July 20, 2021

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
City Annex Building

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Brent Dixon, Arnold Cantu, Joanne Denney, Lindsey
Romankiw, Margaret Wimborne, Gene Hicks, George Morrison.
MEMBERS ABSENT: Natalie Black
ALSO PRESENT: Assistant Planning Directors Kerry Beutler, Naysha Foster, Caitlin Long,
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 approve the Minutes from July 6, 2021, Denney seconded
the motion and it passed unanimously.
Public Hearing (s):
1. CUP 21-006: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT. Conditional Use Permit for A.H. Bush
Elementary School for Led Message Board.
Wimborne recused herself due to her roll with the School Board.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: David Lee, YESCO, 1347 Jenna, Chubbuck, Idaho. Lee is representing A.H.
Bush Elementary who is seeking to install a new LED display on their building to help provide
needed and necessary information to students and parents. Lee stated that being able to
communicate with the public as soon as possible is important and the display will follow the sign
ordinance regulations and requirements. Lee stated that the sign will be placed on the wall next
to the school entrance. Lee stated that the sign is programed and updated by the school, and they
will have control of the messages displayed.
Hicks asked if CUPs were going to go to Board of Adjustments now. Dixon indicated that there
are different types of CUPs.
Long presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Dixon confirmed that there is no video allowed on the sign, Long agreed.
Support/Opposition:
Carl Robison, 865 Summerfield Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Robison asked if a cost analysis
benefit been calculated for this. Robison stated that he assumes that if it is going to cost more
than it is going to benefit then the cost will come back to him as a taxpayer.
Dixon told Robison to take that up with the School Board as it is not an item for Planning and
Zoning.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
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Hicks moved to approve the Conditional Use Permit for an LED Electronic Sign at A.H.
Bush Elementary, Cantu seconded the motion.
Dixon called for roll call vote: Black, yes; Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Romankiw, yes;
Wimborne, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
Romankiw moved to approve the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards,
Hicks seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks,
yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
2. PUD 21-004: PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT. Planned Unit Development for
Aspen Point.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Kurt Roland, Eagle Rock Engineering, 1331 Fremont Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Roland represents Concordia Development. Roland stated that they are proposing a Planned
Unit Development on 6.78 acres, with 138 units, 6 buildings of 2 story townhomes consisting of
42 units, and 96 condominium units on the property. Roland stated that they have 25.6%
landscaping on the property which meets the landscaping requirements. Roland stated that the
townhomes will have 2 car garages which will provide 78 garage spaces in the project. Roland
stated that everything else meets the City Codes and requirements
Wimborne stated that the proposed density is lower what would have been allowed in the zone,
and Wimborne asked why they asked for a PUD. Roland stated that there is a mixture with the
townhomes and condos, and they will be keeping some of them and selling some, so that is why
the PUD.
Dixon clarified that there are no public streets within the PUD and one access onto Sunnyside.
Roland agreed that there is one access to Sunnyside and another access that ties to the property to
the east that would have a shared access agreement. Dixon asked how many stories the condos
are. Roland indicated that they are 3 stories and twin homes are 2 stories. and there is no height
restriction in this zone.
Foster presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Wimborne asked if there are 4 – 3 story buildings on the condominiums, so there would be 22
units per building. Foster indicated that there are 24 units.
Morrison doesn’t think the sidewalk to the street is an amenity. Dixon confirmed that the
requirements is only 2 amenities, so they are still covered. Foster stated that Section 11-2-6 of
the Ordinance does allow that to be an amenity.
Hicks asked about the parking and stated that there are 76 garage spaces but 96 apartments.
Hicks asked if there is adequate 2 car parking for every unit in the development. Foster indicated
that they meet the minimum standard that is required. Hicks stated that parking is a problem all
over the City and he thought there was an understanding that there would be 2 car parking for
any and all buildings, whether townhomes, single homes, or condos. Foster reiterated how the
ordinance is written for parking with 1 stall for 1 bedroom and 2 stalls for 2 or more. Hicks
indicated that based on that he will vote no.
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Dixon asked how many total parking spots. Foster stated that there are 78 garage spaces, but she
didn’t list the number of other spaces. Foster deferred to applicant.
Brant Bonnett, 940 South 5th West, Rexburg, Idaho. Bonnett stated that each of the
townhomes has a 2-car garage parking space that is attached, with 42 townhomes currently
planned so 84 total parking spaces that are garaged. Bonnett stated that the rest of the
development meets the minimum standard for the Code. Bonnett pointed out that the condo
project has a blended type of produce so it is 2 and 3 bedrooms, and they would all need 2
parking spaces per unit, which has been met. Bonnett and Roland believe there are 274 parking
spots.
Foster reiterated that the applicant stated that there are 2 stalls per unit. Dixon again reiterated
that there are 2 parking spots for every unit and the applicant stated that it is 274 spots, and the
staff notes indicate 138 units, which would require 276 stalls, so they are 2 short, unless it is
counted wrong.
Dixon confirmed and Foster agreed that there is not parking behind the garages or driveways on
the units with garages.
Support/Opposition
Carl Robison, 865 Summerfield Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Robison recently moved to Idaho
Falls. Identifies as a Country bumpkin. Robison feels that 274 parking places and 40” of snow a
year there will be a snow removal problem. Robison feels that they need to consider traffic issues
with one exit onto Sunnyside. Robison stated that there is an abundance of rodents living in the
trees, and from a health perspective, has any consideration been given to rodent control. Robison
has lived in Portland, OR for 22 years and has seen how Portland has stacked people like cord
wood in apartments and high density dwelling and he has seen what it has done to streets and
people and the crime rate, and Robison hopes that they have considered the impact that this
development will have on crime with having that many people together in confined spaces.
Robison is satisfied that this does meet the dwelling requirement for density but suggested that
the Commission might reconsider that statute from a density perspective in a future date.
Robison asked them to consider garbage disposal and collection. Robison asked if they have
considered cost benefit, with how much is this development going to cost the City and what is
going to be the benefit and as a taxpayer, how much does he have to bear. Robison stated that
through his calculations he projects that the developer will make approximately 6 million dollars.
Robison hopes the City has taken that cost benefit into consideration and they won’t put the cost
burden of this development on the citizens of Idaho Falls.
Carl Parise, 3619 Grove Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Parise has lived in Idaho Falls since 2015.
Parise stated that this project has 136 units so that would mean that there would be about 300
people living on 6 acres and that will impact his neighborhood and change it from low density
like it is now to high density. Parise is concerned about the impact of the traffic, privacy, and
safety of his neighborhood, especially during summer months. Parise stated that traffic will have
approximately 300 cars leaving the development around 8 a.m. and coming back around 5 p.m.
so the City needs to address the increase in traffic. Parise stated that getting out from Grove
Lane there is hard, and more people would increase the likelihood of a car accident. Parise asked
the Commissioners if this concern can be addressed. Parise stated that privacy and safety during
the summer months is a concern, and the project doesn’t show any fencing on the canal side.
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Parise stated that he has seen a lot of kids enjoying jumping in the canal during the Summer and
not having a fence on the canal side would increase the risk of drowning for a kid that would live
in the development. Parise asked if the trees that are along the canal on the west side of the
property will be preserved. Parise stated that the Russian olive trees provide a nice privacy for
the people living on Grove Lane. Parise stated that the density of the neighborhood will be
increased and that will likely increase the discomfort of people living there with increased traffic,
noise, and privacy violations. Parise asked how the City will keep proper maintenance on the
infrastructure. Parise stated that the last 5 years they have seen the taxes increase 40% and have
seen a reduction of the quantity and quality of the maintenance of the neighborhood, especially
the retention pond in their neighborhood.
Dixon asked staff if the green space is Parise’s neighborhood would be governed by an HOA.
Beutler is unaware of a green space that would be covered by HOA, but he is not certain which
green space is being referred to. Dixon asked if the canal is elevated and knowing what the canal
looks like will be helpful to see if it provides a buffer. Foster showed pictures. Dixon asked if
residential to residential has any buffering requirements. Foster stated that there is no buffering
because the canal has 100’ right of way. Foster stated that the extra height restrictions don’t
apply because the canal is its own parcel, so it is a parcel between this development and the
neighbors to the west. Dixon asked about the neighbors to the east. Foster stated that the
townhomes do not require extra buffering.
Michael Griffin, 3385 Grove Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Griffin built on Grove Lane 20 years
ago (2001). Griffin chose that property because they didn’t think anyone would build behind
them, and now they will have 3 story apartments looking into their backyard. Griffin stated that
even though it complies with the City Code, the residents currently there will lose privacy in
their yard and value to their property and Griffin wants to know how he will be compensated.
Griffin stated that a town hall meeting in April was a different plan proposed. Griffin stated that
the plan has changed since they talked to the neighborhood. Griffin stated that there were 2
buildings on the canal and 2 condos on the canal and the other 2 were inside the triangle, and
now there are 3 buildings on the canal which will decrease the privacy even more. Griffin asked
if there have been traffic studies done on Sunnyside. Griffin stated that the parking meets the
minimum requirements, but what about visitor parking. Griffin feels there should be space for
visitors in the parking lot. Griffin is concerned with the single entrance to Sunnyside, along with
another entrance at a later date, and Griffin wanted to know what that entrance will be. Griffin
also asked about the school bus pulling into the complexes to get kids, or does it stop on
Sunnyside and back up traffic.
Dixon asked if a traffic study is needed for this development. Foster stated that this has been
reviewed by the Engineering Department and they do not require a traffic study, and that is
triggered at 200 trips per hour, and the Engineer did not feel there was one needed. Dixon asked
if there is a deceleration lane included. Foster indicated that there is not one at this point and no
restriction on left turn. Dixon asked what the practice is on major arterials for School Buses.
Foster indicated that is up to the School District.
Julie Lawson, 338 E Sunnyside, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Lawson lives the same distance from
Holmes as the canal, and that adds to her concern about the traffic. Lawson has issues going in
and out of her driveway. Lawson indicated that she feels there needs to be a traffic study done as
traffic has increased down Sunnyside, and the east and west corridors across town are lacking,
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with Sunnyside and 17th extremely busy, and people are now starting to use 25th Street which is a
neighborhood going 25 mph. Lawson was a teacher at Edgemont and their bus stops at the
daycare center on Sunnyside 4 times a day. Lawson stated that a bus stopping at the day care for
30 kids will be different than the number of children that will need buses in 138 units, and
Lawson doesn’t feel a bus should stop on Sunnyside anymore if this development goes forward.
Lawson stated that the community depends on the Commission to be their advocates to create a
safe environment for travel. Lawson stated that 49th and 65th are only one way each direction and
there is a lot of traffic and accidents happening. Lawson stated that the southern corridor from
Sunnyside south has not been improved and there is a factor that needs to be considered
regarding getting some of those improvements taken care of before they are overwhelmed with
more people wanting to come to Idaho Falls.
Brett Rasmussen, 3433 Grove Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Rasmussen stated the traffic is
currently backed up on Sunnyside from 4 – 6 p.m. and during rush hour in the morning.
Rasmussen stated that more cars trying to navigate in and out will be an issue. Rasmussen stated
that somewhere in the zoning document it talks about residential neighborhoods, and they should
be surrounded by other residential neighborhoods. Rasmussen stated that they currently live in
an R1 residential neighborhood and when hem oved in he didn’t think anyone would build
behind and if they did, they thought it would be other residences on the other side of the canal.
Rasmussen is concerned that they are mixing high density housing with R3 housing with R1
housing. Rasmussen stated that he bought his property was for the privacy and trees along the
canal, and he is concerned that what he has will be greatly eroded and he will no longer be able
to see the sky in the morning, and watch the birds in the trees, but rather have a 3-story
condominium in his back yard.
Dixon asked staff if per the Comprehensive Plan that talks about having higher density near
major roads, does it indicate direct access onto arterials, or whether the access should go to a
collector or does it say at all. Beutler indicated that the Comprehensive Plan and Ordinance
reads that you can’t have direct access from a single lot to an arterial, but you might on a large
tract of land have access to an arterial. Beutler stated that the only access for this property is
from Sunnyside and there is no alternative access to this property.
Declan Dietrich, 3370 Grove Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Dietrich is concerned about traffic and
the one entrance. Dietrich is unsure how they zoned the high-density property because he has
lived in Idaho Falls for 30 years and all points of the compass has low density, and now they are
going to put high density property right in the middle. Dietrich asked again how that got zoned.
Dietrich talked about the amenities being ponds, but they are storm collection drains, and not
amenities and they aren’t used as amenities. Dietrich stated that he only sees 2 trash collection
points for 134 units. Dietrich is concerned about the school bus. Dietrich stated that the school
bus stops at the Day care on Grove Lane, and that is a quiet street, but getting kids out of 134
units on the bus will be a problem on Sunnyside. Dietrich again stated that the density next to
this property is low compared to what is going in.
Jenni Griffin, 3385 Grove Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Griffin echoed everyone else. Griff in
asked about a reference to a side road to the east that will be an in and out. Griffin stated that it
will go through a parking lot of a development for a bagel shop, and how can that be considered
being an in and out road going through a parking lot.
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Dixon asked staff if they can mention what cross access means and is the second access needed
for emergency vehicles. Foster stated at this point there is no cross access, but rather a stub road
to the east so when the eastern lot is developed that cross-access easement could go into place.
Foster stated that fire does not require a secondary access because the condos are sprinklered.
Dixon asked Foster to explain what cross access means. Foster stated that there would be an
agreement between the property owner to the east and the developer or HOA for the access to
extend into the property, shared use agreement, and that can be done with the plat, or it can be
done in the future.
Randy Elwood, 3575 Grove Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Elwood has lived on Grove Lane for
30 years and his house was the first in the development. Elwood said they dreamed of the time
when Sunnyside would be 4 lanes, and now it is scary because it is 5 lanes. Elwood is concerned
about the tree line on the east side of the canal and the developer has indicated that the intent is
to leave the trees alone, and that will hide some of the condominiums on the other side of the
canal, but Elwood doesn’t think there is anything in place to prevent them from cutting trees
once they get started. Elwood has heard that the top of the canal on the west side be turned into a
bike trail with the intent of paving it in the future. Elwood stated that the presentation that the
developers gave in April had a proposal at that time a possible bridge from the middle of the
condominiums across the canal giving the homeowners on the other side access to the canal to
walk or bike. Elwood stated that he is concerned that people would walk across the bridge, walk
to Grove Lane where their car is parked and get out easier to Sunnyside.
Stephanie Anderson, 3619 Grove Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Anderson stated that to the east of
Grove Lane there is a small rise on Sunnyside to get over the canal, and it makes the people
trying to get onto Sunnyside it makes it hard turning left onto Sunnyside, and if people are
turning west out of the development that will make it hard for people to see and could cause an
accident. Anderson is concerned about traffic backing up on Sunnyside. Anderson is concerned
that the people parking at the condominiums and parking in the open that a small child could get
away from a parent and into the canal before the parent could stop them. Anderson stated that
she has heard that the City will be building a path along the canal, and also that the City could
cut down the trees. Anderson stated that if the trees are cut there would be no privacy between
the condos and the people on the other side.
______ 845 ________, Idaho Falls, Idaho. He sent an email to the developer. He wants to
know about the tree planting plan that would be near his fence and what kind of trees will be
planted. He also wants to know if there is a security camera behind the condominiums and
suggested that would be good. He has a fence door to the area and the developer has agreed to
replace the fences in the area, and he wants to know how they will treat his gate to the area.
Dixon stated that what they have in the staff notes doesn’t give much detail that is visible, such
as where the dumpsters are, is there landscaping between the buildings and the canal, can’t see if
there is fencing or lighting, etc. Dixon asked for a better view of the project prior to it going to
City Council.
Applicant: Kurt Roland, Eagle Rock Engineering, 1331 Fremont, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Roland stated that the City has a traffic Engineer and that is their specialty and the Traffic
Engineer follow the BMPO in the City and County and they did not require that the developer
needed a traffic study. Roland stated that the trash collection goes through the engineering
department, and they have reviewed the site plan and they didn’t have any comments on the site
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plan, and it will go through every department before approval and if they want anything added or
changed the developer will meet those requirements. Roland stated that the property was zoned
in 2018 as LC, and the developer is meeting every requirement in the LC Zone and they are
going less density as they could go 35 units per acre, and they are only proposing 19 units per
acre. Roland stated that they will likely have to trim some trees on the canal, but they don’t
intend to cut them down. Roland stated that the developer has flown a drone on the property and
the trees are taller than the 3 story buildings on the property. Dixon asked if the trees are on the
property or on the canal. Roland stated that the trees are both on the canal property and the
subject property.
Dixon stated that this Commission is allowed to review where the dumpsters are and that is not
just part of the staff review, so the fact that this Commission doesn’t know where they are makes
it hard for this Commission to review and that is the nature of requesting a PUD. Roland stated
that they are shown on the site map even though it is hard to see.
Foster stated that the townhomes have actual garbage and there are two dumpsters for the
condominiums.
Morrison asked if they had any discussions with the City about a right turn lane where that
building abuts the sidewalk. Roland stated that they did not require a right turn lane on the
access point, and it has not been discussed. Roland stated that if the City traffic Engineer would
have required it, they would have commented on it.
Wimborne asked about the discussion regrading an earlier plan that included a bridge from the
neighborhood across the canal into the Grove Street. Wimborne asked if that is still under
discussion. Roland stated that they have never shown a bridge on the plan, but it was discussed,
and the majority of the people didn’t want a bridge going across the canal, so people didn’t go
that direction. Wimborne asked about fencing for the development landscaping.
Brant Bonnett, 940 South 5th West, Rexburg, Idaho. Bonnett stated that planning this parcel
was a challenge with its odd shape, existing agreement requirements, 3 property owners that
needed to be contacted. Bonnett stated that they are required to share an easement access with
another parcel to eliminate the traffic on Sunnyside. Bonnett stated that they have had 6
meetings with most of the City staff members and have discussed this at length and one was held
early on with all property owners that touch the project. Bonnett stated that they made early
attempts to work with the Winters on the east and they had expressed they had a site plan and
Bonnett agreed to work with the site plan and communications have ceased and they have now
expressed a desire to not work with the developer. Bonnett stated that they are now pigeonholed,
and they do not know what the long-term cross access will be but at some point, there will be a
requirement mandated by the City for them to connect to the parcel and that access easement will
allow for residents to access another point of Sunnyside. Bonnett has had several talks with the
City Engineer and planners regarding the difficulty in planning connectivity. Bonnett is
considering moving the drive isle on the property, but the required separation of 300’ from
another proposed driveway made them put it where it currently is. Bonnett stated that they have
looked at moving to the center and there are tradeoffs, and the decel lane doesn’t shrink much
wherever they move it, and it still comes into the same traffic patterns. Bonnett stated that the
place they planned it is because there are no garages that people are backing out of and so
visibility is much greater than being boxed in by a garage. Bonnett stated that they are
considering and working with staff to lose a green space and put signage to make it a safe exit
Planning Commission Minutes

July 20, 2021

Page 7 of 15

point. Bonnett stated that when they first looked at this project they looked at it like a business
and part of their process was to consider the community, however the most profitable strategy
was to plan the highest density and so the original plan had 4 story apartment complex with over
under parking and they were able to meet all the code requirements and get 220 units on the site,
and they had a buyer from Utah who was willing to pay for it, and before they exited with that
strategy they decided the ramifications of long term use they didn’t want to have their name
attached to it and thought it would be a detriment to the Community. Bonnett stated that they
have replanned the development for 100 less units than the original plan. Bonnett stated that
there are traffic studies already in place and that the traffic study that was initially done would
permit 5000 more vehicles before anything is changed. Bonnett is capable of requiring a right in
right out at any time on this project and the developer has no opposition to that. Bonnett stated
that they thought the uphill battle would be the people on the east side of the project, not the west
side because the development is immediately next to them and they thought the canal would act
as a buffer and the canal is at least 4’ high from the base, and the trees act as a buffer and are
taller than the building being proposed, and that is why they put the condos up against that side.
Bonnett stated that they do not have plans to cut trees down where possible, but if for safety or
other reasons they might have to. Bonnett stated that there is a legitimate concern for the safety
of children and condos do house young families, so they are working with the landscaper to put
fencing or adequate landscaping to deter the ability for children to access the canal. Bonnett
stated that most of the property owners to the west of the project have gates that they access this
property to get to the canal and walk the trail, and they had expressed interest in a foot bridge, so
they proposed it to the meeting and that idea was nixed. Bonnett stated that there is currently a
day care running out of Monarch Daycare and Bonnett texted the Grays and asked how many
current enrolled students attend the daycare and they have 80 students which represents about
60% of the proposed density is already coming and servicing the daycare at peak hours of the
day 8 and 5. Bonnett stated that the townhome project has their own trash cans and they are
required by the CC&R’s to store inside their garage and the remaining 96 units will be serviced
by a total of 6 large dumpsters. Bonnett stated that the snow removal will be pushed all in one
direction to multiple retention basins that are planned so the dog park will be a limited use in the
winter due to snow. Bonnett stated that the townhomes each have a visitor parking space in
between every single unit for guests, and the condos will likely not all have 2 cars. Bonnett
hopes the school bus pulls into the development and the drive isles meet the requirements for fire
code which would be larger than a bus, so the ability to pull through the project should be
feasible.
Dixon asked about the fencing on the east side. Bonnett stated that they will be putting up
fencing and they have spoken with most neighbors and the man who called in has a current gate
opens from Bonnett’s property into the adjacent property and the safety hinge is on Bonnett’s
property. Bonnett stated that if the neighbors want access as a short cut to the canal, they will
install fence and gates for neighbors and will turn the man who called in, turn his gate around.
Bonnett stated that there is no legal vehicle for them to access the property, but there is an open
agreement to let them access the property and other amenities.
Dixon asked about lighting plan for the development. Bonnett stated that the lighting for the
property is on the actual buildings and the lights will be on a timer to light pathways. Dixon
asked if the parking is lit. Bonnett stated that there will be lighting on the back sides of garages
and on the backs of units that shine from the building to the street.
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Beutler wanted to clarify processes. Beutler stated that he did verify the parking and his count
shows 276 required parking spaces and the development proposes 283 parking spaces. Beutler
stated that this property was zoned C2 and R2 in the County before it was annexed, and when it
was annexed, it was given the LC designation which is similar to C2, so this property was always
designated for commercial/higher density uses. Beutler stated that a traffic study wouldn’t be
utilized to limit density. The zoning designation has a minimum density that is allowed, and the
traffic study would be used to determine if off site improvements would need to be made, such as
turn lane restrictions or a decel lane. Beutler stated that Public Works and the City Engineer
have reviewed this and have not seen the need. Beutler stated that there are limited access points
on Sunnyside, and they are trying to maintain the spacing of the Access Management Plan, so
having a single access with full turning movements to the property is safer than having multiple
access points because it will centralize where the turning movements take place. Beutler stated
that they have worked for years with the property owners to determine the appropriate access and
shared access to make it all function and work and that is why the drive isle connection will be
connected to the east so the properties can function as they develop.
Dixon asked if the Traffic Engineer physically went out and looked at the elevation of the canal
and whether it presents a hazard for visibility. Beutler stated that the Engineer if very familiar
with the crown of the road and the curvature of the canal. Beutler stated that they are not
concerned, and the access location currently is going to be safer, and the only safer location
would be to line it up with Chaparral across the street. Beutler stated that the property owners
were unwilling to work together as a group with the 10 different properties between the canal
and Springfield, and so the City cannot eliminate their access and they still need access as
individual property owners, so they had to go to shared access points on property lines and that is
the situation they have today. Bonnett stated that they had this conversation with Winters,
Tirrell’s, and Grays and only thing that made sense was the drive isle that allows all the
businesses and people to have secondary access. Bonnett stated that to accommodate they
moved the buildings closer to the street than what they would have wanted.
Beutler clarified that the City cannot dictate to the School District the way they operate the bus
system.
Beutler clarified that the canal company in this area owns the canal right of way, it is not an
easement, but rather a title ownership of the canal, so the trees along the canal, a bridge, future
shared use path on the west side, those all are only with permission from the canal company and
that is not something that this Commission can dictate. Bonnett stated that they are working with
an arrangement with the canal company for maintenance plans on the trees.
Beutler clarified that there is no buffering requirement on the west side of the property because
of the canal, but on the east side there is a buffer requirement with a minimum of a 10’ landscape
buffer with trees every 20’ and a 15’ buffer between the structures and the fence. Dixon again
asked for better details on the plan for City Council.
Wimborne stated that through the School District they have new developments come online and
once they come online the Transportation Director reviews them and figures out routes and stops
to ensure safe transportation. Wimborne indicated that she will usually share the preliminary
plats, plans, proposals, PUDs with the Transportation Director so he has a heads up.
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Dixon closed the public hearing.
Morrison stated that he does not like accusations of the City operating for financial gain or to
increase the tax base and that is not how the City does work and not how the City Council does
work. Morrison is going to advocate for not using the storm drain retention areas as a common
area and has brought that up often in the last couple of years. Morrison feels this plan is more
exacerbated than most of the past plans. Morrison stated that even though it meets the
requirement it is not a responsible use. Morrison feels that this should have a right turn lane onto
Sunnyside that might have to cut into the last apartment. Morrison feels that the this is a lot of
cars and people, and the traffic moves fast on Sunnyside, and because of the lack of a right turn
lane, Morrison will oppose this PUD.
Hicks agreed with Morrison. Hicks agreed with Dixon that the package for this Plan is
incomplete and there have been a lot of things come up that the package should contain. Hicks
has always been against single access points for developments. Hicks doesn’t like a pending
arrangement for a second access, and that should have a fixed date and coincide when the
property will be occupied. Hicks stated that there is not enough guest parking in the
development, and because of all those things Hicks will be opposing this application.
Cantu listened to the concerns of the neighborhood and agreed with the concerns about traffic on
Sunnyside and entrance into the development will be bottlenecked.
Dixon reminded the Commissioner that the owner of the property does have the right to develop
per the zone, and this is a PUD, so it gives the Commission more review than normal to address
and comment on these items.
Romankiw understood the concerns of the neighbors. Romankiw hopes the trees on the canal
stay, but that is not part of the plan before the Commission. Romankiw stated that this
Commission has a limited ability to review things and they have to follow the rule of law and
they can’t decide if they like something or not, they have to decide whether it complies with the
Ordinances. Romankiw feels that the developer has been careful to make sure things comply
with the ordinances, and the density is well below the allowed density for this zone; and the
parking requirements and setbacks all comply with the zone, and so that limits the Commission
on what they can do. Romankiw agrees this is a weird shaped parcel. Romankiw hopes the
concerns of the neighbors don’t come to fruition when the development occurs.
Denney has been going back and forth on this project, but ultimately the City needs more middle
housing and not everyone can have a house and a yard. Denney does have concerns about single
access, but is ok with the parking, and if the Commission has problems with how many parking
stalls there are, then they need to go back to requirements and adjust for guest parking in the
statutes. Denney stated that the trees that might have to be removed will likely be replaced.
Denney is ok with this development.
Wimborne has heard the issues that have been raised, and most of them are the kinds of issues
that come up with projects like this in-fill project are proposed. Wimborne stated that this
property has been empty for a long time and the neighborhood has grown up around it, and now
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there is a developer looking to make use of the parcel. Wimborne agreed with Denney that there
is a need for different kinds of housing in our community, especially as housing becomes harder
to find. Wimborne applauded the developer for holding a neighborhood meeting and the
Commission does encourage the developers to hold those meetings. Wimborne feels the trees
are a critical piece of the buffer that goes along with the canal. Wimborne know the developer
doesn’t have control over all of the trees because some of them are not on the developer’s
property, but she is encouraged by the discussions the developer has had with the City about
turning the canal into walkways and pathways. Wimborne stated that this project does meet the
standards that are in place and the zoning is similar to what it was zoned in the County, so while
it has sat vacant for a long time, at any point a similar County development could have been
built. Wimborne urged the developer to work with the City Staff to make adjustments about
concerns that might have been raised, and the Commission, if they have concerns with parking
and density, the Commission needs to go back to the Ordinances, as they cannot hold a developer
to another set of standards because we don’t like part of the project.
Morrison appreciated the comments of Romankiw and Wimborne and agrees with them.
Morrison has a concern with the right turn lane, and he feels that the commission can ask for that
in the motion to require a right turn lane, and that is why this comes before the Commission.
Morrison would like a motion that includes a requirement for a right turn lane. Dixon asked
Morrison to clarify if he is talking about a deceleration lane off of Sunnyside, or right turn only
out of the development. Morrison indicated that he is talking about a deceleration lane on the
west side of the driveway to slow down to make the turn. Wimborne indicated that she has
concerns about traffic and the impact but is reluctant to include something like that in a motion,
as she is not a traffic engineer, and the City Traffic Engineer has reviewed this project and her
experience when the Commission has made recommendations like that is they solve one problem
and create another problem. Wimborne stated that that there are pieces to the street and canal that
the members of the Commission don’t understand. Wimborne stated that the concern needs to be
raised and maybe staff can take that back to the traffic department, but not include it in the
motion. Dixon reminded the Commission that they are gathering information to make a
recommendation to the City Council and the Mayor and City Council makes the final decision.
Dixon stated that all the concerns that are being brought up will be in the Minutes that can be
approved at the next meeting and the Mayor and City Council can review the minutes for their
consideration.
Beutler stated that whether the Commission includes in the motion a decel lane or not, Beutler
wanted to clarify that the Commission doesn’t have the ability to dictate to the Public Works
department the function of Sunnyside Road, but if that is a concern to the Commission, they
could include a recommendation that the developer follow up with the City Engineer and have a
discussion regarding whether or not that would be appropriate or whether that is needed and the
developer would follow the recommendation of the City Engineer, but just a motion to require it
would be beyond the scope of the Commission. Dixon stated that if it is one the developer’s
property and not on the road right of way then they can suggest anything they want with the final
decision being made by City Council. Kirkham stated that the Commission has the power to put
conditions on the PUD and the City Code sets out what conditions the Commission can put,
including: conditions that minimize adverse impacts to adjacent property; control sequence and
timing of development; control the duration of the development; require maintenance of the
property; exact location and nature that the PUD has; require landscaping; restrict the operation
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of a commercial business (none proposed); and add other conditions that are necessary to
preserve the condition of the zone. (Most of those conditions are spelled out in the zoning code).
Kirkham stated that you can put conditions on the developer’s property, but you are limited in
the type of conditions. Kirkham stated that his recommendation to the Commission would be,
that if they place a condition it needs to be tied back to one of them articulated in the Code. (i.e.
this condition is to minimize an adverse impact – then list the condition). That makes the
condition clear and the tie back to authority clear to City Council or a judge.
Morrison attempted a motion, Kirkham stated that the motion has a condition within it that is not
a requirement. Dixon attempted to restate the Motion for Morrison, Morrison agreed and
restated the motion.
Morrison moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Planned
Unit Development for Aspen Point with the condition that the developer revisit with Traffic
Safety and provide additional information at the time that it goes to City Council, Denney
seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, no;
Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes; Wimborne, yes. The motion passed 5-1.
Hicks indicated that he voted against the motion because of the reasons he had stated previously.
Morrison is pleased that this property is being used, however he wants it to be as easy as possible
for the future residents.
Dixon called a recess from the meeting until 9:15 p.m.
3. ANNX 21-008: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and Initial Zoning of
LC.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Kurt Roland, Eagle Rock Engineering, 1331 Fremont Ave, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Roland is representing Concordia Development. Roland indicated that they are asking to be
annexed into the City with the LC Zone attached to the property. Roland stated that this property
is on the corner of Skyline and Pancheri and consists of 7.23 acres. Roland stated that the zoning
around the property is A-1, LC, A-1, HC, R1, so Roland feels LC is a good fit for the area and
the City.
Foster presented the staff report.
Wimborne asked what the current County zone is used for. Foster indicated it is A1 and used for
agriculture.
Dixon asked about the niche off the high school that is R1. Wimborne. stated that it is school
property that is currently being used as a head start that is accessed from the school’s parking lot.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Wimborne feels this is clear cut and this a category A Annexation.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the
Annexation of approximately 7.23 Acres of the SE ¼ Section 23, Township 2 North, Range
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37 East, with initial zoning of LC, as presented, Morrison seconded the motion. Dixon
called for roll call vote: Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw,
yes; Wimborne, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
4. ANNX 21-009: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and Initial Zoning of
R3.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Kurt Roland, Eagle Rock Engineering, 1331 Fremont Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Roland is asking for annexation into the City 27.413 acres with the proposed zone of R3.
Long presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Hicks asked if the fingers shown on the map, are roadway. Dixon indicated that they are
roadway, but the one to the north is not included. Long agreed that it was a last-minute
communication.
Dixon stated that they will have both sides of the road on the property going east, but not for the
second half, so what will that mean for road development. Long stated that the City surveyor has
designated what right of ways are to be included that that is not City property. Dixon asked
again what that will do for development of the road. Kirkham indicated that the right of way
indicated on the map is the entire right of way and the portion that looks like it shuts down and
the reason why it is not annexed is because that is the end of the right of way and the right of
way is wider to the west than it is to the east. Dixon asked if the road can be developed to full
City standards. Kirkham stated that there are 2 ways to do that: 1- if the City determines to
expand the road and initiates condemnation proceeding to expand the road; 2- if the parcel that is
a county parcel now, and if it ever annexes into the City and chooses to redevelop then part of
that redevelopment process would require to improve the road like the parcel to the west that the
church is on. Kirkham stated that the City is annexing in the entire current right of way. Dixon
wanted it mentioned for the record so they can figure out a better way to do what they are doing.
Support/Opposition:
Lauren McClure, 2982 N 5th West, Idaho Falls, Idaho. McClure is adjacent to this property.
McClure stated that talking about widening the road will affect her property. McClure asked for
clarification on what is getting widened and what is not. McClure stated that they have been told
for years that it will be widened, and it would take out a whole section of property, so would that
property be taken from them. Dixon stated that the area to the north that is the subject property,
if it gets annexed, then both sides of the road would be annexed into the City north of her
property, not where she lives, and at that point the City would have the ability to have the
developers develop that land to the City standard for that road which is probably 2 lanes in each
direction. Wimborne clarified that all that is before the commission is annexation and zoning and
if Ms. McClure has issues or concerns with what the annexation means for the road down the
way, she needs to contact staff for information that pertains to those discussions. McClure stated
that she has concerns about traffic if this is a multi-family development of 27 acres.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Morrison moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
of 27.413 Acres of the NW ¼ Section 7, T2N, R 38 E, with initial zoning of R3 with the
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airport overlay as presented, Hicks seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote:
Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes; Wimborne, yes. The
motion passed unanimously.
5. ANNX 21-010: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and Initial Zoning of
LC.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Kurt Roland Eagle Rock Engineering, 1331 Fremont Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Roland is asking for annexation of 37 acres that buts up against I-15 and Pioneer Road over near
the Event Center. Roland is asking for annexation with a proposed zoning of LC.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Dixon asked why there is medical services in this area for the Comprehensive Plan. Beutler
stated that the medical services designation is not seen often, but likely the idea was to have
medical services on both sides of town, not just on the east, and diversify the medical service
industry and close proximity to the Interstate.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Dixon asked if this is the development of Snake River Parkway and towards the Event Center.
Beutler stated that this are is not part of the master plan for Snake River Landing, but in close
proximity.
Wimborne feels this is straight forward.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the
annexation of 37.094 acres of the NW ¼ Section 26, Township 2 North, Range 37 East, with
initial zoning of LC with the airport overlay, as presented, Romankiw seconded the motion.
Dixon called for roll call vote: Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes;
Romankiw, yes; Wimborne, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
Business:
6. PLAT 21-024: FINAL PLAT. Final Plat for Park Place Division No. 7:
Applicant: Justin Scott, Horrocks Engineers, 2194 Snake River Parkway, Idaho Falls,
Idaho. Scott is presenting the Final Plat for Park Place Division No. 7. Scott stated that this
plat includes 31 lots, with one being along the Gustafson Canal, access from Fox Run Drive and
Maggie Drive, and the plan is turn over the canal lot to the City to be used for a future pathway.
Scott stated that the same thing was done on Park Place Division No. 4, so the developer is
continuing the same pattern.
Dixon asked if the access to the drainage basin/park is a couple houses down off Fox Run. Scott
showed that it is south of Jack Lane in the SW corner of Division 7. Dixon asked about Division
4 and if that is the part to the south on Maggie Drive and whether that will be developed first.
Scott indicated that Park Place Division 6 is in works with the staff and getting reviewed and has
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been approved through City Council. Scott stated that the plan is to get that one done first and
completed prior to Division 7.
Hicks asked how the subdivision is being laid out in a way to convey the traffic to Maggie Drive,
even though it is connected to Fox Run Drive. Hicks asked what the driving force is to send
traffic to Maggie Drive rather than Fox Run. Scott stated that this has been part of the
discussions with Park Place Division No. 4, that south of this area Fox Run turns into a county
road and so Maggie Drive is being set up as the main residential collector for the development
for future growth to the north. Scott indicated that the idea is to direct people towards Maggie
Drive and future development going north will encourage people towards Maggie and away from
the county road.
Dixon explained that because Maggie is wider than the average City road (70’) there will be the
desire to go to Maggie, with easier turning on and off of York because it is at the top of the hill
rather than the bottom of the hill, but some traffic will still go down to the County road.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Romankiw moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Park Place Division No. 7, Denney seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote:
Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes; Morrison, yes; Romankiw, yes; Wimborne, yes. The
motion passed unanimously.
Miscellaneous: Beutler presented that they are reaching out to the community through another
survey is on Imagine.IF and has been getting good feedback, and they sent a personal invite to
the 300 emails and have currently 175 responses. Beutler indicated that the survey will have a
close date of August 14. Beutler stated that August 27 they will be holding a public open house
to come back to the community with display boards listing action items that they heard from the
public and make sure that the public felt heard and that the City is addressing the concerns
correctly. Beutler stated that they still want the plan complete and to the Commission in
October. Beutler asked if there could be a second work session in August on the 17th or if another
day would work better. Beutler will have Ann Peterson send out a survey to find a good date for
Commissioners to meet and have a work session.
Comprehensive Plan Update.
Next meeting possibly August 17, 2021.
Dixon adjourned the meeting at approximately 10:00 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder
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STAFF REPORT
REZONE FROM RMH to R3A
Approximately 0.22 acres
Lots 1-3 and the north 15,870 Square Feet of Lots 6-7, Block 1,
Hodson Addition
July 6, 2021
Applicant: Summit
Ridge LLC

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the rezone of approximately
0.22 acres RMH to R3A, Residential Mixed Use to the Mayor and City
Council.

Project Manager:
Naysha Foster

History: The property was annexed in March of 2014 as part of a larger area.
The initial zoning was RMH, Residential Manufactured Home. The property
was platted as part of the Hodson Subdivision in 1973 in the County. Upon
Location: North of
annexation and initial zoning of RMH, a conditional use permit was approved
Lincoln Rd, East of
Idaho Canal, South of N for an RV Park. ITD approved an access from N Yellowstone for the RV Park.
There was no change in the zoning designation with the City-Wide initiated
Yellowstone Hwy,
zone change in 2018, the property remained RMH.
West of N Woodruff
Ave.
Staff Comments: This property is southeast of N Yellowstone Highway, west
of N Woodruff. It has frontage along N Yellowstone, a principle arterial. It was
Size: 0.22 acres
approved for a RV Park, however, it is currently vacant, the RV Park was not
developed. R3A is a Residential Mixed Use that allows various types of
Zoning:
housing with a maximum density of 35 units per net acre. It also allows for
North: HC
business that would support residential by providing day to day goods and
South: County C2
services.
East: HC
West: HC
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the rezone to R3A as
it is consistent with and implements the policies of the Comprehensive Plan
Existing Zoning:
and is consistent with zoning in the area.
RMH
Proposed Zoning:
R3A
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant
North: Commercial
South: Vacant
East: Commercial
West: Res/ Mobile
Home Park
Future Land Use
Map: Higher Density
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive
Plan Policies
2. Zoning
Information
3. Maps and Aerial
Photos
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Rezoning
Considerations:

Because the comprehensive plan provides only general guidance for
zoning decisions, the Planning Commission shall also take the following
considerations into account:

Criteria for Rezoning Section 11-6-5(I)
of Ordinance
The Zoning is consistent with the
principles of City's adopted
Comprehensive Plan, as required by Idaho
Code.
The potential for traffic congestion as a
result of development or changing land use
in the area and need that may be created
for wider streets, additional turning lanes
and signals, and other transportation
improvements.
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.
Zoning Application Questions:
Explain how the proposed change is in
accordance with the City of Idaho Falls
Comprehensive Plan.
What changes have occurred in the area to
justify the request for rezone?
Are there existing land uses in the area
similar to the proposed use?
Is the site large enough to accommodate
required access, parking, landscaping, etc.
for the proposed use?

Staff Comment
The zoning is consistent with the policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.

A change in zoning designation will not affect the
potential traffic generation in the area. The area is served
by N Yellowstone Hwy, a principle arterial.

Staff would anticipate little to no impact to the capacity
of existing public services as a result of the zone change.

Staff is not aware of any potential nuisances or health
and safety hazards as a result of the zone change.
The have been no recent changes to this area, however it
is considered infill and infill development opportunities
are becoming hard to find
Applicant’s response:
We feel that instead of a mobile home park, putting in
R3A will keep the area nicer and create a good buffer
between commercial and residential homes.
None, that I am aware of.
Yes, north west is multifamily
Yes

Comprehensive Plan Policies:

Cluster community commercial centers and highway commercial rather than encourage strip
commercial along arterial streets. Strip commercial development reduces the traffic carrying capacity
of arterial streets, encourages both commercial and residential property to deteriorate, scatters commercial
services, and requires more parking facilities. (p. 48)
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Buffer commercial development, including services, from adjacent residential development. (p. 49)
Higher density residential Homes, apartments, and condominiums developed at densities of 8 to 35
units per acre.
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities are least
costly. (p. 67)
Zoning:
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.

(H) RMH Residential Mobile and Manufactured Home Zone. This zone provides a residential
zone which is characterized by a medium density residential environment. A manufactured or
mobile home subdivision, mobile home park, or travel trailer park are special facilities
specifically designed to accommodate mobile or recreational vehicles which may not conform to
the requirements for permanent location within other residential Zones within the City are
allowed within this zone.

Page 3 of 3

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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STAFF REPORT
Annexation and Initial Zoning of R3A
Approx. 11.27 acres,
Lots 6-11, Block 1 and Lots1-6, Block 6 Hodson Addition and the
Adjacent Right-of-Way for Woodruff Circle
July 20, 2021

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Summit Ridge,
LLC

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

Project Manager: Naysha
Foster

Staff Comments: The property is located north of Lincoln Rd, west of
Woodruff and southeast of N Yellowstone Hwy. The property is
currently vacant. It was platted as part of a larger subdivision in the
County in 1973. All but this portion of the Hodson Subdivision has
been annexed since 2014. The property consists of approximately
11.27 acres.

Location: Generally, north
of Lincoln Rd, east of
Idaho Canal, south of N
Yellowstone Hwy, west of
N Woodruff Ave.
Size: Approximately 11.27
acres
Zoning:
Existing: County C-2
North: RMH & HC
South: HC
East: HC
West: HC & RMH
Proposed Zoning: R3A
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant
North: Vacant
South: Commercial
East: Commercial
West: Mobile Home Park

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, and within the Area of City Impact.
Annexation of the property is consistent with the policies of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.
Initial Zoning: The proposed zoning is R3A, Residential Mixed Use.
The Comprehensive plan identifies the north portion of this property as
Higher Density Residential, with the rest designated as Commercial.
The R3A Zone is consistent with this designation, it allows diverse
housing types, higher density residential, up to 35 units per net acres
and various commercial uses that would allow day to day services and
goods. The Comprehensive Plan discusses creating nodes of higher
density residential and mixed uses near arterials.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the annexation
and initial zoning of R3A as it is consistent with the policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Future Land Use Map:
Higher Density and
Commercial
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
2. Zoning Information
3. Maps & Aerial Photos
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:
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)
Create a node of higher density housing and mixed uses to provide a ready market and to add
interest to our arterial streets. (p. 34)
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)
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)
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.

(H) RMH Residential Mobile and Manufactured Home Zone. This zone provides a residential
zone which is characterized by a medium density residential environment. A manufactured or
mobile home subdivision, mobile home park, or travel trailer park are special facilities
specifically designed to accommodate mobile or recreational vehicles which may not conform to
the requirements for permanent location within other residential Zones within the City are
allowed within this zone.
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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)

TITLE 11 COMPREHENSIVE ZONING
11

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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STAFF REPORT
Amendments to the Comprehensive Zoning
and Subdivision Ordinance
Required Neighborhood Meetings
August 3, 2021
Applicant: City of
Idaho Falls
Project Manager:
Kerry Beutler
Attachments:
1. Proposed
Amendment
Language
2. Neighborhood
Meeting
Guidebook.

Community
Development
Services

Staff Recommendation: To recommend to the Mayor and City Council
approval of the amendment language to the Comprehensive Zoning and
Subdivision Ordinance.
History: The Planning Commission has considered whether or not to require
neighborhood meetings over the years but has always elected to strongly
suggest a developer hold a neighborhood meeting rather than making it a
requirement. Earlier this year staff created a Neighborhood Meeting
Guidebook as a resource for developers. The Mayor and City Council have
now requested that staff draft the necessary changes to the code to require
neighborhood meeting for specific types of projects.
Staff Comments: The proposed amendment language would change the
Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances to require a neighborhood meeting, as part
of an application for Preliminary Plat, Planned Unit Development, Rezoning or
Conditional Use Permit. The Comprehensive Plan directs the city to develop a
program to involve neighbors early in the community development process.
Neighborhood meetings at the conceptual stage of development are a powerful
tool for developers and surrounding neighbors to come together to share
visions, discuss concerns, and work toward a better end result. They also create
more informed and productive public hearings because the hearing is no longer
the discovery meeting for the residents.
The application procedures section of the Zoning Ordinance is modified,
adding the requirements for conducting a neighborhood meeting. This Section
details the meeting’s notice, format, order and scope the developer should
follow when conducting a meeting. Because neighborhood meetings would be
required the applicant would have to submit proof of holding the neighborhood
meeting, who was noticed, summary minutes from the meeting and how they
addressed concerns that were raised. These items would be part of their
application documents and provided to the Commission and Council for
review.
The neighborhood meeting must occur prior to the applicant making
application to the city. Applications for Preliminary Plat, Planned Unit
Development, Rezoning or Conditional Use Permits will not be deemed
complete without submittal of the neighborhood meeting items.
The ordinance would also amend the Preliminary Plat process, within the
Subdivision Ordinance, to remove the public hearing requirement at the
Planning and Zoning Commission level but would require a neighborhood
meeting prior to submitting the preliminary plat application to the city. State
Statute does not require a public hearing process with a preliminary plat but
does require each governing board to adopt a subdivision ordinance that
outlines the application process for subdivision permits.

Continued on next page
Page 1 of 2

The Planning Commission would continue to be the approving body with Preliminary Plats and affected parties
would still have the ability to appeal the Planning and Zoning Commission’s decision to the City Council. Public
hearings, although not required by state law, were originally instituted as part of the preliminary plat process to
provide individuals with a way to provide input on development near them. Over the years these hearings have set
up false expectations for both the Commission and the public regarding what items can be discussed, what
conditions can be placed on a developer, the proper timing of those conditions and the ability for the Commission
to completely deny an application based solely on the City’s Comprehensive Plan. During preliminary plat
hearings the public often testifies regarding things that are outside of the Commission’s scope or influence. These
hearings have worked to create more frustration on everyone’s part rather than provide the opportunity for
discussion that they were intended for.
By eliminating the hearing requirement but instituting a neighborhood meeting requirement it removes the
formality and limitations of the current process. Developers will be required to engage with neighbors earlier in the
process where adjustments can be made while they’re still developing their initial layouts. Developers and
neighbors are also more free to discuss development plans and concerns openly with each other. Eliminating the
hearing at this stage in the development process also clarifies the appropriate time for neighbors to voice any
concerns regarding potential uses, setbacks, lot sizes, buffering requirements, etc. The correct time for neighbors to
voice support or opposition for these items is during the zoning process, i.e., annexation and initial zoning, rezone
requests and during Comprehensive Plan amendments. Once a property has been zoned the loses many of its
ability to influence the overall development of the property.
The purpose of the preliminary plat, as defined by the Subdivision Ordinance, is to review the proposed lot layout
of the subdivision, including utilities, lots and blocks, streets and proposed zoning when dealing with an unannexed
parcel. These items can all still be reviewed, neighborhood influenced, and effectively addressed without the need
for a hearing.
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ORDINANCE NO. _____________

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, A MUNICIPAL
CORPORATION OF THE STATE OF IDAHO; AMENDING TITLE 11 OF THE
IDAHO FALLS CITY CODE TO INCLUDE A NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING
AS A REQUIRED PART OF AN APPLICATION FOR PRELIMINARY PLAT,
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, REZONING, OR CONDITIONAL USE
PERMIT; CHANGING A PRELIMINARY PLAT HEARING TO A MEETING,
CORRECTING SMALL ERRORS IN THE SUBDIVISION CODE AND
PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, CODIFICATION, PUBLICATION BY
SUMMARY, AND ESTABLISHING EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, Idaho Falls strongly believes in citizen participation and collaboration in City
planning and development; and
WHEREAS, the 2013 Idaho Falls Comprehensive Plan states the City should develop a program
to involve neighbors early in the community development process; and
WHEREAS, neighborhood meetings at the conceptual stage of development are a powerful tool
for developers and surrounding neighbors to come together to share visions, discuss concerns, and
work toward a better end result; and
WHEREAS, neighborhood meetings also create more informed and productive public hearings
because the hearing is no longer the discovery meeting for the residents; and
WHEREAS, the neighborhood meeting gives the developer an opportunity to share their
development concept with the community and allows neighbors to ask questions and to discuss
concerns related to the development proposal; and
WHEREAS, the goal of the neighborhood meeting is to facilitate an open dialog between the
developer and the surrounding neighborhood during the early stages of the development process
and to give the developer an opportunity to answer questions and to resolve concerns prior to the
Planning Commission public meeting; and
WHEREAS, requiring a neighborhood meeting prior to Planning and Zoning approval of an
application for a preliminary plat, planned unit development, rezoning, or conditional use permit
should result in an efficient public hearing; and
WHEREAS, because the Neighborhood Meeting is now part of the preliminary plat application
process, the hearing of the Planning and Zoning Commission will now be a meeting.
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, AS FOLLOWS:
ZONING ORDINANCE - TITLE 11 NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 7.15.21
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SECTION 1. Title 10, Chapter 1, Section 8 of the City of Idaho Falls Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:

10-1-8: PRELIMINARY PLAT APPROVAL PROCESS:
…
(B) Submittal and City Staff Review Process:
…
(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.
…
(6)

Preliminary Plat Public HearingMeeting.
a.
After the review of City staff comments and recommendations have
been addressed and resubmitted to the Community Development Services
Department, a public hearing meeting 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 meeting 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
ZONING ORDINANCE - TITLE 11 NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 7.15.21
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compliance with this Chapter and all applicable Federal, State, or local laws. In
conducting such reviews, the Commission may recess such hearing meeting 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 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.
…
(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. 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.
…
SECTION 2. Title 11, Chapter 6, Section 2 of the City of Idaho Falls Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:
…
11-6-2: DUTIES AND AUTHORITIES.
…
(E) Summary of Actions/Decisions. Table 11-6-1 Summary of Actions/Decisions that
follows is a list of the actions/decisions the City shall take in the administration of this
codeCode, the decision body responsible and the process and findings under which the
action shall be granted.
…
SECTION 3. Title 11, Chapter 6, Section 3 of the City of Idaho Falls Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:
…
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11-6-3: APPLICATION PROCEDURES.
The purpose of this Section is to outline the application procedures for a permit or decision under
provisions of this Code.
(A) Application Requirements.
…
(2) All requests for permits and decisions in accordance with this Code shall
submit a complete application to the Zoning Administrator on forms approved and
provided by the cityCity.
…
(7) No application for a preliminary plat, Planned Unit Development, rezoning,
or Conditional Use Permit shall be considered complete until all materials required
for compliance with the Neighborhood Meeting in this Code are received by the
City.
(CB)
Action on the Application. After an application has been determined to be
complete, an action or decision shall occur as follows:
(1) For an administrative decision identified as “ADM” on Table 11-6-1
Summary of Actions/Decisions, the Zoning Administrator shall act upon the
application within thirty (30) days.
(2) For a permit request identified as “P” on Table 11-6-1 Summary of
Actions/Decisions, the decision-making authority shall act upon the application
within sixty (60) days.
(3) For an application requiring a public hearing identified as on Table 11-6-1
Summary of Actions/Decisions, the initial hearing shall be held no later than sixty
(60) days after the date of the determination of completeness, unless waived by the
applicant.
(DC) Public Hearing Procedures. All applications subject to a public hearing as identified
on Table 11-6-1 Summary of Actions/Decisions, shall follow the public hearing
requirements consistent with Idaho Code.
(ED) Appeal Procedures for Decisions of the Zoning Administrator.
…
(FE) Expiration of Action on Applications. All application approvals shall expire one (1)
calendar year from the date of approval unless:
…
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(GF) Resubmittal.
…
(HG) Certificate of Occupancy. No certificate of occupancy shall be issued for any
approved application until the development has been inspected and determined to be in
compliance with all terms and conditions of the permit, including but not limited to, proper
installation of all required improvements.
(IH) Application Procedures for a Planned Unit Development (PUD).
…
(2) Prior to the filing of an application for a PUD permit and following a
Neighborhood Meeting required by this Code, the applicant shall request, and the
Zoning Administrator shall schedule, a pre-application conference with the
Planning Division staff and other City staff , as deemed necessary.
…
SECTION 4. Title 11, Chapter 6, Section 4 of the City of Idaho Falls Code is hereby amended to
read as follows:
11-6-4: DECISION–MAKING PROCEDURES.
…
(E) Types of Hearings.
…
(2)

Two Meeting QnasiQuasi-Judicial Hearings.
(a) General. Two Meeting Quasi-Judicial Hearings shall be required
when the permit or regulatory change sought requires a sequence of two (2)
or more public hearings before final action may be taken on the request. The
initial public hearing shall be conducted by the Planning and Zoning
Commission whose task is to prepare a recommendation for submittal to the
Council. Following receipt of the recommendation from the advisory board,
a second public hearing must be scheduled before the Council before a
decision on the request may be rendered. Like those hearings classified as
Single Meeting Quasi-Judicial Hearings the rights of individuals are at stake
and the protection of those rights is a prime purpose of the required
procedure. Like a Single Meeting Quasi-Judicial Hearings procedure, the
resulting decision from a Two Meeting Quasi-Judicial Hearing procedure is
final unless appealed to a subsequent decision-making tribunal. Unlike the
Single Meeting Quasi-Judicial Hearings procedure, care must be taken in
the steps between the initial and second hearing to protect the interests of
all parties involved. Two Meeting Quasi-Judicial Hearings are used in
request for changes in zoning district boundaries, changes to the
Comprehensive Plan when sought in conjunction with a request for a change
in zoning district boundaries, Planned Unit Developments.
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…
SECTION 5. Title 11, Chapter 6, Section 8 of the City of Idaho Falls Code is hereby added to
read as follows:
11-6-8: THE NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING
A. Purpose. The purpose of the Neighborhood Meeting is to allow the developer to
present the proposal to neighbors and other members of the public prior to the formal public
hearing so that the parties can discuss and consider neighborhood impacts, compatibility,
public safety, mitigation of impacts, design and construction elements, traffic, and the like.
It gives the developer the opportunity to explain how the proposed development is
consistent with the principles in the Comprehensive and complies with this Code. A further
purpose is to allow developers to have related applications considered concurrently by the
hearing bodies.
B.

When Required.
(1) A Neighborhood Meeting shall be required for each of the land use matters
below. Where the applicant desires to file more than one (1) application involving
the same project and/or property and desires all related applications to be
considered within the same hearing, only one (1) Neighborhood Meeting shall be
necessary, as long as all relevant applications are discussed in such Neighborhood
Meeting.
(2) A Neighborhood Meeting shall be required as a prerequisite to filing of an
application with the City for the following land use matters:

C.

(a)

Preliminary Plat;

(b)

Planned Unit Development;

(c)

Rezoning;

(d)

Conditional Use Permit; or

(e)

Any combination of the foregoing.

Notice of Meeting.
(1) Notice of the Neighborhood Meeting shall be given to all property owners of
record within three hundred feet (300’) of the subject property. Such notice shall
be provided at least fourteen (14) days before the first Neighborhood Meeting
regarding the subject property. Notice of the Neighborhood Meeting shall be made
by mail to the current or last known address of the property owners of record.
Property owners of record shall be determined by review of records in the
possession of Bonneville County. Alternatively, the City may provide a list of
property owners to the applicant upon receipt by the City of the proper request form
and the appropriate fee.
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(2) Notice shall include a vicinity map, the general nature of the proposal, the
size of the land, the number of lots/dwelling units, the date, time and location of the
meeting, and the name, address, telephone number and email address of a contact
person. The Neighborhood Meeting shall be set at a date, time, and place reasonably
calculated to facilitate the attendance of the property owners who are required to
receive notice. Evening meetings during the work week are encouraged.
D.

Format.
(1) General. The applicant or applicant’s representative shall conduct the
Neighborhood Meeting according to orderly procedures. The person conducting
should provide the participants in the Neighborhood Meeting a fair chance to be
heard. The person conducting will have the authority to recognize participants in
the Meeting and to maintain order in the conduct of the Neighborhood Meeting.
Formal rules of evidence will not apply during the Neighborhood Meeting, but the
person conducting may limit the duration of comments or presentation where
necessary to give the broadest number of participants the opportunity to express
their views.
(2) Order. The Neighborhood Meeting shall generally be conducted in the
following order; however, the Meeting should not be so formal that it precludes or
unduly limits participation by those in attendance nor should it be so unruly that
information gathering and exchange cannot occur:
(a)

Opening of the Meeting and a call to order;

(b) Introduction of the proposal/project by the applicant and/or the
applicant’s representatives;
(c)

Public comments in support of the application;

(d)

Public comments in opposition of the application;

(e)

Questions and/or other public testimony;

(f)

A response of the applicant (if desired by applicant);

(g)

Any related business; and

(h)

Close of the Neighborhood Meeting.

(3) Other. Conduct by all participating in the Neighborhood Meeting should be
respectful, should avoid personal attack, and should be directed toward gathering
and exchanging information regarding the proposal(s).
E. Scope. Each Neighborhood Meeting shall be conducted so that those in attendance
can discuss the project/proposal which is the subject of the application(s) to be filed. Where
more than one (1) application is to be considered in the same public hearing, the Meeting
shall include discussion of all related matters. For example, where there is to be a submittal
ZONING ORDINANCE - TITLE 11 NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 7.15.21
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for a rezoning along with a preliminary plat, both shall be thoroughly discussed in the
Neighborhood Meeting.
F.

Submission of Neighborhood Meeting Materials to City.
(1) Time to submit materials. Neighborhood Meeting materials required to be
submitted pursuant to this Code shall be submitted with the application(s) and
relevant fee(s).
(2) Materials to be submitted. The following shall be submitted to the City with
the original filing of the land use application(s) and shall constitute part of such
land use application(s):
(a)

Time, date and location of the Neighborhood Meeting;

(b)

Names and addresses of property owners to whom notice was sent;

(c)

Names and addresses of all attendees;

(d)

Summary of comments, suggestions and discussion;

(e) Applicant’s response to comments, suggestions and discussion,
including any modifications made or intended to be made to the project
proposal/application as a result of the Neighborhood Meeting comments;
and
(f) Materials utilized or submitted (including plans, proposals, designs,
power point presentations, maps, handouts, petitions, letters, studies, etc.)
shall be submitted with the application for the related project(s). The
summary of comments, suggestions and discussion should be extensive
enough to allow the reader to understand what occurred.
A verbatim transcript of the Neighborhood Meeting is not required
nor is a video and/or audio tape (unless the applicant wishes to submit it).
G. Notice of Hearing. Following receipt by City staff of the required submittals with the
application and fee(s), notice of a public hearing on the related application(s) shall be
scheduled before the Planning and Zoning Commission. Notice of such public hearing shall
take place not less than fifteen (15) days prior to the required public hearing before the
Planning and Zoning Commission pursuant to this Code.
SECTION 6. Title 11, Chapter 7, Section 1 of the City of Idaho Falls Code is hereby amended as
follows:
11-7-1
…

DEFINITIONS

Neighborhood Meeting: A meeting required to be held and conducted by an applicant for certain
types of proposed land use changes in order to provide an opportunity for dialogue between the
applicant and the public, especially those who live close to the property that is the subject of the
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application. The Meeting must be held in advance of any formal quasi-judicial consideration of
the application pursuant to the Local Land Use Planning Act.
SECTION 7. Savings and Severability Clause. The provisions and parts of this Ordinance are
intended to be severable. If any section, sentence, clause, or phrase of this Ordinance should be
held to be invalid or unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or
unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of any other section, sentence,
clause, or phrase of this Ordinance.
SECTION 8. Codification Clause. The City Clerk is instructed to immediately forward this
Ordinance to the codifier of the official municipal code for proper revision of the Code.
SECTION 9. Publication. This Ordinance, or a summary thereof in compliance with Idaho Code,
shall be published once in the official newspaper of the City, and shall take effect immediately
upon its passage, approval, and publication.
SECTION 10. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its
passage, approval and publication.
PASSED by the City Council and APPROVED by the Mayor of the City of Idaho Falls, Idaho,
this _____ day of ____________, 2021.

ATTEST:

CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO

______________________________
KATHY HAMPTON, CITY CLERK

_______________________________

REBECCA L. NOAH CASPER, Ph.D.,
MAYOR

(SEAL)
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STATE OF IDAHO
County of Bonneville

)
) ss:
)

I, KATHY HAMPTON, CITY CLERK OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, DO
HEREBY CERTIFY:
That the above and foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the Ordinance
entitled, “AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, IDAHO, A
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION OF THE STATE OF IDAHO; AMENDING
TITLE 11 OF THE IDAHO FALLS CITY CODE TO INCLUDE A
NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING AS A REQUIRED PART OF AN APPLICATION
FOR PRELIMINARY PLAT, PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT, REZONING,
OR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT; CHANGING A PRELIMINARY PLAT
HEARING TO A MEETING, CORRECTING SMALL ERRORS IN THE
SUBDIVISION CODE AND PROVIDING SEVERABILITY, CODIFICATION,
PUBLICATION BY SUMMARY, AND ESTABLISHING EFFECTIVE DATE.”

(SEAL)

ZONING ORDINANCE - TITLE 11 NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 7.15.21
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Neighborhood Meeting Best Practices
Idaho Falls strongly believes in citizen participation and collaboration
in City planning and development. The 2013 Idaho Falls
Comprehensive Plan states the City should develop a program to
involve neighbors early in the community development process.
Neighborhood meetings at the conceptual stage of development are a
powerful tool for developers and surrounding neighbors to come
together to share visions, discuss concerns, and work toward a better
end result. They also create more informed and productive public
hearings because the hearing is no longer the discovery meeting for
the residents. To assist in creating successful neighborhood
meetings, Idaho Falls has developed this guidebook.
*Note: This guidebook has been modified to include
recommendations for hosting meetings during the COVID-19
pandemic. Specific recommendations for safe meetings are included
in section X. However, as pandemic guidelines, orders, and rules
change, users of this manual should always make sure to check with
the local health district for the most current recommendations for
gatherings.

1) Meeting Purpose
The neighborhood meeting gives the developer an opportunity to share
their development concept with the community and allows neighbors to ask
questions and to discuss concerns related to the development proposal.
The goal of the neighborhood meeting is to facilitate an open dialog
between the developer and the surrounding neighborhood during the early
stages of the development process and to give the developer an
opportunity to answer questions and to resolve concerns prior to the
Planning Commission public meeting.
Neighborhood meetings are recommended for all projects, but especially
for, preliminary plats, planned unit development (PUD) concept
development plans, and conditional use permits. Neighborhood meetings
are also recommended for rezoning applications, but taking special care to
let neighbors know that the zone allows for many things, including what the

developer is proposing. Neighborhood meetings may also be beneficial for
other types of developments that have impacts on a surrounding area.
Developers are given the opportunity to explain how the proposed
development:
•
•
•
•

Is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan
Complies with City code
Will handle typical concerns such as traffic flow
Will be compatible with surrounding neighborhood

2) Scheduling and Advertising the Neighborhood Meeting
o The developer should meet with City staff to discuss neighborhood
meeting plans, set up, and logistics.
o Set a date, time, and location. For virtual meetings, please see
recommendations in section X
o Invite the neighborhood
• Two weeks prior to the meeting an invitation should be sent to
residents and property owners in the neighborhood along with
information regarding the developer’s proposal.
• The meeting notice should be mailed or delivered to all owners
or occupants within three hundred feet (300’) of the
development project boundary line. Notice should also be given
to City staff. City staff can provide mailing names and
addresses for properties within area to be given notice.
• The meeting should generally be held sometime during a
normal work week, Monday through Thursday (excluding
Holidays) between 6:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m.
• The developer may also publish the notice in media outlets if
they wish.

3) Prepare for the Meeting
The developer is the host of the meeting. As the host, the meeting is setup and facilitated by the developer. The meeting should allow for brief
presentations about the project proposed by the developer, who should
initially describe the development and answer questions. The following are
also recommended to the developer:
o Create a “quick facts” sheet regarding the project.
o Prepare a 10-15-minute presentation which includes site plans or
concept drawings. Remember, this is the best opportunity for the
developer to convey his/her excitement and vision about the project
to the surrounding neighbors.
o Have business cards to hand out
o Prepare and display sign-up sheet for attendees.
o Prepare sheets for attendees to provide written comments.
4) Meeting Day
Developer should arrive no less than fifteen (15) minutes before the
scheduled start time. If the developer needs to set up equipment, they
should plan their time accordingly. If you are using audio/visual equipment,
be sure to set up and practice ahead of time so there won’t be any delays
at the meeting. This is especially true for virtual meetings.
Neighborhood meetings are facilitated by the developer and structured in a
“question and answer” format in order to capture dialogue and to record
public input.
o Call to Order
• The developer will call the meeting to order, make
introductions, and thank everyone for coming.
• Introduce some basic civility requirements and ask that
comments be directed and focused around the project, not
individuals in the room.
• The developer will review the meeting agenda, purpose of
meeting, development review, and provide any general
neighborhood meeting “ground rules”.

• The developer will send around the sign-up sheet. Sign-up
sheets are extremely valuable to document who attended and
to help keep interested parties informed throughout the
development process.
o Presentation of the development. Illustrations of the development
concept are extremely helpful and valuable to the attendees.
o Question and answer period. Generally, it is best to limit the
question and answer time. Approximately 30 minutes is
recommended.
o The developer will take meeting notes and send the meeting notes to
City staff and anyone who signs in at the meeting.
o Wrap up
• The developer will end the question and answer period,
thank attendees for their comments and remind them to put
any additional ideas on the written comment sheets, explain
the next steps in the development process, and adjourn the
meeting.

5) After the Meeting
The developer should document information and issues gathered from the
meeting by preparing a summary report to include citizen questions,
concerns, input, issues and ideas. The meeting summary report should
also include copies of letters or petitions received from residents, property
owners, and attendees, minutes from the meeting, and the sign-up sheet.
Developers should consider the information exchanged at the
neighborhood meeting and modify the development application, if in the
developer’s opinion it will improve the project.
Once the summary report is submitted to City staff by the developer, the
developer may then turn in the formal application to the City of Idaho Falls.

6) Virtual Meeting Recommendations
Virtual meetings may be a preferable or required option when significant
events such as the COVID-19 pandemic prevent large groups of people
from gathering together. They are also a useful tool even outside of such
events and provide additional opportunity for those who may not be able to
attend the meeting physically. However, because technological difficulties
and unfamiliarity may exclude some residents from virtual meetings, inperson options are generally preferable when possible. Below are
recommendations specifically for virtual meetings:
• When creating the meeting, consider that most connection
links are long and difficult to type and that you may not have
email addresses of potential invitees. If you are sending letters
with log-in information consider one or both of the following:
• Rather than including the link to the meeting, you can
provide your email address and let people know they can
contact you for the link.
• You can also use a tinyurl service to reduce the link to a
smaller, more typeable link that you can insert into your
letter.
• A YouTube video with an open comments section or
short survey may also be valuable.
• Consider recording the meeting and sending the link to the
recording to residents who may not have been able to attend.
• If you are unfamiliar with virtual meetings, practice ahead of
time. Know what tools are available to you and how to use
them. In particular, know how to share your screen with
others.
• Consider having someone on your team help you run the
meeting, including managing technical and audio issues and
manage the chat features.

Frequently Asked Questions

When can a neighborhood meeting be scheduled?
Any time after the review of the project concept with City staff.
Who sends out the notification letters?
The developer.
How long is a neighborhood meeting?
Typically, neighborhood meetings are one to one-and-a-half (1-1.5) hours.
Are there refreshments at the meeting?
The developer may provide refreshments. Refreshments are not required
but are encouraged.
What happens after the neighborhood meeting?
Although the developer is not required to make any or all of the changes
suggested at the neighborhood meeting, the developer should be ready to
address what was expressed at the neighborhood meeting when the
project application is formally submitted. If changes were made as a result
of the meeting, those should be pointed out to City staff. If changes were
not made, the developer should be prepared to explain why not.
Where will the meeting be held?
It is recommended that the neighborhood meeting to be held at a neutral
location near where the project is to take place.

Sample Notice and Sign-up Sheet
Neighborhood Meeting
[Date]
Dear Property Owner or Resident:
This letter is being sent to you to let you know about a development proposal, [Project Name],
in your area and to invite you to an informational meeting where the developer will present
(his/her) development concept. You can learn more about the proposed project and can ask
questions about it.
[Project Name] is a project for [use and/or purpose] at [property address]. The property is
zoned [zoning district] and is [# of acres] acres in size. The property presently contains
[description of current property].
The proposed project is [description of project]. We welcome and encourage your participation.
Your input is an important part of the City’s development review process. Please join us for a
neighborhood meeting to discuss the proposal on [date and time]. The meeting will be held at
[meeting location]. The meeting is an opportunity for you to provide input on the project and to
have your questions answered directly by the applicant.
If you are unable to attend the meeting, but would like to provide input or ask questions, please
contact [contact name] at [phone number] or [email address]. We look forward to seeing you at
the meeting.

Sincerely,

[Name and title]

Welcome!

Please Sign In*
Date ___________________

Name

Email Address

Phone Number

Providing contact information is not required, and the purpose is to provide updates regarding the project.
However, please be aware that any information provided on this sheet will become part of the public record.

*

STAFF REPORT
Teton View Estates Division No. 1 – First Amended
August 3, 2021

Applicant: HLE
Location: Generally North of
Saddle Rock Ln, East of Glen
Abby Cir, South of E 65th N,
West of N 5th E
Size: Approx. 25.773 acres
Buildable Lots: 102
Unbuildable Lot: 5
Density: 5.38 units per acre
Existing Zoning: R1
North: County A-1
South: County A-1
East: R1/LC
West: P
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Residential
North: Residential/
Agricultural
South: Residential/
Agricultural
East: Vacant/ Residential
West: Golf Course
Future Land Use Map:
Higher Density Residential,
Commercial, Employment
Center
Attachments:
1. Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinance Requirements
2. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
3. Maps and aerial photos

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the final plat
for Teton View Estates Division No. 1 – First Amended.
History: A final plat for this area was recorded in April 2008.
The final plat was recorded, but never constructed. This plat
amends the lot lines within the existing development but does
not alter the street network.
Staff Comments: The property is zoned R1. The plat includes
102 buildable lots and 5 unbuildable lot. The unbuildable lots
include three landscape lots along 65th North and Lots 11 &
12, Block 3 along Birdie Thompson Drive, which will be used
as a storm pond.
The original plat included 45 single dwelling unit lots and 16
attached single dwelling unit lots for this area. The amended
plat changes all of the single dwelling lots into attached single
dwelling lots for a total of 102 attached single dwelling units.
Access will come from 65th North and 5th East, both arterials.
These roads will be widened and improved according to
County Public Works as they are county roads. Improvements
will include striped decel lanes and left turn lanes. No direct
access to 65th North or 5th East will be permitted.
The Comprehensive Plan calls out this area for higher density
residential although the proposed density meets the Lower
Density classification. The development could not go to a
higher density without a rezone request.

Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the plat and finds
that it complies with the subdivision ordinance and the
development standards of the R1Zone. Staff recommends
approval of the 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.

Staff Review
X
X

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.

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

All local

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)
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)
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Arterial corners shall support higher density housing, quasi-public services, or community/neighborhood
commercial services. (p.41)
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. (p.43)
Low Density Residential. Single family homes on individual lots at a density of 7 units or less per net acre. This area
may include detached homes or homes which share a common wall, open space, or other common facilities. (p. 63)
Higher density residential. Homes, apartments, and condominiums developed at densities of 8 to 35 units per acre. (p.
63)
Zoning Ordinance:
11-3-3: PURPOSE OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES
(C) R1 Single Dwelling Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone which is representative of a less
automobile-oriented, more walkable development pattern, characterized by somewhat smaller lot widths; and a somewhat
denser residential environment than is characteristic of the RP Residential Park Zone. The principal uses in the R1
Residential Zone shall be single detached and attached dwelling units. This zone is also generally located near limited
commercial services that provide daily household needs.
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TETON VIEW ESTATES, DIVISION NO. 1, FIRST AMENDED
BEING A RE-PLAT OF LOTS 3-16, BLOCK 1, LOTS 1-9. BLOCK 2, LOTS 1-6, BLOCK 3,
BLOCK 4, BLOCK 5, AND LOTS 10-23, BLOCK 6, TETON VIEW ESTATES, DIVISION NO. 1
AN ADDITION TO THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS, BONNEVILLE COUNTY, IDAHO
PART OF THE NE 1/4 OF SECTION 31, T. 3 N., R. 38 E.B.M.
65TH NORTH

Radius

Delta

Chord

C1

20.74'

70.00'

16°58'32"

20.66'

C2

23.69'

70.06'

19°22'24"

C3

157.87'

100.00'

C4

29.63'

C5

Bearing

54.09'

54.09'

54.09'

54.09'

54.09'

54.09'

C3

96.42'

N 87°19'05" W

51.27'

129.98'
LOT 27
0.208 ACRES

L38

C2

Record - Teton View Estates
Division No. 1
Instrument No.1310084

(M)

Measured Bearing and Distance

POB

Point of Beginning

LOT 5

LOT 6

LOT 7

LOT 8

Length

Radius

Delta

S8°29'53"W

C21

6.20'

130.00'

2°44'04"

6.20'

23.58'

S79°52'06"W

C22

38.76'

270.00'

8°13'28"

90°27'13"

141.98'

S45°12'58"E

C23

36.75'

60.00'

100.00'

16°58'33"

29.52'

N8°29'53"E

C24

23.10'

112.40'

200.00'

32°12'04"

110.93'

N16°06'41"E

C25

C6

168.61'

300.00'

32°12'08"

166.40'

N16°06'41"E

C8

29.19'

50.00'

33°27'05"

28.78'

C9

38.29'

50.00'

43°53'05"

C10

30.81'

50.00'

C11

110.51'

C12

Bearing

LOT 2

DRAWN BY DESIGN BY

TD

3'

73.0

S70°12'02"W 73.03'(R)

60.00'

109.85'

66.83'

54.09'

S 0°00'36" W

LOT 49
0.196 ACRES

130.01'

N 0°26'33" W

LOT 48
0.161 ACRES

130.01'

N 0°26'33" W

LOT 47
0.161 ACRES

N 0°26'33" W

130.01'

54.09'

LOT 2

LOT 1

LOT 3

LOT 6

Bearing

S1°21'28"E

C41

56.47'

230.00'

14°03'58"

56.32'

N25°10'48"E

38.72'

N4°07'24"E

C42

25.17'

230.00'

6°16'15"

25.16'

N3°08'41"E

35°05'48"

36.18'

N34°32'05"E

C43

30.20'

50.00'

34°36'44"

29.75'

N22°41'15"W

50.00'

26°27'58"

22.89'

N38°51'01"E

C44

14.69'

60.00'

14°01'45"

14.65'

N7°01'30"E

30.87'

50.00'

35°22'08"

30.38'

S43°08'43"E

C45

14.69'

60.00'

14°01'45"

14.65'

N21°03'15"E

C26

35.70'

50.00'

40°54'54"

34.95'

S81°17'14"E

C46

7.51'

60.00'

7°10'07"

7.50'

S85°25'52"W

N11°20'40"E

C27

29.96'

50.00'

34°20'02"

29.52'

37.36'

S82°45'29"W

C28

31.11'

50.00'

35°38'50"

35°18'21"

30.32'

N57°38'48"W

C29

23.02'

50.00'

70.00'

90°27'13"

99.39'

N45°12'58"W

C30

36.75'

47.64'

230.00'

11°52'01"

47.55'

N12°12'49"E

C31

C13

63.71'

170.00'

21°28'19"

63.34'

S21°28'34"W

C14

19.69'

130.00'

8°40'39"

19.67'

C15

35.97'

130.00'

15°51'13"

C16

37.10'

130.00'

C17

38.51'

C18

REVISIONS

LOT 8

60.00'
S89°33'28"W 686.36'

ED

TT
LA
P
N

U
Chord

July 22, 2021
DATE

LOT 4

LOT 7

Delta

CMJ

LOT 9

LOT 5

POB

Radius

HLE

47.69' L1
5

54.09'

54.09'

S89°33'27"W 954.32'

Length

DATE:

CHECK BY

2020-692

JOB NO:

S 0°17'35" W
60.01'

54.09'

Curve #

Chord

LOT 3

LOT 4

Curve Table

Curve #

COPYRIGHT

(R)

TETON VIEW ESTATES DIVISION NO. 1
INSTRUMENT NO.1310084
LOT 9

2021 HLE ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.

TETON
VIEW
E
INSTR
UMEN STATES DIV
T NO.1
310084 ISION NO. 1

100.39'
49.33'

54.66'

54.66'

N 89°59'24" W

S0°01'04"W 161.28'

S89°04'13"W 71.81'(M)

N 89°59'24" W

15' Easement Sideline

COMMERCIAL LOT
LOT 26
1.914 ACRES

127.23'
LOT 29
0.167 ACRES

Found 1/2" Iron Rod P.L.S. 9369
Replaced with 5/8" X 24" Iron rod
with cap marked P.L.S. 15571

Dedicated Right-of-Way

N 89°10'27" W
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STAFF REPORT
Providence Point Division No. 1 – First Amended
August 3, 2021

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Eagle Rock
Engineering

Requested Action: To recommend the approval of the final plat for
Providence Point Division No. 1 – First Amended.

Location: Generally North of
E 49th S, East of Providence
Point Dr, South of Resilient
Ln, West of Stanfield Ln

History: A preliminary plat for this area was approved in April
2020. A final plat was approved for this area in September of 2020

Size: Approx. 1.72 acres
Buildable Lots: 7
Unbuildable Lot: 1
Existing Zoning: R1
North: R1
South: R1
East: R1
West: R1
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Residential
North: Residential
South: Agricultural
East: Institutional/ Residential
West: Residential

Staff Comments: The property is zoned R1. The plat includes 7
buildable lots and one unbuildable lot. The unbuildable lot is
intended to provide access from Providence Point Drive to the
church to the east. The purpose of this replat is to adjust this access
lot slightly. In working with the church, they wanted to see the
access line up with the drive aisle in their parking lot. In adjusting
that lot in then requires some slight adjustment to the other lots.
The lot sizes also get adjusted and one additional lot is added to this
block, from the previous plat. All of the lots continue to meet the
minimum standards of the R1 Zone.

Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the plat and finds
that it complies with the subdivision ordinance and the
development standards of the R1Zone. Staff recommends
approval of the plat.

Future Land Use Map:
Lower & Higher Density
Residential
Attachments:
1. Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinance Requirements
2. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
3. Maps and aerial photos
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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.

Staff Review
X
X

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.

X
X
X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X

All local

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)
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)
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Arterial corners shall support higher density housing, quasi-public services, or community/neighborhood
commercial services. (p.41)
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. (p.43)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities are least costly. (p.67)
Low Density Residential. Single family homes on individual lots at a density of 7 units or less per net acre. This area
may include detached homes or homes which share a common wall, open space, or other common facilities. (p. 63)
Higher density residential. Homes, apartments, and condominiums developed at densities of 8 to 35 units per acre. (p.
63)
Zoning Ordinance:
11-3-3: PURPOSE OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES
(C) R1 Single Dwelling Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone which is representative of a less
automobile-oriented, more walkable development pattern, characterized by somewhat smaller lot widths; and a somewhat
denser residential environment than is characteristic of the RP Residential Park Zone. The principal uses in the R1
Residential Zone shall be single detached and attached dwelling units. This zone is also generally located near limited
commercial services that provide daily household needs.
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TOWNSHIP ROAD CHURCH ADDITION, DIVISION NO. 2
AS RECORDED IN INSTRUMENT NO. 1362696

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. THE SYSTEM ORIENTATION IS BASED
ON GRID NORTH ALONG THE EAST ZONE CENTRAL MERIDIAN. NO
CONVERGENCE ANGLE HAS BEEN APPLIED.

(R1)

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 5/8" X 30" IRON ROD WITH
ALUMINUM CAP MARKED P.L.S. 9369
P.L.S.S. CORNER AS NOTED

ROADWAY CENTERLINE
SECTION LINE
LOT LINE
PLAT BOUNDARY
15' PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT (P.U.E.)
UNLESS OTHERWISE DIMENSIONED
EXISTING UTILITY EASEMENT AS NOTED
FOUND 1/2" X 24" IRON ROD WITH
YELLOW PLASTIC CAP MARKED P.L.S. 8795
FOUND 5/8" x 30" IRON ROD WITH
YELLOW PLASTIC CAP MARKED P.L.S. 8795

2. A 15' FOOT WIDE PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT IS HEREBY
RESERVED WITHIN EACH LOT ALONG ALL ROAD FRONTAGES AS
SHOWN.

1. LOT 23, BLOCK 4; LOT 14, BLOCK 4 IS HEREBY RESERVED AS A
BLANKET PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT.
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