for maintenance, but he did suggest that fuel tax
does not pay for building of new roads. Radford stated that if property taxes and other taxes
truly did pay for new roads, then why in the world hasn’t Ammon and Iona used the taxes to
build new roads, because taxes doesn’t pay for new roads. Radford stated that if the developers
were required through impact fees, or requirements through the County to build roads including
nice 4 lane arterial roads. Radford is asking the City to put the arterial roads done before the plat
is approved. Radford stated that it is important to not get a traffic study from just Eagle Rock
Engineering. Radford stated that they did a good job on 5th South, but look at the turn out lane,
you cannot see as you come up the hill. Radford stated that the traffic study that was done, that
this body required was not accurate as they are still having safety issues. Radford stated that the
developers are in such a hurry to make quick buck, they neglect the very safety, and they just
want to get this put together. Radford stated that the 3 acre and 2-acre parks that Rolland talked
about have not been shown, and major subdivisions need to be taken step by step. Radford
stated that this neighborhood has the opportunity to impact the community in an adverse way or
a good progressive way, but it is up to the Commission and City Council to try to figure it out.
Radford submitted that the Commission require a second traffic study done from a 30,000
viewpoint, 10–15-year viewpoint or even a short term view point, and Radford is prepared to do
that if need be.
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Dixon stated that Radford’s request for reconsideration needs to be the focus of the points being
made at this time.
Radford stated that there should be a second traffic study done, to prove that the decisions being
made by the developer and Council are accurate. Radford stated that safety is a big concern to
everyone in the area, and it is important for the City of Idaho Falls as it grows. Radford stated
that as the City grows it needs to be grown responsible and in a wise and prudent way. Radford
stated that this subdivision could get them on the correct trajectory to develop in a responsible
way and do it across the City. Radford wants the City to recognize the safety concerns that have
been addressed. Radford asked the Commission to (a) get a secondary traffic study; and (b) get
the roads built before the preliminary plat because without that, there is no assurance that these
roads will ever be built. Radford wants everyone to benefit from the new development through
proper prudent planning. Radford felt like the first meeting was rushed and that is why he
appealed the decision. Radford asked the Commission to reconsider their decision and put things
into play like he has discussed.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Dixon indicated that the options are to reaffirm the decision; reverse the decision; or modify the
decision.
Kirkham wants the Commission to understand what they are considering tonight versus what
they might consider in a normal decision. Kirkham stated that the focus tonight is much more
narrow. Kirkham stated that today they have a request to reconsider their decision. Kirkham
stated that the applicant when they make the request for reconsideration has to specify the basis
on which the applicant believes the Commission should make the reconsideration, and that is
what the Commission’s focus should be on. Kirkham stated that they should look at what the
applicant has raised as the basis for what the prior decision was incorrect. Kirkham stated that
this is not another bite at the apple, but rather reviewing the specific concerns raised by the
applicant and determining whether that concern merits reconsidering the decision.
Dixon stated that as he looks at the application to reconsider that was submitted, there are two
main points, that the preliminary plat is not consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan and
the Commission failed to adequately explain in its reasoned statement how the preliminary plat
complies with the express approval standards, and it calls out specifically, call for higher density
residential housing; fails to include a fiscal impact analysis; and does not provide for sufficient
neighborhood parks.
Hicks stated that based on the criteria of the specific request, within that criteria, Hicks is going
to apply the safety considerations, including traffic, and his position is that he would request that
there be a total City/County traffic study completed prior to the initiation of this project, and this
Traffic study should be reviewed by whoever needs to see it, and presented to the applicable
parties, including this Commission, at which time further action could be initiated and taken.
Dixon stated that when they first visited this item Hicks voted yes, and now he is stating that his
opinion is that additional conditions should be placed on approval, or prior to approval. Hicks
stated that on the initial hearing he did question the ability of the road to handle the traffic, and
registered that as a thought, but this time he is carrying it further to say that without the traffic
study, he would be opposed to the project.
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Morrison understands that there are two things going on, with the applicant wanting the
Commission to reconsider their decision, and all of the comments have been from the public
have been against the whole thing all together. Dixon stated that the applicant is asking for that
as well and is not questioning the specific things in there about adjusting the R1 lots, or some of
the other things, but it is more general. Morrison stands with his decision last time. Morrison
stated that he lives in Shamrock Park and that is the way you should build a subdivision and this
subdivision is too crammed full of houses, with not enough parks and things, and the traffic
going in and out is terrible, and he is not in favor of the entire project.
Black stated that the Commission looked at the requirements, they looked at the questions that
were raised in the original hearing, and Black stands by that hearing. Black stated that the traffic
study is undergoing now, and she will wait to hear from the experts on that traffic study, as she is
not an expert on roads and right of ways, and turns, etc. Black will leave that information to the
experts. Black stated that the City attorney addressed dealing with the Comprehensive Plan
versus the zoning. Black stands by her initial approval of the preliminary plat.
Cantu stated that he wasn’t present at the original meeting and he isn’t sure he can even vote,
based on missing that meeting.
Denney is satisfied that there is going to be a traffic study done or is in progress. Denney stated
that one traffic study is enough. Denney stated that she feels that the subdivision meets the
standards and requirements and that it was clearly explained about the Comprehensive Plan
versus the zoning. Denne is still in favor of the original decision.
Romankiw agrees with Black and Denney and stands by what was done at the original meeting.
Romankiw feels that that this preliminary plat complies with the subdivision ordinance.
Romankiw does understand the neighbors concerns and this Commissions review is limited.
Dixon reminded the Commissioners that the current pathway based on what has been approved is
that before the final plat the expectation is to have the traffic study completed and then the final
plat would be a business item, and not a public hearing, that would be a recommendation to the
Mayor and City Council, and they would make the approval.
Hicks moved that the Commission would rescind the prior decision and revisit this item
after a traffic study has been completed to include the parties applicable and a
recommendation that the City include the County if possible and make a decision at that
time.
Morrison called point of order and stated that this Commission cannot require the County
to anything. Dixon agreed with Morrison’s assertion. Morrison doesn’t feel that including
the County can be in the requirements. Hicks amended his motion to recommend that the
City include the County.
Kirkham recommended that one of the things they will need is a reasoned statement of relevant
criteria and standards for why the commission is changing their decision, so it would be helpful
in the motion to point out the statutory basis for requiring the additional condition. Dixon
reiterated that that the motion should identify the specific statute or basis for the reason why the
Commission would be requiring the traffic study before revising the decision, as the decision
might not be approval. Hicks stated that if he knew the specific ordinances and City regulations
concerning that he would give them, but he doesn’t know. Kirkham added that this is a different
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sort of hearing than what the Commission would decide on a typical basis, as they are looking at
specific issues that were raised by the applicant who is seeking a reconsideration of your
decision, determining whether those issues that they address constitute a basis to reconsider your
decision and then implementing those in some way. Kirkham stated that if they don’t know the
statutory basis for that, the applicant might not have provided one, or there isn’t one. Kirkham
stated that regardless the Commission is bound to follow the law and apply the law. Kirkham
stated that if the Commission is going to create a condition before it will reconsider its decision,
then they need to point out the basis or the authority the Commission has to require that
condition. Kirkham offered the Commission time to review the law and they can put this off to
decide at a later time, but one of the things that the Commission will need to do, if it modifies its
decision tonight is to produce a relevant statement of criteria and standards for the basis of its
decision in writing. Dixon stated that there was a point of order raised, and once the point of
order is addressed, then they need to go back to whether there is a second for the motion or not.
Morrison agreed that this point of order was addressed.
Beutler re-read Hicks’s motion. Hicks moved to rescind the previous decision and revisit
following a completion of a traffic study, with a recommendation that the traffic study be
reviewed by the City and the County.
The motion died for lack of second.
Black moved that the Commission deny the request for reconsideration of the Ivywood
West Subdivision Preliminary Plat, Morrison seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll
call vote: Black, yes; Cantu, abstain; Denney, yes; Hicks, no; Morrison, yes; Romankiw,
yes. The motion passed 4-1.

Kirkham indicated that they could utilize the previous Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria
and Standards that is in their packet. Kirkham suggested focusing on the applicants written brief
it focused on the incompatibility of the plat with the Comprehensive Plan, that it didn’t meet the
conditions proposed by the Comprehensive Plan, and the applicant and the public testimony
tonight had various issues of traffic and raised issue of no bond to ensure that the entire length of
65th West is improved from Ammon to this location.
Dixon suggested adding to the current Reasoned Statement the following Criteria and Standards:
1. The issue of density is something that was decided by the zoning, rather than the
Comprehensive Plan because the Zoning overrides the Comprehensive Plan.
2. That the item of traffic and road development was addressed by the development of 15th West
as something that would be required as part of the development agreement, and the development
of 65th South is outside of the Commissions control because it is controlled by the development
from a regional perspective by the BMPO, and they have designated that street for development,
and most of it is still in the County.
3. It has been pointed out by the developer that there are going to be 2 large water retention
ponds that can be developed as parks and this is a common thing that is practiced throughout the
City.
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Dixon confirmed that the motion would be what they want staff to prepare and at the next
meeting they would have to approve what Staff prepared. Kirkham agreed.
Black moved to instruct staff to prepare the Relevant Criteria and Standards as stated by
Chairman Dixon, Morrison seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Black, yes;
Cantu, yes; Dixon, yes; Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion passed
unanimously.
Miscellaneous:
Comprehensive Plan Update. Beutler introduced Caitlyn Long as a new planner in the office.
Beutler stated that they are in the last week of the open public survey and encouraged the
Commissioners to go to ImagineIF.city and take the survey. Beutler stated that the consultant
will be presenting those results and they can start analyzing them and creating policy statements
for the new Comprehensive Plan. Beutler stated that they have been meeting with focus groups,
including a developer group, utility providers, bike and pedestrian group, and next week they
will meet with agricultural representatives, real estate professionals, and business owners
regarding the Comprehensive Plan. Beutler stated that the surveys are going well, and they have
over 600 responses and have been able to achieve statistical validity in every single
neighborhood. Beutler reminded the Commissioners about the land use project that Brad
introduced last meeting. Black asked when the land use project is due. Beutler stated that the
May agenda should be light, so they are planning on doing work session items. Beutler
encouraged the Commissioners to have the project completed by May. Beutler stated that there
is a second meeting in April.
Next meeting April 20, 2021.
Dixon adjourned the meeting at approximately 10:00 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder

Planning Commission Minutes

April 6, 2021

Page 16 of 16

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
ANNEXATION AND INITIAL ZONING OF LC, HC and I&M,
Including Airport Overlay Zones
Approx. 46 acres, Section 7, Township 2 North, Range 38 East
May 4, 2021

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Connect
Engineering

Requested Action: To recommend approval of annexation and initial
zoning of LC, HC and I&M to the Mayor and City Council.

Project Manager: Kerry
Beutler

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the annexation
and initial zoning of LC, HC and I&M as it is consistent with the
policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Location: Generally,
North of E Anderson St,
West of N Holmes, South
of E 29th N, East of N
Boulevard
Size: Approximately 46
acres
Zoning:
Existing: County I&M-1
North: I&M
South: HC and LM
East: HC and LM
West: I&M
Proposed Zoning: I&M
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Commercial
North: Commercial,
Vacant
South: Commercial,
Residential
East: Commercial,
Industrial,
Residential
West: Industrial, Vacant
Future Land Use Map:
Highway Related Industrial
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
2. Zoning Information
3. Maps & Aerial Photos

Staff Comments: The property is located west of N. Holmes Avenue,
north of Anderson Street. This area was part of a preliminary plat in
1973 that included commercial and industrial lots. Stub roads were
platted on the west end of the property to allow future connection from
the industrial park to Holmes Avenue. Nothing has ever been built on
the property since this initial plan, almost 50 years ago.
Annexation: This is a Category “A” annexation as it is requested by
the property owner. The property is a county enclave, being
surrounded by the city. Annexation of the property is consistent with
the policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan.
Initial Zoning: The proposed zoning is a mix of LC, HC and I&M.
The Comprehensive plan identifies this area as Highway Related
Industrial, with Commercial designation near the southern boundary
along E. Anderson. This area currently includes a mix of HC, LM and
I&M Zones. Existing land uses include residential, commercial and
industrial uses. The Comprehensive Plan discusses this area as
including a campus like setting for manufacturing, warehousing,
distribution, and research and development which would be more in
sync with the I&M Zone. The Plan identifies the need to protect areas
with good highway access for future industrial development. The need
for industrial lands can take longer to mature than other land uses.
Available land in these areas is often limited. Two large industrial
parks have been developed, recently, in the county to the east along
Yellowstone Hwy, filling the immediate need for industrial parcels.
The Comprehensive Plan also identifies the need to consider zoning for
different uses when long-term vacant properties make it apparent that
those uses might not be ideal for the location. The Plan states “We
may allow older commercial and industrial areas to be vacant or we
may work with the private sector to find new uses and direct growth to
these deteriorating parcels, many of which are on our entrance ways.”
The Plan also discusses creating nodes of higher density residential and
mixed uses near arterials.
Continued on next page
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It states “If a failing retail environment still includes or is near grocery stores, drug stores, small
restaurants, and recreational amenities, encouraging redevelopment to higher density housing with limited
retail may be an alternative which revitalizes the commercial strip.” This area of town has also
experienced a downturn in the retail market. Commercial space has been converted from active retail
uses to storage and other non retail uses. This area is in proximity to a grocery store and an influx of
retail uses or even residential would help to revitalize the area and provide a stable number or roof tops to
encourage new growth. In visiting with representatives from Fred Meyer and asking what was necessary
from them to remain successful in the area they indicated additional roof tops.
The Northgate Mile/ 1st Street Area Wide Plan also included a market analysis. The analysis determined
that area needed an additional 41.3 commercial acres to support future demand. It also indicated that this
would be challenging as much of the area is already built out. The plan indicated that there was adequate
vacant land for residential development, but identified a projected need for 197 new housing units in the
area. This area is just north of the focus area, but in the same market. The requested zoning of LC and
HC could work to meet some of these identified gaps.
The property is within the Controlled Development area of the Airport Overlay Zone. The LC, HC and
I&M are compatible with uses in the overlay.
Comprehensive Plan Policies:
As the popular retail area of Idaho Falls has moved from the central area to the north and now to the east
edge of the city, residents see empty stores and large vacant parking areas. They have asked for ideas and
approaches to revitalize these areas. Today, when we look at transition areas, we need to consider
commercial or industrial areas as well as residential areas. (p. 30)
Understand the demand for retail in the region. Idaho Falls is a regional market; however, even a
regional market has limits as the number and location of vacant facilities illustrate. When long-term
vacant buildings and properties make it apparent the space for retail and related commercial service
exceeds the demand, we need to seriously consider zoning for different uses. (p. 34)
Explore creative solutions for these vacant properties. When the demand for retail along an arterial
street has significantly diminished, the first creative idea, due to location on major arterial streets, is
distribution and warehousing or light industry. These may be the appropriate solution and provide a
workforce to support the remaining commercial facilities. However, before embracing these solutions, we
need to carefully consider if there are better locations for such uses in the City, locations which reflect
community goals and still capitalize on existing infrastructure investments such as highways, water,
sewer, and power. (p. 34)
Create a node of higher density housing and mixed uses to provide a ready market and to add
interest to our arterial streets. If a failing retail environment still includes or is near grocery stores, drug
stores, small restaurants, and recreational amenities, encouraging redevelopment to higher density
housing with limited retail may be an alternative which revitalizes the commercial strip. (p. 34)
Understand the demand for industrial uses in our community. There are many types of heavy
commercial or industrial uses in a community. Just as the retail market has demanded new
types of facilities in different locations, the industrial market has changed. In most communities, the
demand has moved to a campus like setting for manufacturing, warehousing and distribution, and
research and development. The North Boulevard – Technology Drive area was created to provide this
type of environment but the remaining land is limited. (p. 34)
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We may allow older commercial and industrial areas to be vacant or we may work with the private
sector to find new uses and direct growth to these deteriorating parcels, many of which are on our
entrance ways. We need to manage growth to minimize disruption, to create linkages, and to
improve the attractiveness of our community.
Encourage creative solutions to redevelop industrial lands, especially those lands used for gravel
extraction. The encouragement of mixed uses and higher densities on these parcels will help to offset the
higher development costs. (p.35)
Higher density housing should be located closer to service areas and those streets designed to move
traffic, such as arterial streets and collectors, with access only to the collector street. Apartments and
townhouses are located adjacent to arterial and collector streets for two reasons. Larger lots necessary for
higher density housing offer opportunities for building layout, setbacks, and buffering with berms and
fences to minimize the impact of street noise. (p. 43)
Form partnerships with private investors to redevelop vacant or deteriorating commercial areas
within Idaho Falls. To redevelop our failing commercial districts, we will need to embrace mixed
use, think higher densities, build at a human scale with pedestrian friendly environments, and create
public-private partnerships. (p.46)
Regional economic development efforts have targeted industries likely to be attracted to our
location. We want to be sure we have the available lands to accommodate these new employers. We
want to provide a variety of industrial lands and office parks -- lands that offer opportunities to the
more traditional aspects of our economy such as agri-business as well as lands offering an industrial
park or office park environment with attractive amenities to "high-tech" businesses, sports and
recreation equipment manufacturers, call centers, and other potential employers. (p. 50)
Lands served by railroad/airport facilities and near or adjacent to State highways shall be retained
for industrial development. To protect our economy, we need to protect those lands offering railroad
access or airport access adjacent to major arterial highways. (p. 52)
Encourage a number of locations in the City for industry and large employers. There should be a
number of modestly sized sites to offer employers a greater choice of locations and convenience to
employees. (p. 52)
Assure there are sufficiently large vacant areas within and adjacent to the City to accommodate
new industry. Modern one-story buildings with loading and storage facilities may require 50 to 100
acres. Working with Bonneville County and neighboring communities, we need to monitor our supply of
vacant industrially zoned land near railroads and major highways with available utilities to assure sites are
available to new employers. (p. 53)
Encourage heavier industries to locate in the northern areas of the community or separate such
uses from residential areas by open space or land use buffers. Heavy industrial processes which
generate off-site noise, glare, odor and smoke should be located in areas where compatibility with
neighbors is not an issue. (p. 53)
Highway related industrial
Manufacturing plants, warehousing-distribution, and limited offices which utilize trucking extensively
and need to be near major highways. (p. 63)
To reduce land use conflicts, existing land uses are recognized as starting points for future
development patterns (p. 66)
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With careful site planning, higher density housing and offices may be a buffer between commercial
and industrial land adjoining residential uses. (p. 66)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities are least
costly. (p. 67)
Develop nodes of clustered development. Nodes, rather than strips, provide a hub around which we
can center development at a human scale. Existing commercial centers are located at Anderson and
Yellowstone Highway. Some of these centers are neighborhood centers and some are community or
regional centers which also serve the immediate neighborhood. (p. 67)
Industrial areas are located adjacent to highways and railroad facilities. New uses in industrial areas
include manufacturing plants, wholesaling-office warehouses, research and development laboratories, and
some offices. Some of these areas also include construction yards, extraction industries, and salvage
yards. Certain industries will need railroad access, especially those in agribusiness, and others will need
quick access to the highways and I-15. (p. 70)
Northgate-1st Street Area Wide Planning Study:
Market Opportunities Summary. The Area Wide Plan process also included a market report to examine
near- and long-term market opportunities and constraints for the focus area (and the greater Idaho Falls
region). The following summarizes the key market opportunities for commercial and residential uses in
the focus area.
Commercial Market (related to the Focus Area)
• Since 2009, the City permitted six new construction projects and ~30 adaptive reuse projects.
• Population and employment forecasts suggest the focus area needs 41.3 acres to support future
demand – the focus area has the potential to absorb a portion of the City’s future growth.
• Redevelopment and adaptive reuse projects will be vital to meeting the future demand as most of
the focus area is built out with little vacant land to accommodate growth.
Residential Market (related to the Focus Area)
• Approximately 27% of the households in the focus area are cost burdened (these are households paying
30% or more of their monthly incomes towards housing); whereas, 23% of the households
in the City are cost burdened.
• The median gross rent in the focus area is $685-$695 per month compared to $748 per month in the City
as a whole. There is a need to create additional housing that is well-priced and financially obtainable to
current and future populations.
• There is a projected demand for 197 new housing units in the focus area – this considered future
population and existing housing units that may need to be replaced due to age and condition.
• The focus area needs a variety of housing units to accommodate household types and their associated
incomes. Given the demographics and considering the land availability in the focus area, future housing is
forecasted to be mostly apartments/multi-family. The projected future housing will be distributed as the
following types: Single-Family 10%; Duplex 15%; Apartment/Other Attached 75%
Market Forecast Summary. Based on the market study findings, the project team used population,
employment, and housing forecasts to model the demand for residential and commercial land in the focus
area. Those development forecasts were then compared to an analysis of vacant land that currently exists
within the focus area to determine whether there is adequate vacant land and properties to accommodate
projected demand. For purposes of this study, vacant land is defined as sites that do not have a
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tenant/occupant and/or do not have any habitable structures. In summary, the focus area will have a
shortage of vacant land to accommodate future demand within the next 20 year – thus, redevelopment and
adaptive reuse projects will be vital to accommodating future population in and around the focus area.

Zoning Ordinance:
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.
(D) HC Highway and General Commercial Zone. This zone provides a commercial zone for retail and
service uses serving the traveling public. Characteristics of the Zone are buildings set back from the
right-of-way line to promote safety on the highway and maintain maximum use of highway right-ofway
for travel purposes, and a wide variety of architectural forms and shapes. This Zone should be
located at specific locations along highways leading into the City.
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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Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

RE

RP

R1

R2

TN

RMH

R3

R3A

Religious Institution*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

P

P

Residential Care Facility
Retail

P*

C2

School

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Short Term Rental*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Transite Station

P

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18)

11-2-4: ALLOWED USES IN COMMERCIAL ZONES.
Table 11-2-2: Allowed Uses in Commercial Zones
P = permitted use. C1 = administrative conditional use. C2 = Planning Commission conditional use. C3 = City Council conditional
use. A blank denotes a use that is not allowed in that zone.
*Indicates uses that are subject to speciﬁc land use provisions set forth in the Standards for Allowed Land Uses Section of this
Chapter.

Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation
Accessory Use*

PB

CC

Commercial
LC

P

P

P

HC

PT

P

P

Accessory Use, Fuel Station*

P

P

P

Accessory Use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Bed and Breakfast*

P

P

P

Boarding /Rooming House

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Outdoor*
Animal Care Clinic*

P
P

Animal Care Facility*

P

Building Material, Garden and Farm
Supplies

P

P

Cemetery*

C2

C2

C2

Club*

P

P

P

Communication Facility
Day Care, all Types*

P

Drinking Establishment
Drive-through Establishment *

P

P

P

P

P

P

P
P*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, Accessory Unit *

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, Multi-Unit*

P

P

Dwelling, Single Unit Atached*

P

P

Dwelling, Single Unit Detached

P

Dwelling, Two Unit

P

Eating Establishment

P

P

P

P

P

Eating Establishment, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

Financial Institutions

P

P

P

P

P

Entertainment and Cultural Facilities

P

P

P

P

P
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Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

PB

CC

LC

HC

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Equipment Sales, Rental and Services
Food Processing, Small Scale

P

Food Store
Health Care and Social Services

PT

P

Higher Education Center
Home Occupation*

P

P

P

P

P

Hospital*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Industry, Craftsman

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

C2

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Industry, Light
Information Technology

P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Live-Work*

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Mortuary
Parking Facility

P

Pawn Shop

P

Personal Service

P

Professional Service

P

Planned Unit Development*

P
P

P

C3

C3

P
C3

Public Service Facility*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

P

Recreation Vehicle Park*

P

Religious Institution*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Retail

P

P

P

P

School

P

P

P

P

Short Term Rental*

P

P

Residential Care Facility

P

P

Fuel Station

P

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

C2

P

P

Storage Facility, Indoor

P

P

P

Storage Facility, Outdoor

P

Storage Yard*

P

Transit Station

P

Vehicle and Equipment Sales

P

P

P

P

Vehicle Body Shop
Vehicle Repair and Service

P
P

Vehicle Sales, Rental and Service

P

Vehicle Washing Facility

C2

P

P

C2

P

P

(Ord. 3210, 8-23-18) (Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3233, 12-20-18) (Ord 3277, 10-10-19)
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P

P

11-2-5: ALLOWED USES IN INDUSTRIAL AND SPECIAL PURPOSE ZONES.
Table 11-2-3: Allowed Uses in Industrial Zones
P = permitted use. C1 = administrative conditional use. C2 = Planning Commission conditional use. C3 = City Council conditional
use. A blank denotes a use that is not allowed in that zone.
*Indicates uses that are subject to speciﬁc land use provisions set forth in the Standards for Allowed Land Uses Section of this
Chapter.

Industrial
Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation
Accessory Use*

LM

I&M

P

P

Special Purpose
R&D
P
P

Accessory Use, Fuel Station*

P

P

P

Accessory Use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

Airport

P

Agriculture*

C2

P

C2

Agriculture Tourism

C2

P

C2

Amusement Center

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

Amusement Center, Outdoor*

P

P

Adult Business*
Animal Care Clinic*

C2

P
P

P

Animal Care Facility*

P

P

Artist Studio

P

P

Auction, Livestock

C2

Building Contractor Shop

P

P

Building Material, Garden and
Equipment

P

P

Cemetery*
Club*

C2
P

P

Communication Facility

P

P

Correctional Facility or Jail

C2

P

Day Care*

P

P

Drinking Establishment

P

P

Drive-through Establishment*

P

P

Dwelling, Accessory Unit*

P

P

Eating Establishment

P

P

Eating Establishment, Limited

P

P

Equipment Assembly and Sales

P

P

Financial Institution

P

P

Food Processing, Small Scale
Processing With or Without Sales

P

P

Food Products, Processing, With or
Without Retail Sales

P

Food Store

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

P

P
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P
P

P
P

Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

LM

I&M

Health Care and Social Services

R&D

P

P

Higher Education Facilities

P

Hospital*

C2

Industry, Craftsman

P

Industry, Heavy

P
C2

C2

P
P

Industry, Light

P

P

Information Technology

P

P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Medical Support Facilities

P

Parking Facility

P

P
C2
P

P

P

Park and Recreation Facility*

P

Pawn Shop

P

P

Personnel Service

P

P

Professional Service

P

P

P

Public Service Facility*

P

P

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

Railroad Freight Terminal and Station

P

Recreational Vehicle Park*

C2

Research and Development Business

P

P

P

Retail

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P

P

P

Storage Facility, Indoor
Storage Facility, Outdoor
Storage Yard*
Terminal Yard, Trucking and Bus
Transit Station
Vehicle and Equipment Sales
Vehicle Body Shop
Vehicle Sales
Vehicle Washing Facility
Warehouse
Warehouse, Wholesale With
Flammable Materials

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3233, 12-20-18)
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+/-14.00 Acres
HC

+/-21.00 Acres
LC

+/-8.00 Acres
I&M

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
ANNEXATION AND INITIAL ZONING OF R3A
Annex & Initial Zoning of R3A North of W 33rd N
May 4, 2021

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Connect
Engineering

Requested Action: To recommend approval of annexation and
initial zoning of R3A to the Mayor and City Council.

Project Manager: Caitlin
Long

Annexation: This is a Category “A” annexation as it is requested by
the property owner. The property is within the Area of Impact and
contiguous to city limit on the east property line. Annexation of the
property is consistent with the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

Location: Generally, north of
W 33rd N, east of the Snake
River, south of Independence
Dr, west of N 5th W.
Size: 39.543 acres
Existing Zoning: County A-1
North: R1
South: County A-1
East: County A-1
West: R&D
Proposed Zoning: R3A
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Ag
North: Ag/Residential
South: Ag/Research and
Development
East: Ag
West: Ag
Future Land Use Map:
Higher Education
Low Density
Higher Density
Employment Centers
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
2. Zoning Information
3. Maps and Aerial Photos

Initial Zoning: The proposed zoning is R3A, Residential Mixed
Use. The Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as Low Density,
Higher Density, Employment Centers and Higher Education in the
vicinity. This property is currently zoned A-1 in the County. This is
an agricultural zone that allows ag uses and single- family dwellings
on one acre lots.
Staff Comments: The property is located north of W 33rd N. It
consists of approximately 24.76 acres. The property will have
access to W 33rd N. 33rd N is classified as a minor arterial. R3A
Residential Mixed Use allows for a mix of uses but primary use of
the land is for residential, with certain semi-commercial and office
buildings also permitted as long as it contributes to the nature of the
residential use. Residential Mixed Use permits up to 35 units per net
acre.
This property is located in the Limited Development land use of the
Airport Overlay Zone, with a small section in the northwest corner
in the Limited Development Approach Surface land use. The
permitted uses in the Limited Development area are compatible
with the R3A Zone. The section of Limited Development Approach
Surface would not permit residential.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the
annexation and initial zoning of R3A as it is consistent with the
policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Residential development should reflect the economic and social diversity of Idaho Falls.
Higher density housing should be located closer to service areas and those streets designed to move
traffic, such as arterials and collectors, with access only to the collector streets. (p. 48)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extension of facilities are least
costly. (p. 67)
Develop nodes of Clustered Development. (p. 67)
Zoning Ordinance:
11-3-3: PURPOSE 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 semi-commercial 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 R3 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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11-2-3: ALLOWED USES IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES.
Table 11-2-1: Allowed Uses in Residential Zones
P = permitted use. C1 = administrative conditional use. C2 = Planning Commission conditional use. C3 = City Council conditional
use. A blank denotes a use that is not allowed in that zone.
*Indicates uses that are subject to specific land use provisions set forth in the Standards for Allowed Land Uses Section of this
Chapter.

Proposed Land Use Classification

Low Density
Residential
RE
RP
R1

Accessory use

P

Agriculture*

P

P

P

Medium Density
Residential
R2
TN
RMH
P

P

Animal Care Clinic

P*

Artist Studio

P*

P

High Density
Residential
R3
R3A
P

P
P

Bed and Breakfast*

P

Boarding /Rooming House
Day Care, Center*

C2

P

P

P

P

P

P

Day Care, Group*

C1

C1

P

P

C1

P

P

Day Care, Home

C1

C1

P

P

C1

P

P

Dwelling, accessory unit*

P

P

P

P

P

P*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, multi-unit*
Dwelling, single unit attached*
Dwelling, single unit detached

P
P

P

P

Dwelling, two unit
Eating establishment, limited

P

P

P

P

P*

P

Financial Institutions

P*

P

Food Processing, small scale

P*

Food Store

P*

Fuel Station

P*

Health Care and Social Services
Home Occupation*

P*
C1

C1

C1

C1

P
C1

C1

Information Technology

C1
P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning

P*

P

Live-Work*

C1

P

Manufactured Home*

P

P

P

P

P

Mobile Home Park*

P

P

C2

Mortuary
Park and Recreation Facility*

P
P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Parking Facility

P
P

Personal Service
Planned Unit Development*

P
C2

P*
C3

C3

C3

C3

P
C3

C3

Professional Service

C3
P

Public Service Facility*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

C2
P
P

Recreational Vehicle Park*

C2
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Proposed Land Use Classification

RE

RP

R1

R2

TN

RMH

R3

R3A

Religious Institution*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

P

P

Residential Care Facility
Retail

P*

C2

School*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Short Term Rental*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Transite Station

P

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3277, 10-10-19)
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
REZONE FROM R&D to R3A
18.5 ACRES SE 1/4 of SEC 1, T 2N R37 E
W 33RD N AND N 5TH W
May 4, 2021
Applicant: Connect
Engineering
Project Manager:
Caitlin Long
Location: Generally,
north of W 33rd N, east
of Snake River, south
of Independence Dr,
west of N 5th W
Size: 18.5 acres
Zoning:
North: R1
South: R&D
East: County A-1/R1
West: County A-1
Existing Zoning:
R&D
Proposed Zoning:
R3A

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the rezone from R&D,
Research and Development to R3A, Residential Mixed Use to the Mayor
and City Council.
History: This land was annexed in August 2006 and zoned M-1. The
property was zoned M-1 until the City-wide zone change in April of 2018
when it was zoned R&D.
Staff Comments: The Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as Higher
Education Center, Lower Density and adjacent to Higher Density. The R3A
Zone allows for primarily residential with certain semi-commercial or office
buildings also permitted. Residential Mixed Use permits up to 35 units per
net acre.The property will have access to W 33rd N and N 5th W. W 33rd N is
a minor arterial and N 5th W is a principal arterial. This property is located in
the Limited Development land use of the Airport Overlay Zone. The
permitted uses in the Limited Development area are compatible with the
R3A Zone.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the rezone to R3A
as it is consistent with the policies of the Comprehensive Plan.

Existing Land Uses:
Site: Ag
North: Residential
South: Ag
East: Ag
West: Ag
Future Land Use
Map: Higher
Education Center,
Lower Density, Higher
Density
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive
Plan Policies
2. Zoning
Information
3. Maps
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Residential development should reflect the economic and social diversity of Idaho Falls.
Higher density housing should be located closer to service areas and those streets designed to move
traffic, such as arterials and collectors, with access only to the collector streets. (p. 48)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extension of facilities are least
costly. (p. 67)
Develop nodes of Clustered Development. (p. 67)
Zoning Ordinance:
11-3-3: PURPOSE 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 R3 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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11-2-3: ALLOWED USES IN RESIDENTIAL ZONES.
Table 11-2-1: Allowed Uses in Residential Zones
P = permitted use. C1 = administrative conditional use. C2 = Planning Commission conditional use. C3 = City Council conditional
use. A blank denotes a use that is not allowed in that zone.
*Indicates uses that are subject to specific land use provisions set forth in the Standards for Allowed Land Uses Section of this
Chapter.

Proposed Land Use Classification

Low Density
Residential
RE
RP
R1

Accessory use

P

Agriculture*

P

P

P

Medium Density
Residential
R2
TN
RMH
P

P

Animal Care Clinic

P*

Artist Studio

P*

P

High Density
Residential
R3
R3A
P

P
P

Bed and Breakfast*

P

Boarding /Rooming House
Day Care, Center*

C2

P

P

P

P

P

P

Day Care, Group*

C1

C1

P

P

C1

P

P

Day Care, Home

C1

C1

P

P

C1

P

P

Dwelling, accessory unit*

P

P

P

P

P

P*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, multi-unit*
Dwelling, single unit attached*
Dwelling, single unit detached

P
P

P

P

Dwelling, two unit
Eating establishment, limited

P

P

P

P

P*

P

Financial Institutions

P*

P

Food Processing, small scale

P*

Food Store

P*

Fuel Station

P*

Health Care and Social Services
Home Occupation*

P*
C1

C1

C1

C1

P
C1

C1

Information Technology

C1
P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning

P*

P

Live-Work*

C1

P

Manufactured Home*

P

P

P

P

P

Mobile Home Park*

P

P

C2

Mortuary
Park and Recreation Facility*

P
P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Parking Facility

P
P

Personal Service
Planned Unit Development*

P
C2

P*
C3

C3

C3

C3

P
C3

C3

Professional Service

C3
P

Public Service Facility*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

C2
P
P

Recreational Vehicle Park*

C2
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Proposed Land Use Classification

RE

RP

R1

R2

TN

RMH

R3

R3A

Religious Institution*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

P

P

Residential Care Facility
Retail

P*

C2

School*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Short Term Rental*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Transite Station

P

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3277, 10-10-19)

TITLE 11 COMPREHENSIVE ZONING
10

