Idaho Falls Planning Commission

Meeting Agenda

The Planning Commission and Staff welcome you to tonight’s meeting. We appreciate and
encourage public participation. For regular agenda items, an opportunity for public comment is
provided following the staff report. However, the formality of procedures varies with the purpose and
subject of the agenda item; therefore, the Chair may exercise discretion in deciding if and when to
allow public comment during the course of the proceedings and limitations may be placed on the
time allowed for comments. Please note that City of Idaho Falls Planning Commission meetings
are live streamed at www.idahofallsidaho.gov and archived. Thank you for your interest in City
Government.

1. Call To Order:
2. Changes, Additions, Or Modifications To The Agenda.
3. Minutes:
3.I. May 1, 2018
Documents:
PC MINUTES 5-1-18.PDF
4. Public Hearing(S):
4.I. CUP18-004: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

CUP Message Center at CEI. Generally south of John Adams Pkwy., west of S
25th E, north of E 17th St., and east of Ashment Ave
Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
4.II. ANNX18-005: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING

Generally south of E Sunnyside Rd., west of S 15th E, north of E 49th S and
east of Stonebrook Lane.
A) Sunnyside –Annexation / Initial Zoning of RE and RP
B) S Holmes –Annexation / Initial Zoning of LC, R2 and R1.

Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
4.III. RZON18-005: REZONE

Portion of Hatch Div 1 & 5, 1.28 Acres, R3A, R2, R1 to LC. Generally south
of Kearney St., west of the Meppen Canal, north of E 1st St., and east of N
Woodruff Ave
Documents:
FINAL STAFF REPORT.PDF

Portion of Hatch Div 1 & 5, 1.28 Acres, R3A, R2, R1 to LC. Generally south
of Kearney St., west of the Meppen Canal, north of E 1st St., and east of N
Woodruff Ave
Documents:
FINAL STAFF REPORT.PDF
5. Business:
5.I. ANNX18-006: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING

T & T Park. Generally south of E 33rd N, west of N Holmes Ave., north of E
Anderson St., and east of US Hwy 20
Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
5.II. PLAT18-014: FINAL PLAT

T&T Park Generally south of E 33rd N, west of N Holmes Ave., north of E
Anderson St., and east of US Hwy 20
Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
5.III. PLAT18-017: FINAL PLAT

Linden Trails Division 1 First Amended. Generally south of Broadway, west of
S Bellin Rd., north of Pancheri Dr. and east of S Old Butte Rd
Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
5.IV. PLAT16-040: FINAL PLAT

Linden Trails Addition, Division 3. Generally south of Broadway, west of S
Bellin Rd., north of Pancheri Dr. and east of S Old Butte Rd
Documents:
PC PACKETS.PDF
5.V. PLAT16-041: FINAL PLAT

Linden Trails Addition, Division 4. Generally south of Broadway, west of S
Bellin Rd., north of Pancheri Dr. and east of S Old Butte Rd
Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
6. Miscellaneous:

Public hearing items are subject to change. If you have interest in a specific item, please contact
the Planning Office at 612-8799. Staff reports are available by 3:00 p.m. the Friday prior to the
public hearing. If you wish to receive a copy of the staff report, please call 612-8799 after 3:00 p.m.
or email [email protected] If you need communication aids or services or other physical
accommodations to participate or access this meeting or program of the City of Idaho Falls, you
may contact Kerry Beutler at 612-8799 or the Grants Administrator, Lisa Farris at 612-8323 and
every effort will be made to adequately meet your needs.

accommodations to participate or access this meeting or program of the City of Idaho Falls, you
may contact Kerry Beutler at 612-8799 or the Grants Administrator, Lisa Farris at 612-8323 and
every effort will be made to adequately meet your needs.

May 1, 2018

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
Council Chambers

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners George Morrison, George Swaney, Gene Hicks,
Arnold Cantu, Natalie Black, Joanne Denney, Brent Dixon, Margaret Wimborne, Lindsey
Romankiw, Darren Josephson. (10 present with 9 votes).
MEMBERS ABSENT: Julie Foster
ALSO PRESENT: Planning Director, Brad Cramer (came late), Assistant Planning Director,
Kerry Beutler, Brent McLane, and interested citizens.
CALL TO ORDER: George Morrison called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and reviewed the
public hearing procedure.
CHANGES TO AGENDA:

None.

Minutes: Dixon requested a change from “stated” to “clarified” in one section. Cantu moved to
approve the Minutes for the March 6, 2018, Black seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously. Romankiw moved to approve the minutes for the April 3, 2018 meeting,
Hicks seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
Public Hearing:
1. RZON 18-001: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT. Amend from Lower
Density to Planned Transition. Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record. Black
asked Beutler to explain the Planned Transition. Beutler stated that the definition of Planned
Transition is listed in the Comprehensive Plan as properties that are transitioning. Beutler stated
that the policies show what types of potential uses there could be, and what sort of uses would be
appropriate, including higher density residential, professional office, or other types of
commercial uses, and that is why Planned Transition makes sense, because it covers all of the
potential uses, and allows the City to look at the properties, and their existing uses and assess if
they are stable uses or going to transition, and those will be addressed during initial zoning.
Hicks asked about the blank spaces between the triangle and the other properties. Beutler
indicated that the blank area represents Wallace Dairy property that was approved for annexation
and initial zoning by the Planning Commission last month, but the Comprehensive Plan would
not leave out the Wallace Dairy property it would be included in the blob. Dixon asked if it is
zoned residential, can it continue to stay residential and do residential redevelopment. Beutler
stated that some of that will depend on the future. Beutler stated that the properties are zoned
commercial in the County and there is a mix of residential and commercial uses. Beutler stated
that if it is residential with a commercial zone, it would be considered non-conforming and the
residential use would be allowed to continue. Beutler stated that the existing use is already there,
and they are allowed to continue that use regardless if the zoning and designation change.
Beutler stated that when they deal with the annexation and initial zoning they will deal with
specific zoning designations. Dixon and Beutler discussed that the definition that Dixon is
reading is the definition for the Comprehensive Plan Planned Transition, and the Zoning
Ordinance has a separate entire zone that is an overlay zone that is called the Planned Transition
Zone and that zoning designation does dictate what uses are allowed.

Wimborne clarified that the properties are not within the City and by changing the
Comprehensive Plan to the Planned Transition that would allow some flexibility and you could
have some R-3 Zoning and something else on another property in that same stretch of Planned
Transition. Beutler agreed, and indicated that when you a annex property and give it an initial
zoning they have to look to the long range plan to make sure the zoning makes sense, and so
what staff is saying is that low density residential, as indicated in the Comprehensive Plan, does
not make sense long term, but it is unknown as to what it is going to be and the Planned
Transition will allow the flexibility. Black asked if the Mayor and City Council voted on the
Wallace Dairy property. Beutler indicated it had not gone to City Council, so it is not yet
annexed and zoned Commercial.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City.
Support: No one appeared in support.
Opposition:
Rich Way, 925 Summerfield Dr., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Way indicated that the corner of Springfield
and Sunnyside had concerns about high density and it was addressed through the Commission
approximately 1 year ago. Way stated that the concerns about the Comprehensive Plan Amendment does
leave the initial zoning wide open. Way stated that the light commercial and the higher density concerned
the neighbors. Way stated that the plan for the City to bring in apartments to their neighborhood is a
concern because it is shy of an arterial feeder and Springfield is the only way in and out. Way stated that
the neighbors are concerned about the initial zoning. Way stated that they weren’t speaking up against
the one section on Wallace Dairy, but this Change caused some concern.

Laura Gray, 810 E Sunnyside, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Gray is the owner of Monarch Childcare
Center. Gray stated that this property has been zoned commercial through the County. Gray
stated that they have operated the Monarch Reception center and changed it to the daycare. Gray
stated that the concern relating to the entry points onto Sunnyside will not change with this
change as everyone will still have their own driveways. Gray stated that it has been zoned
commercial through the County forever. Gray stated that the City is impacting her life by
changing the designation and making them annex in. Gray stated that the cost for her and her
business is a lot. Gray stated that the City has different day care laws than the County or State.
Gray stated that she recently re-licensed the daycare through the County, and now she’ll have to
re-license with the City and that is $1800 expense for her, and her taxes will double. Gray stated
that they are not only discussing property, it is people and people’s lives. Gray stated that the
City’s Comprehensive Plan will mess with her life plan and she is not happy about it. Gray
stated that Ms. Wallace has been very concerned with what has gone on. Gray stated that the
City is asking them to change everything from the way they do business to the way they drive in
and out of their place. Gray stated that the Commission should consider that they are people,
they live there, they work there, and its been their life for many years.
Wimborne clarified that the first item is only a change to the Comprehensive Plan and the second
item deals with the annexation.
Angela Wallace, 890 East Sunnyside, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Wallace stated that they have 75
trees surrounding their property and if they must use City water, who will water the trees.

Wallace stated that they have lived there forever, they pay their bills, they pay their taxes and
they don’t want to change those. Wallace asked them to leave things alone. Wallace stated that
everyone is happy, and the City shouldn’t mess with their lives. Wallace stated that it is a
serious problem when the City thinks they can come in and dictate that you aren’t county any
more you are City now. Wallace stated that is not the way they should run the Country.
Katie King, 840 Windrow Circle, Idaho Falls, Idaho. King asked for some history on how
these properties are County with everything else City around it.
Beutler indicated that likely over the years the residential subdivisions were probably agricultural
land. Sunnyside road was only a 2-lane road, and then as the City grew, development occurred.
Beutler stated that properties that were in one ownership were purchased, annexed, utilities were
extended, and subdivisions were created. Beutler stated that process has occurred all around
these areas and properties. Beutler stated that unfortunately in the planning process there was no
frontage given to the parcels and the only frontage is Sunnyside and now Sunnyside is a
restricted access road. Beutler stated that if the properties develop access will decrease and there
will not be as many accesses, and there can’t be to maintain the safety of Sunnyside. Beutler
stated that shared access agreements will have to be contemplated and the development address
cross access with each other. Beutler stated that it would have been nice if the subdivisions
would have created frontage and access for the County parcels, but now there are isolated
parcels.
Dixon clarified that the item before the Commission is putting this area into a Planned Transition
in the Comprehensive Plan. Dixon stated that first thing it would indicate is when people are
annexed in whatever their current use would be grandfathered and not changed, and if in the
future the property is redeveloped to something else, this Comprehensive Plan change would
pave the way for that redevelopment. Dixon stated each property owner would have the choice
to participate in the redevelopment, or not, but it would be a signal to redevelopers that this land
is available for redevelopment if the current owners are interested in selling, or it could be a
current owner that redevelops into a different use. Dixon stated that if it fits within the planned
transition zone then they wouldn’t have to change the zone because it would already fit. Beutler
agreed with Dixon. Dixon stated that current use means current access. Dixon clarified that if
the property was redeveloped then at that point the City would ask for a plan for the redeveloped
land which would include fewer access points. Beutler agreed. Dixon stressed that what is
being discussed would not force anyone to change their current use. Beutler agreed. Dixon
commented that day care requirements are a separate issue and must be dealt with on the next
item on the Agenda.
Don Kippen 880 Summerset, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Kippen lives across the street from the area.
Kippen stated that his main concern is if any businesses or developers have expressed an interest
in the property, or why is this being brought forward now.
Morrison stated that is for the next Agenda
Beutler stated that the City has been approached by several different individuals over several
years regarding properties in the area. Beutler stated that this property (corner of Springfield and
Sunnyside) was considered for annexation last year and was denied due to concerns about
density and traffic. Beutler stated that the Wallace Diary property came before the Commission
last month, and there is interest there for immediate future development. Beutler stated that the

reason the City is looking at the entire area is because all of the properties are in similar
situations being isolated, enclaved County islands. Beutler stated that it makes more sense to
address them as a group, rather than individually.
Troy Hiltbrand, 910 Wheatstone, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hiltbrand stated that it is unclear if the
City goes through with the Planned Transition what is the process for determining the zone,
whether its light commercial, high density residential. Hiltbrand indicated that it was stated
earlier it was brought before the commission regarding the corner lot of Springfield Drive and
high density residential was denied. Hiltbrand asked if it goes to Planned Transition what is the
process for determining what utilization would be for the property.
Beutler stated there are several things that go into trying to figure out the appropriate zone,
including what the property might want and/or request, such as with the Wallace Dairy property
they owners approached the City and their application was for limited commercial. Beutler
stated that the next item on the Agenda will consider annexation and initial zoning and then he
can talk in greater detail about the initial zoning that the Staff has looked at. Beutler stated that
staff is looking at the existing use of the property and what zone would continue to allow for the
use of the property, or what is the potential and appropriate use for the site.
Morrison stated that is why it is called planned transition, so they can deal with each property
individually.
Joshua Jackson, 234 West 16th Street, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Jackson wanted to reiterate what
Dixon stated. Jackson stated that there is some confusion between the Comprehensive Plan Change and
annexation. Jackson stated that the Gray’s are in favor of the Comprehensive Plan change because that is
a step taken out of the piece for a developer, but the annexation part they are not in favor of, and would
prefer it be like how Wallace Dairy property did it, on an individual basis so the burden of coming into
the City is put on the new developer and not the current owners.

Stacy Munn, 3525 Dairy Lane, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Munn stated that she gets in and out of her
subdivision on Springfield and that is her concern. Munn asked if you can zone commercial or a
medium density with restrictions on some of the requirements. Munn indicated that she
understands a medium density zone would include like a 4-plex or townhomes or single family.
Munn asked if the City can zone and still restrict to have less people, less cars. Munn stated that
Springfield feeds another 100 homes behind what is shown on the slide. Munn stated that as the
traffic bottle necks with more cars it could get congested.
Beutler stated that they can restrict use by the zone designation that is chosen. Beutler stated that
the other way is attaching a planned transition overlay that would restrict some uses.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Swaney stated that there is a fair amount of confusion about what is being discussed. Swaney
attempted to clarify the confusion. Swaney indicated that this decision is a change to the
Comprehensive Plan to provide the flexibility for the property owners that may develop the
existing property in the area to pursue the zoning they need to affectively develop the property.
Swaney stated this decision only applies to the Comprehensive Plan to provide the flexibility for
the future (next Agenda item) decision about annexation and zoning. Swaney supports staff’s
recommendation for the Planned Transition designation in the Comprehensive Plan.

Dixon stated that there would be a problem with the accesses onto Sunnyside and the City has
learned its lesson from 17th Street that if there is a driveway every 20’ then traffic doesn’t flow,
and the arterials are intended to move traffic. Dixon indicated that they deal with the access
problem with reverse frontage using a side street to access property. Dixon stated that if the
property continues with its current use, there isn’t that much traffic and the hazard is for them
individually, but there isn’t a lot of people coming and going from the property, however if it
redevelops into commercial there could be a lot of traffic in and out, and if the property
redevelops it would require a more centralized larger access with left and right turn lanes. Dixon
is concerned about the fact that the Commission turned down the higher density residential on
the corner and if they designate planned transition for the area, it would make it easier for
someone to come back and propose the same thing again and be in a stronger position.
Morrison stated that they can deal with each property as it comes before the Commission.
Wimborne commented that the area is challenging, and Sunnyside has gone through an
evaluation over the last 10 years. Wimborne stated that the change to the Comprehensive Plan
makes sense when you look at how Sunnyside has evolved east to west with commercial on the
corner of Holmes and Sunnyside, on Sunnyside and St. Clair is commercial and then all the
medical going to the hospital, the corner of 5th west and Sunnyside there is a combination of
uses. Wimborne stated that there will be challenges when properties are annexed. Wimborne
stated that the Comprehensive Plan Change makes sense.
Hicks moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Comprehensive
Plan Amendment from Low Density Residential to Planned Transition as presented for
M&B approximately 13.5acres, Section 32, T 2N, R 38 E, Josephson seconded the motion
and it passed 7-1. Black opposed the motion and Dixon abstained from voting.
Black stated that she was vocal last time about this property because she is not in favor of
adding more commercial in this area. Black stated that it is a difficult area and she agrees
with Dixon that by changing it to Planned Transition, the parcel that was denied for the
higher density housing it does make it easier for that type of project to come into the City.
Black stated she was a fan of the area as a whole transitioning to some kind of higher
density.
Dixon abstained because he can see pros and cons and cannot decide if the pros outweighed
the cons.
Black indicated that is closer to how she feels, but she already voted in opposition.

2. ANNX 18-002: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Sunnyside/Holmes Initiated
Annexation and Initial Zoning LC, RP, RE, R1 and R2. Beutler presented the staff report, a
part of the record. Hicks complimented the staff on the notification of the public hearing and
outreach to the neighbors. Black asked and Beutler confirmed that the buffers would only be if
the property redeveloped and current property owners would not have to comply with the
buffers, unless they redeveloped, or sold the property. Black asked if the Limited Commercial
would allow the motorhomes that are currently stored at the Monarch. Beutler stated that RV
Storage is not allowed in limited commercial, but that it would remain as a non-conforming use
and they can continue that use indefinitely. Beutler stated that if they discontinued the use for

more than 1 year, then the use would go away, and you cannot have it back, but if they
continually have the RV’s there the use can continue, until the property redevelops. Dixon asked
where the parcels are that have no City services. Beutler pointed out the homes that have no
services. Dixon asked how deep the lots along Sunnyside are and asked if there is enough land
such that they can redevelop. Beutler stated that it would be very challenging for a commercial
development. Beutler stated that Sunnyside is a restricted access road and so they are probably
going to end up with one or two accesses off Sunnyside, if this entire area were to change to
commercial. Beutler stated that the lots might not be large enough for a building to be placed on
them and they might be landscaping and parking lot. Beutler stated that for the area to redevelop
and function from a transportation standpoint, they need to encourage those properties to
redevelop together, and that is better suited if they are under the same zoning. Beutler stated that
for this to function and work it needs to have a secondary access, and that will likely go to
Springfield. Dixon asked about the last 3 properties on the west side of Holmes proposed as RP
and the land behind the homes is vacant and proposed RE, however the properties have the
potential to develop like White Pine Lane across Holmes, and the zoning would prevent the
solution. Beutler stated that part of the reason there is one ownership for the parcels and it would
show as residential estate (RE) and then the other parcels are separate ownerships. Dixon asked
if there is enough vacant frontage on Holmes to get a road back to the property. Beutler stated
that staff believes that would be best served with a future rezone hearing if someone wanted to
purchase and develop that property, and this area be addressed with the current uses. Black
clarified that the two proposed limited commercial (LC) are currently zoned commercial in the
County. Beutler disagreed and stated that the commercial properties are the daycare, and Wallace
Dairy property and a daycare near the canal. Black asked if the residential property would be
zoned for Limited commercial. Beutler agreed and indicated that the areas need to be developed
as one parcel and that zoning would encourage that development.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City
Support: None.
Opposition:
Diane Beard 3696 S. Holmes, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Beard lives on the southernmost property on
the west side of Holmes that was just discussed. Beard stated that it is proposed to be zoned as
Residential Estate, but there is a house on the property and it will not develop for access to the
back properties. Beard read her statement. Beard used the provisions of the Idaho Statute 50222-3A as it was described the neighbors, not 3B. Beard stated that the information that was sent
to neighbors spoke to 3A, not 3B. Beard stated that the City initiated the annexation on the
premise that is without foundation. Beard stated that the letter that was sent to them indicated
that they had previously agreed to be annexed into the City in exchange for use of the City’s
water supply. Beard stated in some instances this is the case, but in many properties, including
Beard’s the property is not connected to City water and did not sign any agreement. Beard
stated that out of the 35 properties proposed for annexation, 4 of them have City services. Beard
stated that her letter from the City included an agreement from the City and the now deceased
owner of the property to the north, that was signed in 1983 before Beard’s house was built.
Beard stated that she has no agreement with the City, her property has its own well, septic, and
Rocky Mountain Power provides electricity. Beard stated that when she was building her home,

she approached Mayor Linda Milam and asked to be connected to City water and was told that it
would not and could never happen as the City has no intention of providing water for a property
of her size. Beard indicated that Mayor Milam also stated that because Beard was self sufficient
with her own well and septic that the City could not and would not annex the property to provide
the City services. Beard stated that the Statute that the City is basing its right to initiate
annexation without the consent of the private land owners is 50-222-3A. Beard stated that the
City had defined the plat as “surrounded on all sides by land within a City and a City’s area of
impact”. Beard indicated she has spoke to a real estate attorney and was advised that there was a
case to argue that the City has not met the requirement of the definition, specifically referring to
the property immediately to the east of her. Beard indicated that this property and the portion of
South Holmes are currently bordered by land that is in the County. Beard stated that for the City
to meet the requirements for the definition outlined in the Statute, the entire enclaved area needs
to be annexed. Beard indicated that there is ambiguity in the way that the City has approached
this, and it raises sufficient doubt as to whether they meet the legal obligation in terms of the
definition outlined in the Statute. Beard suggested they do further investigation and clarification.
Dixon asked about the agreement that the City transmitted that was signed by the now deceased
next door neighbor and asked if Beard bought land from that property owner. Beard indicated
that she did buy the land from the deceased owner. Dixon asked if it could have been a single
parcel at the time the agreement was made with the City. Beard indicated that it may have been,
but the water supply was supplied to the house on the neighbor’s property, not Beard’s property,
and that was the intent of the agreement that they would receive a City service, in exchange for
your agreement to annex in the future. Beard stated that she does not have the service, and never
signed the agreement, and when they did approach the City about getting services, they were told
no.
Dixon asked Beutler what State Statute they used as the staff notes to do not indicate the
difference between Class A and Class B. Dixon asked if there is an acreage limit for the
different classifications. Beutler indicated that the City is processing everything as a category B
annexation and a category B does include areas of land that have been subdivided into 5-acre
tracts or less, and they can classify for Category B even if they don’t have a service. Dixon
clarified that the entire area can be much larger than 5 acres, but you cannot do parcels that are
individually greater than 5 acres under that part of the State statute. Beutler agreed and indicated
that there is not a limitation to the overall boundary, but there are specifications in the categories
as to size of the parcels you are annexing. Dixon asked what the largest parcel proposed to be
annexed. Beutler indicated that he doesn’t know. (someone from the audience indicated that
there is a parcel that is 4.75 acres.) Beutler stated that the Statute for Category B does provide for
lots that have been divided into lots of 5 acres or less.
Morrison reminded the audience to not talk from the audience.
Black asked if the letter sent to property owners listed the annexation as Category A or B.
Beutler stated that he does not know what was referenced in the letter. Beutler stated that they
included in the letter a FAQ that was developed and that does reference more category A.
Beutler indicated that the City is processing this as Category B and meeting the requirements
therefor. Black asked and Beutler agreed that the neighborhood meeting discussed Category B.
Melanie Sansom-Smith 3536 S. Holmes, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Sansom-Smith indicated that
they were under the impression that it was a Category A, as that is what was emphasized.

Sansom-Smith stated that she has a property that is a lot like the Kinsman area where the access
to City services would be difficult to acquire. Sansom-Smith stated that they have a septic tank
and a well and are self-sufficient. Sansom-Smith stated that it would be economically difficult to
access the City services. Sansom-Smith submitted a letter that is within the record. SansomSmith stated that they understand the City’s desire to tidy up the area. Sansom-Smith stated that
the Residential Estates were built with no intention to ever annex into the City. Sansom-Smith
stated that if this is something that the City Council and Mayor approve, they would argue for
some defray of the burden on individual owners to access the City services and right now all the
neighbors see is 100% increase in taxes for no services. Sansom-Smith agreed that she lives
close to parks and City services, but they are not able to receive the utilities. Sansom-Smith
stated that they are currently on Rocky Mountain Power and have been told that they would be
able to receive Idaho Falls Power and it is a great deal, but with Prestwich Estates it has been a
year and they don’t have a buyout figure. Sansom-Smith stated that concerns them and they
would like numbers on a buyout. Sansom-Smith stated that for several of the properties it would
be a hardship to buy-out the Rocky Mountain Power.
Rich Way, 925 Summerfield Dr., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Way stated that the three properties on
the corner of Springfield and Sunnyside are proposed to be R-2, even though there is an email
from the property owner to allow them to annex and zone as LC. Way asked if the LC revisits
the higher density apartments, which has already been addressed. Way stated that was the
neighbors concern with the Planned Transition.
Donald Rydalch, 890 Summerfield Circle, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Rydalch stated that the
communications are not timely. Rydalch stated that the post mark date on the envelope and the
date of arrival was 4-5 days. Rydalch stated that it makes it difficult for people to put together a
written response 7 day before the meeting. Rydalch stated that it is a challenge to work with the
staff report that is available at 3 p.m. on Friday and to be prepared in a proper way for this
meeting. Rydalch read from the staff report: “Springfield Drive functions as a residential
collector”. “Springfield Drive will become a point of access for the isolated parcels LC and R-2.”
Rydalch stated that was a way to separate the residential and commercial traffic. Rydalch
continued to read: “Access along Sunnyside road will be restricted so these properties will have
to develop with the ability to cross-access form one parcel to another.” Rydalch indicated that
has built in problems. Rydalch continued: “Springfield drive will have to carry some commercial
traffic to and from Sunnyside Road.” Rydalch indicated Springfield currently does that, but this
would expand significantly. Rydalch quoted from the staff report: “Concerns have been raised
about the commercial uses and traffic being allowed in this area. One solution would be to
further restrict the commercial land uses in the LC Zone.” Rydalch stated that any type of zoning
that would diminish the traffic, especially commercial traffic would be appreciated. Rydalch
indicated that LC zoning is full of problems for residents. Rydalch indicated that R-2 is less
problematic, but still allows for a lot of things that disrupt the peace. Rydalch stated that the
traffic on and off Sunnyside to Springfield is high and if you add more traffic it will be an unsafe
intersection. Rydalch stated that regular citizens have a lot of trust in the Commission as the
Commission is their only source of protection and Rydalch appreciates the hearing, so he can
voice his concerns. Rydalch asked the Commission to continue to look out for the citizens.
Rydalch stated that expansion, whether LC or R-2 is too much. Rydalch stated there is room for
some commercial expansion, but either of those is too much.

Mike Murdock, 484 Sunnyside, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Murdock owns the property on the corner
of Sunnyside and Holmes. Murdock stated that he bought the property from his brother, who
bought it from his mother. Murdock is tired of being lied to about the whole thing. Murdock
stated that when they widened Sunnyside and Holmes the City asked his father if he wanted to
hook to City water, in exchange they had to give up the easement to the water line. Murdock
stated that they put the water line in and 4 years later the City took 1/3 of the property (40’ off
one side, 50’ off another side). Murdock stated that they tore down a car garage and shop.
Murdock stated that the easement over the water comes in on the west side and they took
property on the north and east side. Murdock stated that he wants to know who signed the
agreement to be annexed, because no one in his family has ever agreed to be annexed. Murdock
stated that he does not want to be annexed into the City.
Katie King, 840 Windrow Circle, Idaho Falls, Idaho. King is the end of the red property. King
indicated she understands the 20’ landscape zone, but there isn’t 20 feet there, so they wouldn’t
be able to develop all the way back. King stated she is concerned when she hears that a gas
station can be put in that property. King stated that she thinks professional development zoning
would be more appropriate for the area. King stated that professional zoning is consistent with
the corner of Holmes and Sunnyside. King does not believe that it should be LC, and if it is, it
needs an overlay.
Ken Oakes, 283 Brookside, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Oakes has a prepared statement that he gave
to staff. Oakes indicated that the comment regarding current land owners will be allowed to
have their current use is misleading. Oakes feels that when they indicate current use it is that he
will not have any changes, however in his discussion with staff, it was indicated that current use
means that if he wants to have animals, the use must continue, however he cannot burn debris,
because there are restrictions based on the fire codes in the City. Oakes stated that his property
that is proposed to be annexed and zoned as RP is directly behind his City lot (house). Oakes
requested that the lot be zoned as RE, so he can continue to have the option to raise 4-H animals.
Oakes stated that Staff told him that 4-H animals would be a pre-existing non-conforming use, if
the time between animals was not an extended period of 5 years or more. Oakes stated that his
oldest daughter raised her 4-H animal, however many of his children have not wanted to
participate on 4-H, and he doesn’t want to lose the ability to raise a 4-H animal if they don’t do
an animal every year. Oakes stated that the RE zoning applies to lots that are one acre or more,
and the combined acreage of his two lots is short. Oakes asked for the lot behind his house to be
zoned as RE.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Wimborne asked if there were discussions about whether a PB zone would be better than LC and
how did staff settle on LC, and what would LC with a PB overlay look like. Beutler stated that
they did look into PB, but the proposals that have been made to the City include more uses that
are in the LC. Beutler stated that the size of the properties makes more sense for LC. Beutler
stated that there is substantial amount of Professional office space along Sunnyside and the
market might not be able to handle more office space. Beutler stated that they could do LC with
a PT overlay as shown on the chart within the staff report. Beutler stated that the overlay would
restrict the allowance of fuel stations. Wimborne asked about the parcels that were requested to
be RE instead of RP. Beutler stated that they went with RP because the lots together with the
current City lots they do not exceed 1 acre, so they do not meet the minimum requirements for

RE. Beutler stated that they are separate parcels, and the back portion would be RE and the front
would be RP as the current City lot is not being considered for a rezone. Beutler stated that from
a staff perspective it is not that big of a deal, there have been no complaints about their 4-H
animals. Beutler stated that the most appropriate way to take care of the area would be to zone
the current City lot and the back lot as RE, which would require the owner to request a rezone.
Wimborne stated that the annexations in this area create challenges as the City has grown.
Wimborne feels the staff’s proposal for initial zoning makes sense. Wimborne stated she would
push for the PT overlay on the LC parcels, and keep the parcels on the corner of Springfield R-2.
Wimborne urged the City to work with residents during the transitions to help defray costs, and
with the day care center if there is a way to continue to let them be licensed until their current
licensing runs out.
Black agreed with Wimborne. Black struggles with the LC especially on the properties that are
currently residential. Black stated that if they don’t come in with a full development for the area,
limited commercial will be hard in that area. Black stated that she has a difficult time with
annexing properties that have no access to City services.
Dixon stated that the two properties east of the canal that are currently a residential use, it would
be more appropriate for them to be residentially zoned. Dixon suggested that they need to look
at the Zoning Ordinance, and the fact that R-2 allows for 2 story four-plexes and some of those
in town are the least attractive buildings. Dixon indicated they need a transition zone that
restricts the number of stories to restrict the density. Dixon stated that before this moves to the
Mayor and City Council they need to revisit the legality of the annexation due to Beard’s
comments about it not being legal. Dixon stated that the properties at the western edge of the
map that are designated RP and those properties will not have street access, so they should work
with the property owners and clean up the parcels together even if it includes giving a variance to
make the properties able to be zoned RE. Dixon stated that Mr. Murdock is in a tough situation
with both the roads being widened. Dixon indicated that Staff has done a good job at looking
through a lot of this item. Dixon is concerned about the forced annexation of properties that
have no services and no hope for services, although they do get City benefits by being in or near
the City. Dixon indicated that because it covers so many different properties he doesn’t feel that
it can be handled in one motion.
Beutler clarified that all the properties once annexed would be eligible to have City services.
Beutler clarified that there is a cost associated with running the services, and they’d have to run
their service lines from the main.
Morrison asked if the properties can be pulled apart, or does it have to move forward as a whole
package. Beutler stated that it has been advertised as one large area.
Dixon indicated that the large horse properties are good now, but when their septic fails, would
they be allowed to put in a new septic system, and if they are not, then they will want to hook up
to the City. Beutler stated that was the distinction staff made, and the properties they included
have a main in the street in front of them and they would have access if they wanted to.
Swaney stated that the best thing would have been to bring this in two separate annexations one
for the properties along the canal and the other for the RP and RE properties along Holmes.
Swaney stated that he feels they need two separate public outreach meetings for those two

groups of properties. Swaney stated that he would propose that they do not recommend the
annexation as presented.
Dixon suggested that they table the item until some of the issues can be worked out and the plan
can be modified slightly.
Wimborne asked what specific things would need to be addressed.
Dixon indicated that they need to: Clarify the legal basis of the annexation in the area along
Holmes; Make it clear which properties have services, have service agreements, etc. so the
Commission can better understand; obtain better information on the two isolated red properties
to decide if there is enough depth to develop them. Dixon stated that the big red triangle and the
Dairy could develop into one node with one access onto Sunnyside, but when you stretch the
property farther east it is not clear. Dixon stated they should also look into combining the City
property with the new annexation to have the same zoning.
Wimborne asked staff if the City attorney has reviewed this application. Beutler stated that they
have been in discussions with the attorney’s office on all the annexations and there is no question
regarding the Category B annexation.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council to not proceed with the
annexation as presented for the Annexation and Initial Zoning of LC, RE, RP, R1 and R2,
as presented, and that the application be referred back to staff with a recommendation that
this item be split into two items, one containing the items on the east side of the map
including LC, R-2 and R-1; and the west side of the map containing the RE and RP zoning,
and the information that Wimborne and Dixon recommended be added, include the detail
that is necessary so it is clear as to what agreements exist and when they were enacted; and
if possible have public outreach with the two different groups so it is clear that it is a
Category B annexation and the legal basis for the Category B annexation be presented,
Dixon seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
Wimborne commended staff on putting the item together with so many moving parts.
5 Min. Recess.
Business:
3. ANNX 18-004: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. M&B: Carlyle Erma Division 5-8.
Annexation and Initial Zoning of LC. Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Wimborne asked if access will come from Bentley. Beutler indicated that Bentley Way will
extend to Woodruff and the preliminary plat for the area will have a network of transportation
that goes to the multiple lots. Black asked if they were still anticipating the front portion
commercial and the back part residential. Beutler stated that it could all be commercial, and they
did do a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and the discussion was had about the mix of
commercial and high density residential. Beutler stated that LC is a mixed us and it was the zone
that was contemplated, and the uses will be market driven. Dixon indicated that there is a large
canal that provides a buffer between residential and something else. Dixon indicated that the area
to the west on the north side of the canal has all been developed as a mix of different
commercial, offices, buildings, and the area along Woodruff is attractive for car lots. Dixon
stated that whether it develops into high density housing or business, either way it won’t impact

the neighbors because of the canal. Dixon indicated that this is the opportunity to allow the
market flexibility, and as they go further east they will need to transition into residential.
Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of Carlyle Erma Division 5-8, as presented, Hicks seconded the motion
and it passed unanimously.
4. PLAT 18-009: FINAL PLAT. Thatcher Grove Division 1. McLane presented the staff
report, a part of the record. McLane made a change in the staff report in Staff Comments
changing 12,000 sq. ft. to 11,000 sq. ft.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Thatcher Grove Division 1, Dixon seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
5. PLAT 18-008: FINAL PLAT. Sandstone Estates Division 1. Beutler presented the staff
report, a part of the record. Black clarified and Beutler agreed that the rounded section that says
c7 is the road that is being platted and being included. Beutler clarified that they are platting
Sandcreek as a separate lot and the intent is it will be dedicated to the City for future pathway.
Dixon asked about the order of development and how do they ensure that Long Cove Drive gets
developed in a timely manner, so the lots do have a road. Beutler indicated that they cannot pull
a building permit on the lots until the road is accepted by the City or there is a bond for the road.
Beutler added that they wouldn’t issue building permits if there wasn’t access to the lot. Dixon
clarified that the development is at the mercy of a different land owner. Beutler stated that they
must work through it together in partnership, and it will be highlighted in the development
agreement as they approach City Council with the Plat.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
Sandstone Estates Division 1 as presented, Black seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.
6. PLAT 18-010: FINAL PLAT. Sand Pointe Division 2. Beutler presented the staff report, a
part of the record. Black asked Beutler to point out the 4 common lots. Beutler pointed out
Sandcreek, as well as 3 other areas. Dixon asked if this makes a loop for the utilities. Beutler
stated that they will be brining water down, and it will loop into Long Cove. Beutler stated that
there will be some capacity issues until they get a good trunk line in 65th.
Applicant: Fred Walland, 253 1st Street, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Walland stated that as part of
Division 1 of Sand Pointe, they put in a lift station that is at York and so they’ve had to put all
the utilities in for Division 2 because they ran a pressure line. Walland stated that they were
required by the water department to run a 12” water line all the way up to St. Clair Estates.
Black asked what the plans are for the common areas. Walland stated that he is using them as
storm ponds and will be landscaped. Walland stated that he has talked with the Parks
Department and they are willing to maintain them. Walland indicated that in future divisions
there is a large park space in the center of the south half of the development. Walland stated that
the three separate ponds will store the water and slow it a bit.
Romankiw moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Sand Pointe Division 2, as presented, Josephson seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.

7. PLAT 18-011: FINAL PLAT. Snake River Landing Division No. 12: McLane presented
the staff report, a part of the record. Black asked McLane to point out the location of the Event
Center.
Applicant: Laeth Sheets, 901 Pier View Drive, Suite 205, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Sheets
indicated that this will be commercial lots. Sheets stated that they have a cross access road with
utilities being reviewed with Public Works that will provide access as well as utility connections.
Sheets stated that the common lot will remain private and that has been the case in all Snake
River Landing. Sheets stated that the New Sweden Irrigation District allows them to put a path
on there, but it is not dedicated it is just permission, until it is revoked. Sheets stated that in this
section they have requested that the path be removed from the top of the bank and put it below to
the toe of the bank.
Black asked if they anticipate all commercial, no high density. Sheets stated that the anticipation
is to stay commercial as it is zoned commercial, but if anything comes in they’d have to rezone
to be high density residential. Sheets indicated that there is high density to the north that it could
fit well with.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Snake River Landing Division No. 12, as presented, Black seconded the motion and it
passed unanimously.
8. PLAT 18-012: FINAL PLAT. Snake River Landing Division No. 13. McLane presented
the staff report, a part of the record. Josephson asked if these lots can be divided smaller later.
McLane indicated that they’d have to replat, but they could be divided.
Applicant: Laeth Sheets, 901 Pier View Drive, Suite 205, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Sheets stated
this is one single lot and has all the utilities required. Sheets stated that if it does become
residential it will be rezoned.
Black moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval for the Final Plat for
Snake River Landing Division No. 13, as presented, Hicks seconded the motion and it
passed unanimously.
Miscellaneous:
Beutler informed the Commission that for June they have 14 Agenda items, 7 public hearings of
which 4 of the public hearings could have comments and one is a City initiated annexation.
Beutler asked if the commissioners wanted a single long meeting, or two meetings in June.
Beutler indicated the second meeting would be June 19th and would there be enough
commissioners available for a quorum.
Wimborne voiced her opinion to have two meetings. Dixon indicated that he is not available for
the 19th. Romankiw will not be available for the 19th. Swaney is not available on the 5th but will
be available on the 19th. Beutler indicated they need 6 for a quorum, and by show of hands it
appears that they will be able to have a quorum for both meetings.
Cramer wants to thank the Commissioners some way and asked them to look at their calendars
for a date to say thank you and feed them. Dixon asked Cramer to send out some proposed dates
and they will see what is available.

Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Conditional Use Permit for a Electronic Message Sign
1600 South 25th East (College of Eastern Idaho)
June 5, 2018

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: College
of Eastern Idaho

Requested Action: Approval of a conditional use permit for an electronic
message sign for a school with adjusted size and hours.

Location: Generally
south of John Adams
Pkwy., west of S
25th E, north of E
17th St., and east of
Ashment Ave.

History: This college property was annexed into the city July 1971 with an
initial zoning of R1. The property was rezoned to R&D as part of adoption of
the revised zoning ordinance and map this past April. The college currently
has a sign with an electronic message center at the main entrance along Hitt
Road. A conditional use permit for this sign was approved in 2011. The
Planning and Zoning Commission also approved an increase in the size of the
LED from 24 sq ft to 50 sq ft and adjusted the sign display hours to 7:00a.m.
to 10:00p.m. daily at the time of the CUP approval.

Size: Approx.
44.734 acres
Existing Zoning:
Site: RD
North: P
South: LC
East: RD &
Ammon
HC-1
Ammon C-1
West: LC, R3A,
RD
Existing Land
Uses:
Site: College
North: Vacant
South: Mall
East: Storage /
Commercial
West: Commercial
/ School
Attachments:
1. Maps and aerial
photos
2. Site plan
3. Sign concept
4. P&Z Minutes
2011
5. Reasoned
Statement

Staff Comments: Electronic message signs are permitted as school signs
when approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission as a conditional use
permit.
The proposed sign will be south of the existing sign and on the southeast
corner of the College of the Eastern Idaho Campus next to Hitt Road and 17th
Street. The sign is planned to be approximately 33 feet from the property
lines. The clear view will not be obstructed by the sign.
The sign code allows for a 24 square foot message center for a school sign.
However, the Planning and Zoning Commission may adjust the requirements
of a conditional use permit if they find it is necessary to provide adequate
visibility. An adjustment was allowed, as mentioned earlier, for the existing
electronic sign to be increased to 50 square feet.
The proposed electronic message center will be approximately the same size
as the existing sign at 50 square feet. The proposed sign is approximately 130
square feet including the message center. The new electronic message center
will be similar in size to the existing message center at the college’s main
entrance. The existing sign was allowed to be increased to ensure visibility to
those on campus as well as the traveling public on Hitt Road, a principal
arterial. The same conditions exist with the proposed sign as existed in 2011
with the existing sign.
Staff is unaware of any issues that have been presented as a result of approval
of the existing sign in 2011. The sign and electronic message center will be
required to conform to the Idaho Falls sign code at the time of permit and
construction. Staff would also recommend that the display hours be adjusted
to the same as the existing sign so that the signs can be managed together.
Staff Recommendation: approval as proposed with the increased electronic
message center size from 24 SF to 50 SF and change in display hours.
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Zoning Ordinance

11-06-05
(B) Conditional Use Permit.
(1) The City Council, Board of Adjustment or Planning and Zoning Commission shall approve
or deny a conditional use permit application and shall issue written Reasoned Statements of
Relevant Criteria and Standards and in accordance with Idaho Code.
(2) In the event an application is denied, the City Council, Board of Adjustment or Planning and
Zoning Commission may make recommendations to the applicant or set forth conditions under
which it would approve the application and the applicant may resubmit their application.
(3) In addition to the conditions specified by the Zoning Code for conditional uses in each
particular Zone, the City Council, Board of Adjustment, or Planning and Zoning Commission
may impose additional conditions, including, but not limited to:
(a) Minimizing adverse impact on other developments or adjacent properties.
(b) Controlling the sequence and timing of development.
(c) Controlling the duration of development.
(d) Assuring the development is maintained properly.
(e) Designating the exact location and nature of development.
(f) Requiring landscaping of on-site or off-site public facilities or services.
(g) Restricting the hours of operation of any business or other commercial activity conducted on
the premises.
(h) Such other conditions as may be necessary to preserve the character and harmony of the zone
and avoid conflict with the general characteristics of the area designated in the Comprehensive
Plan.
(4) Prior to granting a conditional use permit, the City Council or Planning and Zoning
Commission may require studies of the social, economic, fiscal or environmental effects of the
proposed conditional use, and may require the submission of a development plan as set forth in
Section 11-3-6B of this Code.
(5) A conditional use permit is not transferable from one (1) parcel of land to another.
(6) Abandonment of or non-use of a conditional use permit for a period of twelve (12)
consecutive months shall terminate said conditional use permit, and any privileges granted shall
be null and void.
(7) Failure to comply with the conditions of approval for a conditional use permit shall be cause
for termination of the approval and shall be deemed to be a violation of this Code.
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Sign Code
7-9-43: ELECTRONIC MESSAGE CENTER SIGNS AND CHANGEABLE COPY PANELS:
(B) The design and construction of electronic message centers shall be integrated into the
architecture of the on-site buildings by the use of similar construction materials and colors as
used in the building(s).
(C) The displays on copy areas of electronic message center signs shall be limited to static
displays or messages that appear or disappear from the display through dissolve, fade, or
instantaneous modes but which may otherwise not have movement, appearance or optical
illusion of movement.
(D) Each message on the sign must be displayed for a minimum of six (6) seconds.
(E) Each message transition must be accomplished within 0.5 second.
(F) Each electronic message center shall be equipped with a photocell dimmer to automatically
dim with changes in ambient light. When requesting a permit for an electronic message center,
the applicant shall submit documentation certifying the sign is equipped with a photocell dimmer
and the dimmer shall be used at all times the sign is in operation.
(G) The night-time illumination of electronic message centers shall conform to the following
criteria. The difference between off and solid-message measurements of an electronic message
center shall not exceed 0.3 footcandles at night, applicable one-half (1/2) hour after sunset. The
illuminance of an electronic message center shall be measured with an illuminance meter set to
measure footcandles accurate to at least two (2) decimals. Illuminance shall be measured with
the sign off, and again with the sign displaying a white image, for a full color-capable sign, or a
solid message for a single-color sign. All measurements shall be taken perpendicular to the face
of the electronic message center at the distance determined by the total square footage of the sign
as set forth in the following table:
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(H) Prior to the issuance of a permit, the applicant shall provide written certification from the
sign manufacturer that the night-time illuminance has been factory pre-set not to exceed the
allowed footcandles and is protected from end-user manipulation by password-protected
software or other method as deemed appropriate by the Director of the Community Development
Services Department. The applicant shall also sign documentation provided by the Community
Development Services Department stating he/she has read and agrees to the standards set forth in
this section.
(I) One electronic message center sign or changeable copy sign shall be allowed per sign
structure.
(K) Electronic message signs shall be permitted as school signs when approved by the Planning
and Zoning Commission as a Conditional Use Permit and according to the following standards:
(1) The hours of operation shall be limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. local time. The
hours may be extended to 10:00 p.m. local time on Fridays and Saturdays at junior high and high
schools.
(2) The sign shall be placed on the wall of the school unless the sign is to be located adjacent to
an arterial street.
(3) The sign complies with the standards in Sections 7-9-43.B through I of this Sign Code.
(4) The size of the sign copy area shall not exceed twenty-four square feet (24 sq. ft.) and shall
count towards the total permissible sign copy area.
(5) The sign shall be designed to have a maximum viewing range of three hundred (300) feet.
(6) The Planning and Zoning Commission may modify the above standards where necessary to
minimize adverse effects on adjoining residential uses or where necessary to assure visibility to
students and parents on and immediately adjacent to the school entrance or parking areas.
Existing Sign
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Existing
Power
Pole

Power
Source

Corner of Hitt Road & 17th Street

September 6, 2011

7:00 p.m.

Planning Division
Council Chambers

MEMBERS PRESENT: Chair Margaret Wimborne, Commissioners Natalie Black, Jake
Cordova, Donna Cosgrove, Brent Dixon, Kurt Karst, Michelle Mallard, George Morrison, Paul
Savidis and George Swaney.
MEMBERS ABSENT: Commissioners David Hodder and Leslie Polson.
ALSO PRESENT: Planning Director Renée Magee, Assistant Planning Director Brad Cramer,
Recording Secretary Donna Carlson and approximately fifteen interested citizens.
CALL TO ORDER: Chair Wimborne called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and reviewed the
hearing procedures for the public.
MINUTES: August 2, 2011. Commissioner Cosgrove moved to approve the minutes of
August 2, 2011, as presented. Motion seconded by Commissioner Karst. Motion passed.
PUBLIC HEARINGS:

Conditional Use Permit for an Electronic Message Center for EITC in an R-1 Zone:
Section 21, T 2N, R 38E (1600 South 25th East/EITC). Cramer reviewed the staff report, a part
of the record. The need for a conditional use permit is triggered by land use as a school. The sign
will be located on the south side of the Hitt Road school entrance across from Wal-Mart. Signs at
schools must be 20 feet from the right-of-way. The sign as proposed is 25 feet from the right-ofway line to the base of the sign. The limitation for a sign at a school is 15 feet in height with a
total of 60 square feet and the LED portion is limited to 24 square feet. The Planning
Commission has the ability to adjust some of these standards. One adjustment allowed is the size
of the electronic message center. In order to adjust the size from 24 square feet to the proposed
50 square feet, the Commission needs to determine the modification is needed to assure visibility
of the sign. Guidelines provided by the United States Sign Council suggest the letters on the sign
should be approximately 15 inches in height to be read safely. Four lines will connect all the
letters but can be utilized with letters 15 inches tall.
It will be the responsibility of the Board of Adjustment to consider the entire size and height of
the sign. Cramer explained there are potential reasons the Board of Adjustment may allow a
variance. Schools are typically portraying messages longer than commercial messages. Schools
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are required to hold messages static for six seconds rather than four seconds typically utilized.
Due to the speed allowed on Hitt Road, the school needs to place a lot of message on the sign at
one time. The sign is required to be 20 feet away from the right-of-way line and a commercial
sign does not have setback.
Wimborne clarified the Commission is taking action only on approving or denying the electronic
portion of the message center. The overall sign size will be determined by the Board of
Adjustment. Cramer said that is true but the Commission can discuss whether it feels a variance
is appropriate.
Karst clarified any LED school sign approved with current standards must hold a message for six
seconds. Dixon said no additional residential development is expected near the sign.
Todd Wightman – 1600 S. 25th East. Mr. Wightman said most of the surrounding property
belongs to EITC, but some issues with deeds surfaced recently and required clarification. He
anticipates college growth to the north with the sign being near the middle of campus. EITC has
approximately 900 students enrolled in technical programs per semester. EITC also has 15,000
attendees per year in community education, workforce training, adult basic education, etc. The
EITC student body is the community, serving grade school through senior citizens in various
programs. The applicant noticed the sign code standard with hours of operation being 7:00 a.m.
to 7:00 p.m. with an extension possible at junior high and high schools on Friday and Saturday
evenings. Mr. Wightman is requesting hours of operation from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. The area
is commercial and a lot of traffic will see the sign after working hours. Mr. Wightman is
requesting letters approximately 12 inches in height to convey complete messages easily.
Jim Stratton – 1600 S. 25th East. Mr. Stratton indicated EITC was acquired in stages over a
period of years. The process of requesting a conditional use permit led to research of boundary
lines. EITC discovered a deed was not recorded by the assessor’s office that ceded land to the
college in 2007. A survey team is engaged to determine the exact boundary. The wedge outside
the EITC boundary will never be used for commercial development and is owned by Bonneville
County. The area along the east side of Hitt Road south to the storage units near 17th Street is
owned by EITC. There will be no development on the land strip. Dixon inquired about the
intersection of 17th Street and Hitt Road. Mr. Stratton indicated the area is also being surveyed
and a right-hand turn lane is a possibility for improving campus and traffic safety.
Todd Wightman – 1600 S. 25th East. Mr. Wightman said the total square footage is larger
because the sign will be a landmark and appear collegiate-like. The sign has been considered for
many years and the price has decreased. EITC has considered readability, safety when driving by,
and aesthetics. The sign is similar to what can be seen on any other college campus.
Gary Mills – 395 Redwood. Mr. Mills is an employee of EITC and presented one example of
how the message portion of the sign will be utilized. Mr. Mills proctors the GED test and the test
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is being revised to meet new standards. Community members who have taken a portion of the
test over the past ten years will have to start over with the process if the GED testing is not
completed prior to the test revision. Mr. Mills has been sending hundreds of letters to people. A
message board will be valuable to communicate to people it is time to finish their goal. The
message board will convey services to the community and how to participate.
Swaney asked if the size of the lettering on the LED portion is a Commission decision. Cramer
answered no. Wimborne inquired about the hours of operation in the ordinance. Cramer said the
standards can be adjusted if the Commission deems it necessary for visibility. Cosgrove clarified
the size of the sign is twice the square footage allowed. Cramer replied the Commission has the
authority to adjust the size of the LED. The height and size of the entire sign is a matter for the
Board of Adjustment. It is possible to approve the sign contingent upon a variance. The
discussion should consider whether 50 square feet is necessary to ensure visibility of the sign.
There were no further comments and the hearing was closed to the public.
Cosgrove is concerned about setting a precedent by approving a sign twice the size allowed by
ordinance. Dixon believes this use is different from elementary, junior high and high schools that
are generally located in residential areas. EITC is a college on a major arterial with a commercial
development pattern for at least 500 feet in both directions. Development in the area will be
either school or commercial properties that tend to be open later and use larger signs. A wide
range of people are served in the area and the sign will be useful for communication. The speed
of the traffic is important for the size of the sign to be readable. The distance from the congested
intersection of 17th Street and Hitt Road should minimize the possibility of an accident while
reading the sign. Dixon believes making an exception in this case has merit.
Cordova mentioned the size of the sign allowed at Porter’s Crafts. Cramer said an LED is
allowed in commercial zones based upon street frontage with a minimum size of 100 square feet
on commercial property. Schools and churches have a limitation of 24 square feet. Karst agrees
with Dixon that the size presented provides readability and the area is not residential. If the
Commission can provide a clear justification for allowing the increased size, it will not set an
undesirable precedent. Cosgrove asked the size of a sign allowed at Calvary Chapel south on Hitt
Road. Cramer said the church requested a fairly large LED several years ago and was denied. The
current sign is a static sign and not above 60 square feet. Swaney agrees the size of the sign is
appropriate for the application and the area of installation. A compelling argument was made by
the applicant for not restricting the letter size to 15 inches or above. Swaney suggested a
recommendation of lettering at least 12 inches high so the sign can be used effectively. Dixon
said the comparison with Calvary Chapel on the same road is a good comparison and noted some
differences. The road has not been widened to four lanes at the church and traffic is lighter along
Hitt Road farther to the south. The property across the street from the church has not been
developed and property on both sides of the church is residential. The situation will be different
at the church after the road and properties near the church are developed.
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Dixon believes the request for 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. all week long is appropriate given the property is
used every evening and is not in a residential area. An attractive feature of this proposal is the
message board is raised above the eye level for drivers and people will not be blinded by the
message board. Cosgrove inquired about auto dimmers. Cramer said auto dimmers are standard
and required by the Code. A permit will not be issued until the sign company has provided proof
the automatic photo cell dimmer is included as part of the sign. The sign will automatically dim
as the sun sets.
Commissioner Mallard moved to approve a conditional use permit for a fifty square foot
electronic message center for EITC in an R-1 zone with the condition the LED portion of
the sign be limited in use from 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m. daily. This is approved to ensure
visibility to those on campus as well as the traveling public on Hitt Road. Motion seconded
by Commissioner Dixon. Swaney asked about the size of the lettering. Cramer clarified
examples were given for letter sizing but the ordinance does not specify a size. Motion passed 8
to 1 with Commissioner Cosgrove opposing. Cosgrove believes a 50 square foot LED is
excessively large. She does not have a problem with the hours of operation.

September 6, 2011 Planning Commission Minutes
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REASONED STATEMENT OF RELEVANT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT FOR AN ELECTRONIC MESSAGE SIGN LOCATED GENERALLY
SOUTH OF JOHN ADAMS PKWY., WEST OF S 25TH E, NORTH OF E 17TH ST., AND EAST OF
ASHMENT AVE.
WHEREAS, the applicant filed an application for a final plat on March 26, 2018; and
WHEREAS, this matter came before the Idaho Falls Planning and Zoning Commission during a duly noticed
public hearing on June 5, 2018; and
WHEREAS, having reviewed the application, including all exhibits entered and having considered the issues
presented:
I.

RELEVANT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS

1. The Planning and Zoning Commission considered the request pursuant to the City of Idaho Falls 2013
Comprehensive Plan, the City of Idaho Falls Zoning Ordinance, the City of Idaho Falls Subdivision
Ordinance, the Local Land Use Planning Act, and other applicable development regulations.
2. The property is located generally south of John Adams Pkwy., west of S 25th E, north of E 17th St., and east
of Ashment Ave.
3. Electronic message signs are permitted as school signs when approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission
as a conditional use permit.
4. The sign code allows for a 24 square foot message center for a school sign. However, the Planning and Zoning
Commission may adjust the requirements of a conditional use permit if they find it is necessary to provide
adequate visibility.
5. An adjustment was allowed for an existing electronic sign on the property that was increased to 50 square
feet. The proposed electronic message center will be approximately the same size as the existing sign.
6. The sign will be placed at the corner of Hitt Road and 17th Street, both of which are arterial streets and make
visibility a concern.
7. The existing electronic message sign display hours were also modified from 7:00a.m. to 10:00p.m. and it’s
recommended that the two signs have the same display hours so that they can be managed together.
8. The sign and electronic message center will be required to conform to the Idaho Falls sign code at the time of
permit and construction.
II.

DECISION

Based on the above Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria, the Planning and Zoning Commission of the City
of Idaho Falls approved the Conditional Use Permit for the electronic message sign and allowing the increase of
the electronic message center to 50 square feet and an adjustment in the display hours to between 7:00a.m. to
10:00p.m..
PASSED BY THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS
THIS _______ DAY OF ______________________, 2018
_____________________________________
George Morrison, Chair

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Rezone of R3A, R2, and RP to LC
Lots 1-2, Block 1, Hatch Division 1 and Lots 21-23, Block 1, Hatch Division 5

June 5, 2018
Applicant: Commerce

Properties Investments
LLC
Location: Generally south

of Lincoln Rd., west of N
25th E., north of E 1st St.,
and east of N Woodruff
Ave.
Size:

1.28 acres

Existing Zoning:
Site: R3A, R2, RP
North: R3A, RP
South: LC
East: R2, RP
West: LC
Proposed Zoning:
LC
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Professional Office,
Residential
North: Professional Office,
Residential
South: Commercial
East: Residential
West: Commercial
Future Land Use Map:
Commercial and Low Density
Residential
Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Comprehensive Plan
Policies
Purpose of the LC Zone
Commercial Use Table
Development Standards
Maps
Aerial photos

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City Council
approval of the rezone of R3A, R2, And RP to LC for Lots 1-2,
Block 1 Hatch Division 1 and Lots 21-23, Block 1, Hatch Division
5.
Staff Comments: In September of 1961, Hatch Division 1 was
annexed and zoned R-2 and R-1. In May of 1975 Hatch Division 5
(the lots that front Woodruff Avenue) was annexed with an initial
zoning of R-3A. In June of 1977 Lot 1, Block 22, Division 5 (lot on
the corner of Woodruff Avenue and 1st Street) was rezoned from R1 to R-3A. This lot was not included as R-3A with the rest of the
plat.
Zoning: The proposed zoning is LC, which designation will allow
for both limited commercial and high density residential
development. The Comprehensive Plan designation for this area is
both Commercial and Low Density Residential. The proposed LC
Zone is consistent with the Commercial Designation and
development patterns at the intersection of Woodruff Avenue and
1st Street. However, the LC Zone is not consistent with the
residential land uses to the north and east. This area falls in the
conflict area that happens frequently within the City as residential
and commercial uses interact.
The greatest concern is the impact that the LC Zone would have on
the residential neighborhood to the north and east. The purpose of
the LC Zone is to have access onto major streets and be contiguous
to residential zones. Its intent is to provide commercial services that
meet the daily needs of City residents. If this were to be rezoned to
LC a list of development requirements attached below would need
to be met to help mitigate the negative impacts of commercial uses
to residential uses. Additionally, the Commercial Use Table is
attached below.

Staff Recommendation: The Comprehensive Plan Policies offer
directed support of the rezone request. But the recommendation
should carefully consider the impacts that the request has on the
residential neighborhood and the provisions built into the zoning
ordinance to protect the neighborhood.

Page 1 of 7

Comprehensive Plan Policies
Limited neighborhood services shall be provided at the intersection of arterial streets and collector
streets. Access to such services shall only be from collectors.
Convenience stores, dry cleaners, and other small retail stores designed to serve the immediate
neighborhood should be located at an entrance of the neighborhood to be served by such development.
Page 41
Arterial corners shall support higher density housing, quasi-public services, or
community/neighborhood commercial services.
Lots at the corners shall be of sufficient size to assure any access to the arterial, if permitted, shall be in
accordance with the guidelines of 2012 Updated Access Management Plan prepared by the Bonneville
Metropolitan Planning Organization. Page 41
Neighborhood and community services shall be buffered from the residential neighborhood by
fencing and landscaping.
The zoning ordinance shall be modified to specify fencing and landscaping requirements to reduce the
noise and light from commercial uses that may affect residential neighbors. Page 41
Access to commercial properties shall be designed to minimize disruptive effects on traffic flow.
Every driveway is an intersection. To remove impediments on traffic flow, access should be governed by
the principles found in 2012 Updated Access Management Plan prepared by the Bonneville Metropolitan
Planning Organization. Besides limiting the number of access drives, shared accesses should also be
explored when reviewing new developments. Page 49
Buffer commercial development, including services, from adjacent residential development.
We were told by many people commercial development should be buffered from adjacent residential
development. Allowing commercial development, especially neighborhood centers, adjacent to residential
development moves us toward our goal of a convenient city -- one in which walking and biking are
reasonable alternatives -- but it does require careful attention to buffering. Our present regulations only
address buffering parking lots from residential uses, unless a change of land use occurs under the Planned
Transition Zone. We need to develop regulations shielding residences from the noise, light, and traffic
generated by commercial uses. Such regulations should address buffering under different situations. For
example, residential uses across the street from commercial properties will benefit from perimeter
landscaping, buildings towards the front of the lot, and parking in the rear. Residential uses in the rear of
commercial properties will benefit from parking areas in the front of the lot, buildings to the rear, and
landscaping and fencing in the rear of the lot. Page 49
Assure industrial and heavy commercial traffic does not move through neighboring residential
areas.
Locating industrial lands adjacent to highways or arterial streets should prevent truck traffic from moving
through residential lands. Unless the industrial area is less than 100 acres, four lane access roads are
desirable. Commercial traffic should be directed to collectors and arterials which are not located in
residential neighborhoods. Page 53
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11-3-5: Purpose of Commercial Zones
LC Limited Commercial Zone. This zone provides a commercial zone for retail and service uses
which supply the daily household needs of the City’s residents. This Zone is usually located on
major streets contiguous to residential uses. This zone is characterized by smaller scale
commercial uses which are easily accessible by pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles from the
surrounding residential neighborhoods, although larger scale developments such as big-box
stores may still serve as anchors. Connectivity is provided with walkways that provide access to
and through the development site. Parking for vehicles is understated by the use of landscaping,
location, and provision of pedestrian walkways to the businesses.

Development Standards
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Buffer between commercial/multi-unit residential from single unit residential shall
consist of a 20’ landscaped strip or 10’ landscaped strip with an 8’ masonry wall or
opaque fence. The landscape buffer must include evergreen trees spaced at 20’ centers.
Minimum of a 20’ landscaped strip along any street. The landscaped setback must
include trees spaced no more than 40’ centers.
Minimum of 20% of the lot must be landscaped.
All service areas, loading docks, and service equipment must be screened from any
contiguous property or public right-or-way.
Refuse and recycling containers must be screened.
Drive-through standards:
(1) When a drive-through lane is located within one hundred and fifty feet (150') of a residential
use a buffer shall be required which reduces noise on contiguous property to be no greater
than sixty-five decibels (65 dBAs), when measured at the property line.
(2) To the extent practical, speakers for menu ordering boards shall not be oriented towards
contiguous residential uses.
(3) An eight foot (8') fence or equivalent landscaping shall be provided where a vehicle stacking
lane, menu ordering boards or drive-through window location is contiguous to a residential
zone or use.
(4) Night lighting on the site shall be directed away from other properties.
(5) Safe pedestrian and vehicle access and circulation on the site and between contiguous
properties shall be demonstrated as follows:
(a) Access by the pedestrian customer shall be provided contiguous to the public right-ofway; and
(b) Vehicle stacking lanes shall have sufficient capacity to prevent obstruction of the public
right-of-way by patrons. The stacking lane shall be a separate lane from the circulation
lanes needed for access and parking.
(6) In the PB Zone drive-throughs will not be allowed for eating establishments.

•

Hazards and Nuisances. No use shall create a hazard or nuisance for neighboring properties or on
or along public streets. Such hazards and/or nuisances may include but are not limited to:
(1) Excessive noise as measured at the property line on the contiguous residential property shall
not exceed a noise measurement of sixty-five decibels (65 dBAs), when measured at the
property line.
(2) Electrical interference that adversely affects other uses.
(3) Odors, dust, or other air pollutants which are injurious to human health, or offensive to the
senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property so as to interfere with the comfortable
enjoyment of life or property;
(4) Improperly stored or handled solid waste.
(5) The storage or handling of radioactive toxic, or hazardous materials or waste, explosives or
flammable materials.
(6) Unfavorable soils, geological hazards, or other site conditions that pose a threat to the health
or safety of neighborhood or the environment.
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Annexation and Initial Zoning of I&M
M&B: Approximately 3.540 Acres, NE1/4, Section 7, T 2N, R 38E
June 5, 2018
Applicant: HLE
Location: Generally south of
E 33rd N, west of N Holmes
Ave., north of E Anderson St.,
and east of US Hwy 20.
Size:

Approx. 3.54 acres

Existing Zoning:
Site: County C-1
North: I&M, County I&M-1
South: County I&M-1
East: I&M
West: County I&M-1
Proposed Zoning:
I&M
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Commercial
North: Residential,
Commercial
South: Vacant/Undeveloped
East: Commercial industrial
West: Vacant/Undeveloped
Future Land Use Map:
Higher Education Centers

Attachments:
1. Maps
2. Aerial photos

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City
Council approval of the annexation and initial zoning of I&M
M&B: Approximately 3.540 Acres, NE1/4, Section 7, T 2N, R
38E.
Staff Comments: The property is located west of Holmes
and South of 29th. The parcel is currently partially developed
ground. There is a home that has been converted into a sales
office. The sales office was previously used by Squire Brick.
Approximately 50% of the parcel has been surfaced with pit
run. The property has frontage on Holmes, a state right of
way. Annexation and development of the property will
require a change to approaches in sidewalks along the street
frontage. Surrounding land uses include a mix of commercial,
residential, and vacant pasture ground.
Annexation: This is a Category “A” annexation. The
property owner has requested annexation to allow
development of the property. City services are readily
available in this area.
Zoning: The proposed initial zoning is I&M. The City’s
Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Higher Education
Centers. The Higher Education Center designation typically
includes college facilities, office complexes, research
laboratories, etc. While the I&M Zone is not a precise fit with
the Higher Education Centers designation it does allow those
uses contemplated by the designation. The I&M Zone is also
consistent with current zoning and land uses in the area. This
area includes close proximity to the railroad and highway
access and is appropriate for the I&M Zone.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the
annexation and initial zoning of I&M.
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities
are least costly.
Not only is a compact city convenient but the provision of public facilities is less expensive.
Growth does not always occur at the fringe of a community. PG 67
Access to commercial properties shall be designed to minimize disruptive effects on traffic
flow.
Every driveway is an intersection. To remove impediments on traffic flow, access should be
governed by the principles found in 2012 Updated Access Management Plan prepared by the
Bonneville Metropolitan Planning Organization. Besides limiting the number of access drives,
shared accesses should also be explored when reviewing new developments. PG 49

Zoning:

11-3-7: PURPOSE OF INDUSTRIAL ZONES
(B) I&M Industrial and Manufacturing Zone. This zone provides an industrial zone in which the
primary use of the land is a manufacturing, fabricating, processing, and warehousing. Land
zoned I&M should be relatively flat, open land, conveniently located close to transportation,
public utilities and other facilities necessary for large employment centers and successful
manufacturing operations
11-3-8: STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL ZONES
(A) Dimensional Standards. Table 11-3-7 Dimensional Standards for the LM and I&M Zones
shall be used for determining the minimum site area, minimum setbacks, maximum
building height and maximum lot and building coverage in that Zone.
Table 11-3-6: Dimensional Standards for Industrial Zones
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(1) In the LM and I&M Zones, a setback of twenty feet (20’) shall be provided from all
residential uses, residential zones, the R3A Zone if occupied by residential uses, or
from land designated for low or higher density residential in the City’s Comprehensive
Plan.
(2) Any structure with a height greater than thirty feet (30’) shall be set back seventyfive feet (75’) from all residential uses, residential zones, the R3A Zone if occupied by
residential uses, or land designated for low or higher density residential in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, unless approved as a conditional use by the Planning
Commission, as set forth in Section 11-6-5B.
(3) For commercial uses, lot coverage shall include all areas under roofs and paved
surfaces including driveways, walks, and parking areas. The remaining lot area shall be
landscaped as required by this Code.
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Final Plat
T & T Park
June 5, 2018
Applicant: HLE
Location: Generally south of
E 33rd N, west of N Holmes
Ave., north of E Anderson St.,
and east of US Hwy 20.
Size: Approx. 3.54 acres
Buildable Lots: 1
Existing Zoning:
Site: I&M
North: I&M, County I&M-1
South: County I&M-1
East: I&M
West: County I&M-1
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Commercial
North: Residential,
Commercial
South: Vacant/Undeveloped
East: Commercial industrial
West: Vacant/Undeveloped
Future Land Use Map:
Higher Education Centers

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City Council
approval of the final plat for T&T Park.
Staff Comments: The property is proposed to be zoned I&M.

The plat includes one lot. The proposed lot exceeds the
minimum requirements for the I&M zone.
The property has frontage on Holmes Ave., a state right of
way. The parcel was partially developed while in the county.
There is a home that was converted into a sales office. The
sales office was previously used by Squire Brick.
Approximately 50% of the parcel has been surfaced with pit
run. Redevelopment of the property within the City requires
the property to be platted.
The property has frontage on Holmes, a state right of way.
Development of the property will require a change to
approaches in sidewalks along the street frontage. Surrounding
land uses include a mix of commercial, residential, and vacant
pasture ground.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the final plat and
finds that it complies with the subdivision ordinance. Staff
recommends approval of the plat.

Attachments:
1. Maps
2. Aerial photos
3. Final Plat
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Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes: with an "X" indicated compliance with the ordinance

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

Staff Review
X
X
X
NA
X

X
NA
NA
NA
NA
X
NA

NA

Comprehensive Plan Policies:

Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities
are least costly.
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Not only is a compact city convenient but the provision of public facilities is less expensive.
Growth does not always occur at the fringe of a community. PG 67
Access to commercial properties shall be designed to minimize disruptive effects on traffic
flow.
Every driveway is an intersection. To remove impediments on traffic flow, access should be
governed by the principles found in 2012 Updated Access Management Plan prepared by the
Bonneville Metropolitan Planning Organization. Besides limiting the number of access drives,
shared accesses should also be explored when reviewing new developments. PG 49
Zoning:

11-3-7: PURPOSE OF INDUSTRIAL ZONES
(B) I&M Industrial and Manufacturing Zone. This zone provides an industrial zone in which the
primary use of the land is a manufacturing, fabricating, processing, and warehousing. Land
zoned I&M should be relatively flat, open land, conveniently located close to transportation,
public utilities and other facilities necessary for large employment centers and successful
manufacturing operations
11-3-8: STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL ZONES
(A) Dimensional Standards. Table 11-3-7 Dimensional Standards for the LM and I&M Zones
shall be used for determining the minimum site area, minimum setbacks, maximum
building height and maximum lot and building coverage in that Zone.
Table 11-3-6: Dimensional Standards for Industrial Zones
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(1) In the LM and I&M Zones, a setback of twenty feet (20’) shall be provided from all
residential uses, residential zones, the R3A Zone if occupied by residential uses, or
from land designated for low or higher density residential in the City’s Comprehensive
Plan.
(2) Any structure with a height greater than thirty feet (30’) shall be set back seventyfive feet (75’) from all residential uses, residential zones, the R3A Zone if occupied by
residential uses, or land designated for low or higher density residential in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan, unless approved as a conditional use by the Planning
Commission, as set forth in Section 11-6-5B.
(3) For commercial uses, lot coverage shall include all areas under roofs and paved
surfaces including driveways, walks, and parking areas. The remaining lot area shall be
landscaped as required by this Code.
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Final Plat
Linden Trails Division No. 1, 1st Amended
June 5, 2018
Applicant: Connect

Community
Development
Services

Engineering

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City
Council approval of the final plat for Linden Trails Division
No. 1, 1st Amended.

Location: Generally south of
Broadway, west of S Bellin
Rd., north of Pancheri Dr. and
east of S Old Butte Rd.

Staff Comments: The property was annexed and zoned R2 in

Size: Approx. 16.045 acres
Buildable Lots: 76
Common Lots: 1
Existing Zoning:
Site: R2
North: R2
South: R1
East: R1
West: R3A/LC
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Residential
North: Undeveloped
South: Residential
East: Residential
West: Residential/
Commercial
Future Land Use Map:
Lower Density
Attachments:
1. Maps
2. Aerial photos
3. PUD Site Plan

2016. The Planning Commission recommended approval of a
final plat for this property in December 2016 and the plat was
recorded in July of 2017. That plat included the same number
of lots in a similar configuration.
During the site plan and construction phase of the project the
building footprint changed slightly causing the eaves of the
building to be outside the platted property lines. Because the
property is under one ownership construction over platted
lines was not an issue. As the building are now being
completed the applicant desires to replat the property adjusting
those boundary lines with the built lines so that sale of the lots
can take place. The intent is to plat each unit on an individual
lot and provide one common lot that will include the privae
streest, parking and common space.
This plat area is being developed as part of a PUD. The
modified PUD layout is provided for reference, but is not part
of the final plat application.
Main access to the development will come from Pancheri
Drive on the south side and the extension of Periska Way.
The 10-foot path on the west side of Thomas Drive will be
extended along the eastern edge of Periska Way providing
direct access for these residents to the pathway system along
Broadway and Pancheri.
The proposed development supports many Comprehensive
Plan Polices as noted in this report.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the final plat
and finds that it complies with the subdivision ordinance.
Staff recommends approval of the plat.
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Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes: with an "X" indicated compliance with the ordinance

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

Staff Review

x
x
x

X
NA

x
x
x
X

x
x
NA

All Private Streets

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

Page 2 of 3

housing types and sizes and neighborhood connections through parks, open spaces and streets.
(p. 40)
Walkways shall be provided from schools and parks to those portions of residential
subdivisions in which homes back such facilities. By providing such facilities, children will
have access to parks and schools without walking around residential blocks. (p. 43)
Bikeways should tie residential neighborhoods to schools, shopping, and employment.
Bikeways offer an alternative to the automobile and provide transportation facilities for those
unable to drive, primarily the youth of the City. (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. 67)
Land in residential subdivisions should be dedicated for walkways and bikeways. If the
City adopts park dedication requirements, in-lieu fees, or impact fees, an acceptable alternative
for the developer is to dedicate the land adjacent to the canal system for bikeway development.
The land must link to the proposed City-wide system and directly benefit the residents of the
subdivision. (p.86)
Zoning:
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Final Plat
Linden Trails Division No. 3
June 5, 2018
Applicant: Connect

Community
Development
Services

Engineering

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City
Council approval of the final plat for Linden Trails Division
No. 3.

Location: Generally south of
Broadway, west of S Bellin
Rd., north of Pancheri Dr. and
east of S Old Butte Rd.

Staff Comments: The property was annexed and zoned R2 in

Size: Approx. 5.031 acres
Buildable Lots: 32
Common Lots: 1
Existing Zoning:
Site: R2
North: R2
South: R2
East: R1
West: R3A
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Undeveloped
North: Undeveloped
South: Residential
East: Residential
West: Residential
Future Land Use Map:
Lower Density
Attachments:
1. Maps
2. Aerial photos
3. PUD Site Plan

2016. The Planning Commission recommended approval of
this plat in a different configuration in January of this year.
That initial layout included 15 4-plex buildings. Since that
recommendation was given the applicant has decided to adjust
the layout to accommodate duplexes instead of 4-plexes. The
proposed plat now includes 32 duplex lots and one common
lot to accommodate the private street network and open space
for the development.
This plat area is being developed as part of a PUD. The
modification from 4-plex units to duplex units will further
diversify the housing types in the this area and constitutes a
minor change (reduction of number of units and less than 20%
change in the building placement) and can be allowed
administratively without the need to go back through the
public hearing process. The modified PUD layout is provided
for reference, but is not part of the final plat application.
Main access to the development will come from Pancheri
Drive on the south side and the extension of Periska Way.
The 10-foot path on the west side of Thomas Drive will be
extended along the eastern edge of Periska Way providing
direct access for these residents to the pathway system along
Broadway and Pancheri.
The proposed development supports many Comprehensive
Plan Polices as noted in this report.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the final plat
and finds that it complies with the subdivision ordinance.
Staff recommends approval of the plat.
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Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes: with an "X" indicated compliance with the ordinance

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

Staff Review
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x
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x
x
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All Private Streets

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
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housing types and sizes and neighborhood connections through parks, open spaces and streets.
(p. 40)
Walkways shall be provided from schools and parks to those portions of residential
subdivisions in which homes back such facilities. By providing such facilities, children will
have access to parks and schools without walking around residential blocks. (p. 43)
Bikeways should tie residential neighborhoods to schools, shopping, and employment.
Bikeways offer an alternative to the automobile and provide transportation facilities for those
unable to drive, primarily the youth of the City. (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. 67)
Land in residential subdivisions should be dedicated for walkways and bikeways. If the
City adopts park dedication requirements, in-lieu fees, or impact fees, an acceptable alternative
for the developer is to dedicate the land adjacent to the canal system for bikeway development.
The land must link to the proposed City-wide system and directly benefit the residents of the
subdivision. (p.86)
Zoning:
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Final Plat
Linden Trails Division No. 4
June 5, 2018
Applicant: Connect

Community
Development
Services

Engineering

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City
Council approval of the final plat for Linden Trails Division
No. 4.

Location: Generally south of
Broadway, west of S Bellin
Rd., north of Pancheri Dr. and
east of S Old Butte Rd.

Staff Comments: The property was annexed and zoned R2 in

Size: Approx. 3.533 acres
Buildable Lots: 20
Common Lots: 1
Existing Zoning:
Site: R2
North: R1
South: R2
East: R1
West: R3A
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Undeveloped
North: Residential
South: Residential
East: Residential
West: Residential
Future Land Use Map:
Lower Density
Attachments:
1. Maps
2. Aerial photos
3. PUD Site Plan

2016. The Planning Commission recommended approval of
this plat in a different configuration in January of this year.
That initial layout included nine 4-plex buildings. Since that
recommendation was given the applicant has decided to adjust
the layout to accommodate duplexes instead of 4-plexes. The
proposed plat now includes 20 duplex lots and one common
lot to accommodate the private street network and open space
for the development.
This plat area is being developed as part of a PUD. The
modification from 4-plex units to duplex units will further
diversify the housing types in the this area and constitutes a
minor change (reduction of number of units and less than 20%
change in the building placement) and can be allowed
administratively without the need to go back through the
public hearing process. The modified PUD layout is provided
for reference, but is not part of the final plat application.
Main access to the development will come from Pancheri
Drive on the south side and the extension of Periska Way.
The 10-foot path on the west side of Thomas Drive will be
extended along the eastern edge of Periska Way providing
direct access for these residents to the pathway system along
Broadway and Pancheri.
The proposed development supports many Comprehensive
Plan Polices as noted in this report.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the final plat
and finds that it complies with the subdivision ordinance.
Staff recommends approval of the plat.
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Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes: with an "X" indicated compliance with the ordinance

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

Staff Review
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All Private Streets

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
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housing types and sizes and neighborhood connections through parks, open spaces and streets.
(p. 40)
Walkways shall be provided from schools and parks to those portions of residential
subdivisions in which homes back such facilities. By providing such facilities, children will
have access to parks and schools without walking around residential blocks. (p. 43)
Bikeways should tie residential neighborhoods to schools, shopping, and employment.
Bikeways offer an alternative to the automobile and provide transportation facilities for those
unable to drive, primarily the youth of the City. (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. 67)
Land in residential subdivisions should be dedicated for walkways and bikeways. If the
City adopts park dedication requirements, in-lieu fees, or impact fees, an acceptable alternative
for the developer is to dedicate the land adjacent to the canal system for bikeway development.
The land must link to the proposed City-wide system and directly benefit the residents of the
subdivision. (p.86)
Zoning:

Page 3 of 3

