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. June 5, 2018 And June 19, 2018
Documents:
PC MINUTES 6-5-18 REVISED.PDF
PC MINUTES 6-19-18.PDF
4. Public Hearing(S):
4.I. CUP18-005: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Emerson Increase in student size from 150 to 200. Generally south of E 4th
St., west of S Higbee Ave., north of E 5th St., and east of S Emerson Ave
Documents:
FINAL STAFF REPORT.PDF
4.II. CUP18-006: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Sandy Downs Substation. Generally south of E 65th S, west of S 25th E, north of
E 73rd S, & east of S 15th E
Documents:
FINAL STAFF REPORT.PDF
4.III. RZON18-012: REZONE

EMC & Master Planned Development Signs. Amendments to the City Sign
Code related to size of electronic message centers and master plan developments signs
within a freeway corridor.
Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
5. Business:
5.I. PLAT18-018: FINAL PLAT

INL Park N Ride Subdivision. Generally south of W Broadway, west of
Troy
Ave., north of Pancheri Dr., and east of S Bellin Rd.

PC PACKET.PDF
5. Business:
5.I. PLAT18-018: FINAL PLAT

INL Park N Ride Subdivision. Generally south of W Broadway, west of
Troy
Ave., north of Pancheri Dr., and east of S Bellin Rd.
Documents:
FINAL STAFF REPORT.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.

June 5, 2018

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
Council Chambers

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners George Morrison, George Swaney, Gene Hicks,
Joanne Denney, Brent Dixon, Margaret Wimborne, Darren Josephson. (7 present with 6 votes).
MEMBERS ABSENT: Julie Foster, Arnold Cantu, Natalie Black, Lindsey Romankiw
ALSO PRESENT: Planning Director, Brad Cramer, Assistant Planning Director, Kerry
Beutler, Brent McLane, Mike Kirkham, Esq., 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: Swaney moved to approve the Minutes for the May 1, 2018, Hicks seconded the
motion and it passed unanimously.
Public Hearing:
1. CUP 18-004: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT. CUP Message Center at CEI. McLane
presented the staff report, a part of the record. Wimborne clarified and McLane agreed that this
does not impact the existing sign and it will stay on the northern end of the campus. Dixon
indicated that the existing sign is approved until 10 p.m. and asked when the time frame got
shortened to 8 p.m. McLane indicated that schools must shut off their hours of operation sooner,
and this application has asked for a change. Dixon asked if that change would apply to the
existing sign. McLane indicated that the existing sign is already under the condition to stay on
later, and the College is asking for the same rules as the current sign for the new sign.
Applicant: Todd Wightman, Director of Communications and Marketing of CEI.
Wightman indicated that next year will be the 50th anniversary as an institution and 1-year
anniversary of CEI. Wightman stated that they are asking for the same adjustments they asked
for on their existing sign, and they believe the sign needs to be that big to read the sign.
Wightman stated that many colleges have a monument sign and they decided to do a monument
sign that incorporates the Message Center. Wightman stated that they are trending to double
enrollment by Fall to 1500 – 2000 students, as well as the community ed and work force training
that trains over 12,000 people a year on top of the credit enrollment. Wightman stated that the
public is renting the school’s facilities for civic events and so they are becoming a community
campus and this sign will be in tune with that and help to better promote the activities that are
going on. Wightman stated that the two message centers will be simultaneously controlled.
Wightman indicated that this sign is a branding thing and they want to brand the new community
college on a busy corner and let people know that Idaho Falls has a community college.
Josephson asked how they determined the placement of the sign, as some people will not be able
to see the sign (S on Hitt, E on 17th). Wightman stated that it depends on how close you are to the
intersection and they purposely backed it off 50’, but not everyone will be able to see it. Hicks
asked why they need the later operation hours and asked if the sign will be a night distraction.
Wightman stated that he doesn’t feel the sign will be a distraction. Wightman stated that the
original sign has been running till 10 at night as they have classes that go until at least 10 and
campus is still open. Wightman stated that if he got to choose he’d want the sign on longer as

there is so much traffic that they can promote things on that busy intersection. Dixon stated that
the first lane of traffic will block the sign because it is down low. Wightman stated that they did
consider that, and there would be a lot of things in the way no matter what they do. Wightman
stated that based on car movement and time they would be able to see something.
Support/Opposition: No one appeared in support or opposition.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Dixon indicated that in general this is a good idea, especially the extra hours of operation. Dixon
stated that his only concern is the busy intersection that the sign is on and the distraction and
possible accidents happening while reading the sign.
Morrison stated that generally the same people will go up and down that street and going
different directions in different lanes and there will be enough exposure to read the sign.
Wimborne moved to recommend approval of an LED Message Board of 50 square feet and
modified hours of operation from 7 a.m. – 10 p.m. for the College of Eastern Idaho,
Josephson seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
Swaney moved to approve the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards,
Dixon seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

2. ANNX 18-005: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING.
A) Sunnyside -- Annexation/Initial Zoning LC, RS and R-1
B) Holmes – Annexation/Initial Zoning RE and RP.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record. Swaney asked which portion they will
deal with first. Beutler indicated that they have been advertised as one annexation, but it is split
in two pieces to do separate motions. Wimborne clarified and Beutler agreed that they will have
two separate motions for this one annexation. Dixon asked if all the things on the residential park
area would qualify as Class A and if there will be 2 motions, why don’t they do that section as
Class A instead of Class B. Beutler indicated that they have advertised it as one large annexation
of 60 acres and there is no harm in processing it as Category B and it has a higher standard and
requires more work for Staff. Dixon asked Beutler which properties don’t qualify for Category
A. Beutler stated that it is the Monarch Daycare and the property on the corner of Grove and
Sunnyside that is a daycare. Dixon asked if the owners were consulted to see if they had
preferences for initial zoning. Beutler indicated that they sent letters to all property owners and
held a public meeting to discuss the process and show the initial proposal and left contact
information, so the property owners could suggest/request changes. Beutler stated that the owner
of the property on Sunnyside and Springfield has indicated that they would prefer an LC
designation versus an R2 designation, but due to the prior annexation proposal with R-3 and the
concerns about the high-density zone, the staff felt that it would have the same concerns if they
zoned that property LC, and so they felt R-2 was more appropriate. Dixon stated that the
Commission asked for more information on who has existing agreements and City Services and
the aerial photos are not legible. Beutler apologized and indicated that the aerials looked better
before they were copied. Dixon asked if they can walk through that information. Beutler stated

that he is hesitant because whether they have utilities or not is not pertinent to the annexation
question. Beutler stated that their eligibility comes from being enclaved by the City and they
meet the definition in the Statute for eligibility.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City
Support: None.
Opposition:
Gary McDonald, 895 Summerfield Dr., Idaho Falls, Idaho. McDonald’s home is south of the
3 lots designated as LC. McDonald indicated that he and his wife, and her daughter are disabled,
and the family is mostly home bodies. McDonald was a contractor by trade and has been
involved in similar discussions regarding Zoning. McDonald stated that as a project manager
you must listen very closely to the concerns of the public and try to address those concerns.
McDonald stated that his concern is LC, or multi-family/transient type development. McDonald
stated that the increased vehicle and foot traffic would increase crimes of convenience.
McDonald stated that he is also concerned about privacy and doesn’t feel that the 6’ fence would
be adequate to preserve the privacy of the homes. McDonald stated that trash and noise levels
will increase. McDonald voiced his concern about the facility on the corner of Sunnyside and
Springfield that parks cars on the road. McDonald stated that the only access to a multiresidential development would be to the side street and that would become congested.
McDonald stated that during rush hour they can sit for 5-10 minutes waiting for the traffic to
clear enough to go out to the turn lane to merge with traffic going left and that traffic would
increase. McDonald stated that they do have casual drive-by’s and that could increase and
increase crimes of convenience. McDonald stated that they are concerned that the property
values will be impacted depending upon the final zoning.
Patrick Brady 314 E Sunnyside, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Brady stated his father bought property
along Sunnyside and built on the property and when the sewer line was constructed he connected
because it was environmentally correct. Brady indicated that when Sunnyside was widened they
stubbed in a water line. Brady stated that the homeowners in the area see this annexation process
as a taking. Brady stated that there is no expectation of improved services to the area, and the
only assurance is that they will have high property taxes. Brady stated that the request to receive
Idaho Falls Power is a burden that can be drawn out for an unreasonable amount of time. Brady
stated that it will be a hardship to him and others on fixed incomes to have the higher taxes.
Brady stated that the majority of the people are more than an acre in size and they will be
designated as RE and it would be more appropriate to entitle them as Rural Estates and consider
a more favorable property tax structure. Brady stated that the larger lots have amenities and
those cannot be removed to lower the tax assessment. Brady indicated that the County residents
that are receiving City services are paying a higher rate for those services. Brady stated that
access and egress on Sunnyside road would be improved if there was more aggressive
enforcement of traffic laws. Brady suggested leaving the traffic lights longer, so it would leave
a breathing room for those attempting to access Sunnyside. Brady stated that he does not wish to
receive City Water as it would be to expensive to water his property. Brady indicated that if they
want to increase revenue they should annex Ammon and Iona as they attach to the City water
treatment facility.

Swaney indicated that he is interested in having testimony about the annexation and Mr. Brady is
giving a summary of complaints about problems that individuals have. Swaney stated that the
issue is the annexation that has been presented and those comments should be presented and will
be welcomed, but the unending complaints about his experience with the City of Idaho Falls is
not appropriate.
Diane Beard, 3696 S. Holmes, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Beard stated that some of her neighbors
that were interested and wanted to be present but had High School Graduation tonight. Beard
stated that her area does meet the requirements of Category B annexation. Beard indicated that
the word “Fair” has been used a lot. Beard stated that County residents get to use the parks, they
get City services, but do not pay the same taxes as “City Neighbors”. Beard stated that City
parks are used by non-City residents and there is now way to control who uses the City parks.
Beard stated that she pays extra fee for use of the golf course and library card and she would be
happy to pay another fee for her use of City parks. Beard stated that the initial argument was that
most plots in this annexation were on City services. Beard stated that out of 51 parcels, only 11
receive 1 City service, either water or sewer, 4 parcels receive 2 services, and it is unclear about
Rustic Lane and there are 8 parcels in that area. Beard stated that if they include Rustic Lane
that is less than ½ of the 51 parcels that are using City Services. Beard stated that they do not
need the City services and they are not a viable option for them. Beard stated that the two
properties on the west side of the annexation that are half City/half County are now being
classified as residential estate even though they don’t meet the minimum 1-acre requirement, but
they are “close”, so the City has agreed to classify them as residential estate. Beard stated that
the Category B Annexation that is now proposed less than 100 lots must be adjacent to the City,
must be in the City’s area of impact and be less than 5 acres. Beard stated that she would like to
be given the same consideration because she is “close” to 5 acres. Beard stated that the Staff
lumped two areas with clearly separate issues into one annexation proposal. Beard brought up
that the City has chosen to annex only part of the enclaved area, with the justification for not
pursuing the east side of Holmes as there are water and sewer issues that are not resolved. Beard
stated that the engineers have informed several of the people proposed for annexation that the
elevation along Holmes Ave., is higher than their homes and they would not be able to drain into
the system without installation of expensive pumps. Beard asked that the City separate the
current annexation proposal into two separate annexations and when they can come up with a
viable solution that is “fair” to all the residents along both sides of Holmes in terms of true and
reasonable access to City Services then they can pursue annexation of the enclaved area.
Donald Rydalch, 890 Summerfield Circle, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Rydalch stated that he is
discussing the Sunnyside Annexation. Rydalch stated that he has concerns pertaining to the walk
throughs and non-motorized vehicles that would have connectivity. Rydalch is concerned about
the connectivity to his residential neighborhood. Rydalch stated that there will not be
connectivity with all the fences that are erected around the neighborhood between the residents
and a commercial development. Rydalch stated that the maximum building height in R-2 Zone
would be 24’. Rydalch is concerned about the asterisk behind the R-2 Zone and the exceptions
allowed. Rydalch is concerned about height and hasn’t had access to all the possible exceptions.
Rydalch stated that he would like R-2 over LC if there must be something built there. Rydalch
read from the staff report: “Access along Sunnyside Road will be restricted, so the properties
will have to develop with the ability to have cross access from one parcel to another.” Rydalch
stated, paraphrasing from the Staff report, that Springfield Drive will have to carry some

commercial traffic to Sunnyside Road as Springfield Drive functions as a residential collector.
Rydalch stated, again paraphrasing from the Staff report, that concerns have been raised about
commercial uses and traffic being allowed in this area. Rydalch stated that Springfield Drive is
currently congested. Rydalch stated that the State operated intermediate care facility on the
corner of Springfield and Sunnyside that functions 24/7 and have 1-5 cars parked on the road
always creates congestion. Rydalch feels that there will be traffic problems if an entry road was
established off Springfield Drive.
Laura Grey, 810 E Sunnyside, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Grey owns the Monarch. Grey stated that
this area has always been zoned commercial in the County, so there is no reason for people to be
worried about all the extra traffic or extra crime, it is not any different that it has been for the last
70 years. Grey stated that Wallace Dairy has already been zoned commercial (LC) and Grey
asked that their property be left as is, as a limited commercial building.
Rich Way, 925 Summerfield, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Way stated that the main concern is the
exceptions that are available to the R-2 zone. Way stated that when the proposed plan came a
year ago they proposed 70 apartments. Way stated that he believes that proposal will come again
if the property owner can get the property sold and rezoned. Way stated that if they remove
frontage onto Sunnyside, they should consider a frontage lane that would be able to access 5 of
the properties and then they are limiting what would develop against their properties. Way stated
that they are concerned about the traffic on Springfield. Way stated that the difference between
R-1 and R-2 could make the difference in traffic. Way stated that the general concern for the
neighborhood is traffic and congestion and the height of the buildings looking over their fences.
Kevin Call, 380 E Sunnyside, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Call stated that they have a 5-acre area and
half of it has his home built on it and they annexed part at that time. Call stated that it was a
sizeable cost to them at that time to put in the City sewer and City Water. Call stated that they
left ½ of their property (approx. 2.5 acres) County for property taxes. Call stated that they are
paying for the amenities they are getting from the City with their City parcel. Call stated that
Mr. Brady was eluding to the fact that there is no benefit for them to be annexed into the City
from the County, as they already have wells, and to buy Rocky Mountain Power out of their area
is costly. Call stated that on his property taxes it would change them approximately $3,000 / year
to annex into the City from the County, and the benefits are not there for his property.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Wimborne asked Beutler about the Sunnyside annexation. Wimborne asked if the cross-access
agreements that would be required with the R-2 and LC properties would need to have access
onto Springfield. Beutler stated that for development purposes there would have to be some sort
of access onto Springfield. Wimborne asked about the questions regarding density and what the
residents could be looking at for that lot. Beutler stated that the R-2 zone has a maximum
density of 17 units per acre and the R-3, which was proposed 1 year ago has a maximum density
of 35 units per acre. Beutler stated that the density is also affected by the requirement to provide
storm drainage, parking, landscaping, etc., and it is rare that the property gets to the highest
allowed density, unless they go vertical, but there is a height restriction in R-2 of 24’. Beutler
addressed the confusion on the height and the exceptions to the height that were referenced by
public. Beutler stated that there is not an exception to the height in R-2 Zone. Wimborne asked
and Beutler agreed that the County has the parcel zoned R-2, so there wouldn’t be a change of
uses, and if it wasn’t annexed, someone could still go in and do R-2 development. Beutler

agreed but added that due to sewer and water issues the development in the County would be
improbable. Wimborne asked about the Holmes Annexation. Wimborne asked if the switch to
RE for the back lots was to address the concerns that were raised at the last meeting regarding
having 4-H Animals. Beutler agreed that RE will allow for some animal husbandry uses.
Wimborne asked if the tax assessment is different for RE versus RP. Beutler stated that the
assessment is whatever the County Assessor’s Office values the property and does not relate to
the zoning. Wimborne asked why the farthest south property is being included this time, instead
of waiting until the area across the street is annexed. Beutler stated that they were asked by the
Mayor and City Council to look at parcels that have services that were enclaved and begin the
annexation at that point. Beutler stated that the very southern parcel is included because it does
have a service. Beutler stated that it is different that the parcels to the East, that do not have any
services. Beutler stated that there are water and sewer mains in Holmes, and there are no utilities
or services to the Kinswood. Beutler stated that the Kinswood Estates is eligible for annexation
as they are enclaved, and a Category A and they will likely come up in another phase of the
annexation project.
Dixon asked on the Sunnyside Annexation what part of the orange parcel is R-1A and what part
is R-2. Beutler stated that typically it is the southern portions that are R-1A and at one point had
some type of agricultural use. Dixon asked if the City considered R-1 for the areas that are
currently R-1A. Beutler stated that they did not consider R-1 because as the properties
redeveloped they would redevelop as a whole, rather than individually and the back portions of
the properties don’t have separate access. Beutler stated that the City doesn’t suggest having a
property with two different zoning designations. Dixon asked if public safety of parking would
apply to the State -run facility on the corner of Springfield and Sunnyside. Beutler stated that per
Statute that if it is 8 or less individuals, as well as the staff that would serve those individuals, it
is considered to be the same as any other residential unit and so they City has no review. Dixon
asked about the problem with the sewer line in Holmes being higher than the properties that
would need to be connected. Dixon asked if the City would pay for a lift station for an area or
would the owner be required to purchase the lift station to connect to the sewer line. Beutler
indicated that the developer/owner would provide the lift station. Dixon asked about the 3
properties that are going to have a RE designation and asked if there was any consideration of
making an arrangement with the property owners to obtain RE then they would replat the City
property and the annexed property to a single lot that would be greater than 1 acre and the whole
parcel could be RE rather than two lots. Beutler stated that they did look at that, and when the
parcels are combined they are not greater than 1 acre (3/4 acre). Beutler stated that the properties
cannot be combined until they are annexed.
Swaney clarified and Beutler agreed. that there is no obligation if the annexation proceeds for
any of the property owners to hook up to City sewer, City Water or to hook up to City power and
the property owners can continue exactly the way they are.
Dixon suggested breaking the annexation into more than two portions. Dixon suggested
considering the proposed R-1 zones (Yellow), then go to R-2, and go zone by zone. Wimborne
asked why it would be necessary to break them up by zone, when they’ve been presented as two
areas, and there are not significant changes in use with the proposed zones. Dixon stated that
part of the reasoning behind the decision is localized to the properties. Wimborne suggested that
the differences are designated by the zoning and the staff has made changes to address the issues
and align them with the current zoning and uses in the County.

Denney indicated her preference to break it into two parts like staff has outlined instead of
complicating it. Swaney agreed with Denney and indicated that there has been no opposition to
the R-1 Annexation.
Dixon stated that the concern he has with the R-2 is too dense of a zone and the properties that
have single residences on them should be zoned for single residence (R-1) rather than multi
residence R-2 because they are looking at a higher density zone than the current use, and the
neighbors are used to an R-1 use.
Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council Annexation and Initial Zoning
of the 5 properties west of Springfield Drive, with the 4 furthest west properties being
zoned R-1 and the 1 vacant property next to Springfield Drive, be zoned R-2. The motion
died for lack of second.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the
Annexation of the Sunnyside Area with Initial Zoning of LC, R2 and R-1 as outlined by
City Staff, Swaney seconded the motion and it passed 5-1. Dixon opposed the motion
pursuant to his previously stated comments and motion.
Swaney moved to recommend the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation for
the Holmes Area with initial zoning of RE and RP, as presented in the staff report, Hicks
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
3. RZON 18-005: REZONE. Portion of Hatch Division 1 & 5, 1.28 Acres, R3A, R2, R1, to
LC. McLane presented the staff report, a part of the record. Dixon asked if the pedestrian access
would need to be a main access to the building. McLane agreed with Dixon and stated that it
would have to be a primary access point to the facility. Dixon asked why they would require the
shared access in the upper corner. McLane stated that the Access Management Plan would
require the distance from an arterial for access onto the lot, as the current access points are not
conforming to the current Access Management Plan and the current standards would have to be
met if it redeveloped and that would push the access as far north and away from the intersection
as possible. Dixon asked how they can require the neighbor to enter into a shared access.
McLane indicated that the drive isle is not a full drive isle and it could be separated, but the City
would require that it become one single access point. McLane indicated that they would
encourage an access point onto the residential collector and eliminate the 2 access points onto 1st
Street. McLane stated that one of their biggest concerns is the affect this development could
have on the neighborhood. Wimborne asked if there would be an option to not access onto the
neighborhood, but instead access 1st Street. McLane stated that the traffic movement on 1st
Street is very difficult to maneuver. McLane stated that it would be difficult because there are so
many access points, and they would recommend utilizing the residential street.
Dixon brought up the Walgreens on 17th Street and Holmes and indicated that the way it was
worked out to minimize the impact on the existing residential, rather than allow the commercial
access to a residential street, they put up a high wall and had some grass and trees on the
residential side, and all the commercial was restricted to the arterials.
Swaney confirmed with McLane that however the property is reconfigured in the future it will
have to meet the conditions, and the example McLane presented was just a possible concept.
McLane agreed, and indicated that he gave that example to illustrate some of the development

standards and has no bearing on the proposed development for this property. Swaney confirmed
and McLane agreed that the only thing before the Commission is a rezone to LC.
Dixon stated that if the rezone is approved they can come in with a plan and the Commission
would never see it again because it would meet the zoning requirements and would be handled
by the Community Development Services department. Swaney stated that there are a lot of
permitted uses in LC that only owners of the property could ever conceive.
McLane stated that the development standards are going to apply to whatever the use would be.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Dean Mortimer, 7403 South 1st East, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Mortimer represents
Commerce Properties Investments, LLC. That is the owner of the property. Mortimer stated that
they have owned the office space since 1993. Mortimer stated that they have now purchased the
two residential properties behind the business to protect the property and the neighborhood.
Mortimer stated that they have tried to be good neighbors and they understand the importance of
protecting the neighborhood and protecting and upgrading properties. Mortimer stated that the
property has reached its useful life. Mortimer stated that they have had requests over the last few
years to change the property into another type of use. Mortimer stated that the office space has
gone through a transition and it is not attracting the type of tenant that will justify much of a rent.
Mortimer stated that they need to change the zoning to make the property more useful and
upgrade it to a more attractive appearance. Mortimer stated that the impact on the neighborhood
is an important issue. Mortimer stated that it is important to realize that the LC Zone does have
some inherent protections. Mortimer stated that the house that will be affected the most is the
house to the north that will require the 8’ buffer. Mortimer stated that with the buffer the
property will not be impacted much with the change to LC. Mortimer stated that over the last
year they took one of the access points onto 1st Street out. Mortimer recognized that there is
difficulty in the traffic in that area and the hazards. Mortimer stated that his intent is to expand
the parking, as there is currently not enough to accommodate the amount of office space that is
available. Mortimer stated that the LC Zone is a good use for the property.
Dixon asked if Mortimer was familiar with the Walgreens at 17th and Holmes. Dixon stated that
it prevents any traffic from the commercial going into the residential. Dixon asked Mortimer if a
solution like that would work for his intended use. Mortimer believes that area is different, as
the access itself on the Walgreens piece is a lot farther West, and Walgreens has two access
points one on Woodruff and one on 1st Street. Dixon indicated that he is talking about the
Walgreens on 17th and Holmes. Mortimer stated that you must have two access points and
whether that is on 1st Street and Woodruff if you don’t come off Carol. Mortimer stated that
with the LC Zone there is someone with a proposed use, and the use they are proposing will need
the access off Carol and an access off Woodruff and nothing off 1st Street, as that was
recommended by staff.
Wimborne indicated that there is a letter received that goes with the packet. Morrison indicated
the letter will be included with the record.
No one appeared in support.

Opposition:
Robert Collins, 160 Carol, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Collins stated he bought a house in the
neighborhood that is directly across from the proposed access point on Carol, and that will affect
the driveway of Collins and Eva Hines. Collins stated that the whole neighborhood will be
affected by the traffic. Collins stated that he has a big window that faces Carol and he doesn’t
want to look at a wall. Collins indicated that he urges the Commission to deny the LC Zone.
Eva Hines, 130 Carol Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hines stated that it is difficult to get out from
Carol Ave., onto 1st Street. Hines stated that if there is more traffic it will be more difficult for
everybody. Hines stated that it is a family neighborhood and the families and children walking
around need to be considered. Hines stated that they need to consider the noise factor. Hines
stated that Maverick on the corner has kept her awake from the noise of engines and loud music.
Hines stated that if people start parking on the street it will use up any parking she might have
for guests at her house. Hines stated that the street is narrow.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Josephson asked McLane if it would be possible to end Carol for through traffic and allow an
exit for the property onto 1st Street. McLane stated that not with this proposal as this is just a
rezone of the parcels, and that is contrary to the connectivity plans of the City and for emergency
vehicles. Josephson asked if they could not allow traffic to turn left. McLane stated that you
cannot put it is a condition of the property, but that is something that they could look at as a
development on the property, but that is not something they can put a condition on the rezone.
Dixon stated that the comment Josephson made has been done and is now the west entrance into
Lowes. Dixon stated that it is one way into the neighborhood to prevent through traffic. Dixon
stated that these actions were done prior to the current Planning Director, and these issues were
addressed and approved and put into place. Dixon stated that these types of remedies are not
being considered by the Staff and are instead advising more standard access points.
Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council the proposed rezoning in a
manner that results in a situation similar to that of the Walgreens property at the corner of
the two major arterials of 17th Street and Holmes.
Wimborne stated that she understands what Commissioner Dixon is trying to do, but the
Commission doesn’t know anything as far as the engineering of the Walgreens property, but
Wimborne is not comfortable with a motion that is contingent on another piece of property when
the Commission doesn’t know some of the engineering issues and other considerations.
Dixon stated that he can provide some of the information. Dixon stated that you have a full block
of depth. Mike Kirkham, Esq., indicated that the hearing on this is closed and they would need to
reopen the hearing if they are going to introduce more information. Kirkham indicated that this
is a quasi-judicial hearing and so part of that is that the Commission is limited to the record that
has been introduced and the hearing has been closed and the Commission is now in discussion.
Kirkham stated that the information that is being proposed to introduce into the record cannot be
brought as the hearing is closed. Dixon stated that he brought up the information before the
hearing was opened with the expressed interest of letting the audience comment on it. Dixon
stated that this Commission is not the deciding body, only recommending, so he doesn’t feel that
it is quasi-judicial. Kirkham stated that they are making a decision to recommend something to

the Council. This is local land use planning issue. Dixon stated that he brought up the issue
before the hearing even opened with the express intent. Kirkham stated that if he brought up
information before the hearing opened, then it is outside of the record and you shouldn’t be
considering it. Dixon clarified that it was on the record, before the hearing was open for public
comment, but during the presentation of the item. Wimborne agreed that Dixon did bring up this
issue. Dixon continued that the Walgreens is a block wide on a corner of two major arterial,
there is a commercial property that seems to do fine with vehicles getting in and out on the two
access points, and one is a shared access point and the other access point is on the other arterial.
Dixon stated that next to 16th Street there is a wall and then landscaping on the 16th Street side of
the wall that basically makes ¾ of the depth of the block devoted to the commercial and ¼ of the
block the landscape buffer on the other side for the residential.
Cramer indicated that he knows what Dixon is talking about and there are some differences,
including the overlying zone which allowed consideration of those things. Cramer stated that his
concern with the motion is it is a motion to recommend approval of a rezone with a condition,
and the code isn’t set up to do that, you must either recommend approval, or recommend denial.
Dixon stated that the zone was a planned transition zone as part of changing the use as part of the
planned transition zone they had a hearing and part of it included buffering with the residential
and part of it included access and that was the agreement that was proposed as part of the
change, so how does the Commission get to that point in this case. Cramer stated that you
recommend the approval of the rezone with a planned transition overlay on it, and that would
create the planned transition so that a sight plan would come back for review. Cramer stated that
wasn’t advertised as part of the hearing. So, the motion would recommend the rezone with the
inclusion of a planned transition overlay. Dixon asked if there would be another hearing to see
what is being developed. Cramer stated that the new Code does not require a public hearing,
only an administrative review to make sure it meets the requirements.
Wimborne asked if the Planned Transition Overlay would address issues regarding access.
Cramer stated that it wouldn’t address it in a manner that is different than this Zone because the
new Code refers everything back to the Access Management Plan.
Dixon asked if the ability to get into a situation where the Commission could consider an
approach that did work in the past and is continuing to work is something that the Commission
doesn’t have the ability to get to today. Cramer agreed, and added that even if the Commission
could get to that point, it would still be based on engineering review and best practices, which is
what the Access Management Plan is supposed to be. Cramer stated that if the Access
Management Plan permits an access onto 1st Street, that is an option, but if it doesn’t they must
find an alternative. Cramer stated that Staff was suggesting not to have access onto 1st Street,
based on the Access Management Plan, and it will be reviewed at a site plan level with planning
and engineering and the developer. Dixon asked if the Access Management Plan overrules the
zone when the zone says access onto major streets. Cramer stated that is a purpose statement of
the zone, not a requirement.
Hicks asked if it would be proper to have the neighbors and developer get together to come up
with a better agreement. Cramer disagreed with Hicks, as a rezone is not a negotiation of the site
development plan, because they may negotiate something and then the property gets sold and the
property has a zone and they can do whatever is allowed in the zone. Cramer stated that you
need to look what is the Commission comfortable to live with.

The Motion died for lack of second.
Swaney reiterated Staff in saying that the Commission is only considering a zone change, and the
access onto or off Carol is irrelevant because the developer will have to meet City standards
regardless. Swaney stated that the only question before the Commission is the rezone of 4
parcels into one LC Zone.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the rezone from
R3A, R2 and RP to LC, as presented.
The Motion died for lack of second.
Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the rezone from
R3A, R2 and RP to LC with a Transition Overlay, Josephson seconded the motion. The
motion failed 2-4.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council denial of the Rezone from
R3A, R2 and RP to LC for the property as presented, Hicks seconded the motion. The
Motion tied 3-3. Morrison voted against the motion, as the tie breaker, Motion failed.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Rezone
from R3A, R2 and RP to LC, Swaney seconded the motion. The motion failed 2-4.
Mike Kirkham indicated that the condition of Roberts Rules of Order, where the person that
makes the motion must vote for it does not apply and the Commission is not bound by. Thereby,
Wimborne can vote against the motion she made.
Hicks asked if the application can be rejected as submitted and requested for a resubmittal with
further clarification. Cramer stated that they need to act on the application that is before the
Commission.
Kirkham stated that the Commission can reject, and the applicant can re-apply. Cramer stated
that the Commission can reject it and the applicant can still move forward to City Council.
Cramer stated that they can recommend that only a portion of the area be rezoned. Cramer stated
that the Commission must take action, and the applicant has the option to either come back to the
board with a different plan or takeit to City Council with the Commissions recommendation.
Dixon stated that City Council will recognize that this is a case where the Commission is not
giving them a unanimous recommendation and the decision is ultimately theirs.
Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the rezone for the
west 80% of the subject properties to LC.
Motion died for lack of second.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council denial of the Rezone from
R3A, R2 and RP to LC, Denney seconded the motion. The Motion passed 4-2.
Wimborne commented that the LC Zone makes sense for this property and her concern is access
onto Carol. Wimborne stated that there was no way to limit that with what they were presented
tonight.
5 Minute Recess.

Business:
4. ANNX 18-006: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. T&T Park. McLane presented the
staff report, a part of the record.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of I&M as presented for T&T Park, Josephson seconded the motion and
it passed unanimously.
5. PLAT 18-014: FINAL PLAT. T&T Park. McLane presented the staff report, a part of the
record. Dixon asked if the sliver to the south would be wide enough to have a street to get to the
interior of the property, or if in the future they could take some of the property to make a street.
Dixon asked if the plat needs to have an easement on it for future streets. Beutler stated that they
met with the property owners and are talking through cross access easements, so they can have
shared access at that point, and there would not be a developed street section. McLane added
that they try to line up access points, so they are across from each other and the location of that
sliver is right between the two roadways and not ideal for access.
Applicant: Daryl Kofoed, 101 S. Park Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Kofoed stated that there is a
parcel that is 50’ wide and then bigger on the back and some point in time it will develop a road
system that goes all the way back through and it won’t be needed, but they will gather more
property first. Kofoed stated that Napa Auto Parts farther south left 60’ to make an access in and
out. Kofoed stated that if it is needed they agree to modify the plat and share access.
Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
T&T Park, Wimborne seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
6. PLAT 18-017: FINAL PLAT. Linden Trails Division 1 First Amended. Beutler presented
the staff report, a part of the record. Dixon asked if the properties on the west side will impinge
upon the next division. Beutler indicated that there are no conflicts as far as setbacks. Beutler
stated that they have reviewed the PUD for all the open space to make sure they maintain all the
original percentages that were part of the original approval. Dixon asked if the movement
towards Pancheri will affect the development of Pancheri. Beutler indicated that there is a large
detention pond that is proposed and constructed and there is sufficient space for Pancheri.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Linden Trails Division 1 First Amended, as presented, Dixon seconded the motion and
it passed unanimously.
7. PLAT 18-010: FINAL PLAT. Linden Trails Addition Division 3. Beutler presented the
staff report, a part of the record
Swaney commended the developer on reducing the density of the development
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
Linden Trails Addition Division 3 as presented, Wimborne seconded the motion and it
passed unanimously.
8. PLAT 18-011: FINAL PLAT. Linden Trails Addition Division 4: Beutler presented the
staff report, a part of the record.

Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
Linden Trails Addition Division 4, as presented, Wimborne seconded the motion and it
passed unanimously.
Morrison adjourned the meeting.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder

June 19, 2018

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
Council Chambers

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners George Morrison, George Swaney, Gene Hicks,
Joanne Denney, Natalie Black, Margaret Wimborne, Arnold Cantu, Darren Josephson. (8 present
with 7 votes).
MEMBERS ABSENT: Julie Foster, Brent Dixon, Lindsey Romankiw
ALSO PRESENT: Planning Director, Brad Cramer, Assistant Planning Directors, Kerry
Beutler, Brent McLane, Brian Stevens; Randy Fife, Esq., 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. (Until later in the meeting)

Public Hearing:
1. RZON 18-006: REZONE. Comp Plan Amend Low Density to Commercial/Higher
Density Residential/Industrial. Cramer presented the staff report, a part of the record. Black
asked Cramer to point out Staff’s recommendation. Cramer explained in detail on the map
Staff’s recommendation as it is different from the application.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls
Support/Opposition: No one appeared in support or opposition.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Black indicated that she agrees with Staff’s recommendation. Black indicated that during the
Area of Impact Meetings she felt that it was a large area of commercial that was surrounded by
residential, and thus agrees with Staff’s recommendation to amend the Plan in smaller portions.
Wimborne agreed with Black that Staff’s recommendation to do a step by step process on the
amendment is the correct approach.
Denney agreed, and indicated that she likes the higher density being used as a buffer between
lower density residential and the commercial.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment as presented by the Staff’s recommendation, Wimborne
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

2. ANNX 18-009: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING of RMH, R1, P and HC. M&B: 89.5
Acres. Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record. Randy Fife, Esq., added that the
Idaho State Code Title 50-222-5(b)(i) states that the property can be contiguous or adjacent. Fife
indicated that the difference between contiguity and adjacency is contiguity means touching, and
adjacent means near and doesn’t have to meet the technical legal requirement of contiguity. Fife
indicated that you can have a 1 ft wide raspberry patch and the property on the other side would
still be adjacent to the City and for Category B or C requirements it can be annexed. Fife

indicated that if it touches it is contiguous. Black confirmed and Beutler agreed that the City
owned park on Lincoln is in the County. Black confirmed and Beutler agreed that the City will
not annex the roadway until all the area is annexed into the City. Beutler indicated that they work
with the County on how to do that process, but typically it has been when annexation occurs on
both sides of the road, then the City will take over road maintenance. Morrison asked about
access to the large parcel in the proposed commercial area. Beutler stated that the area is under
the same ownership and Applewood Way is not constructed and is only a platted right of way.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls
Support: None.
Opposition:
Ron Palmer, 2017 Duchesse Court, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Palmer owns property in Applewood.
Palmer is against the Annexation. Palmer indicated that this is a grasp by the City to make an
island in the County to further their allowance to get more property. Palmer stated that he grew
up in the County, bought a house in the County and thought he would die in the County. Palmer
stated that this annexation is a grab to expand for commercial use for somebody else to make a
profit.
Cherie Halst, 1695 N. Jonathan, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Halst stated that she has spoke with other
property owners on Jonathan and they are against this Annexation. Halst stated that this will raise
her property taxes to over double. Halst stated that there are Spanish people, senior citizens, and
low income and it will be a challenge if their taxes are raised. Halst stated that they see no
benefit from being annexed into the City. Halst stated that the lesser charge on sewer, water and
garbage, will not overshadow the increase in taxes. Halst stated that no one in the area can
handle this annexation well. Halst stated that they see no benefits, only more bills. Halst stated
that they do not want to pay more because the City needs more money, and that is how they feel,
that the City is taking the property because they need more money and that the annexation will
increase the ability for other people to redo and improve. Halst stated that they cannot improve in
their area as they are all mobile homes. Halst stated that the homes do not gain any value, they
only depreciate. Halst stated that the land might gain some value. Halst stated that they are not
stick built homes. Halst stated that when they re-did Lincoln they raised it higher and now the
water drains into their yard. Halst stated that when they moved in, there were no laws that
required them to have permanent foundations. Halst stated that there are only 2 homes in the
area that have basements and permanent foundations. Halst stated that now the law has changed
that they need to have a permanent foundation and now it is difficult to get a loan on a home in
the area if they wanted to sell. Halst stated that they are stuck where they are.
Lloyd Cox, 2174 E Lincoln Rd., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Cox owns 30 acres (storage units and
undeveloped) Cox stated that one reason that was given by the City for the annexation was that
they were providing services to the parcels involved in this annexation. Cox stated that he has no
City services to his property. Cox stated that his property was the plotted lots for the original
Applewood Subdivision. Cox stated that the original owners did the first stage and it was not
successful, and that is where the contract for the City to serve the area was given. Cox stated
that the original owners did agree to be annexed once they were adjacent to City property. Cox

stated that the property he bought was owned by several owners trying to finish the subdivision.
Cox stated that he bought the property from Betty Ritter (Owner of Ranch Homes). Cox stated
that Ritter had tried for 8 years to get the City to let them hook onto services. Cox stated that the
City would not allow it and changed the way they were doing things and did not provide services
unless you were annexed into the City. Cox stated that the renters tried to make the City enforce
the contract to provide services even though they weren’t adjacent, and the matter went to Court,
and the City won, and the contract was considered null and void as the original parties were not
involved, so there were no services provided. Cox stated that when he bought the property it had
been applied for and approved in the County to be commercial property and the plots had been
abandoned and it was one big commercial piece of property. Cox stated that he developed the
storage units. Cox stated that he is not receiving City services and in State Statute 50-222 it
states that one of the things that are necessary for the City to force an annexation is the property
has to be developing and Cox indicated he has not sold any property or attempted to sell any
property. Cox stated that he didn’t plot the two plots to sell, but rather because he had to, to
ensure access off Lincoln Road. Cox stated that there has been mention of the need to be
adjacent or contiguous. Cox stated that he has spent a lot of time on this item. Cox stated that he
went to the Assessor’s Office to find to find out which property had been annexed to make this
property adjacent, it took them a long time to find it because this property was approved in June.
Cox stated that he noticed that there is a gap between the properties. Cox stated that that the gap
is 33’ – 36’ of gap between the properties. Cox indicated that the City does have the ownership
of the canal, but it is not annexed. Cox stated that the State Statute reads in paragraph 2, last
sentence, that the property cannot be annexed using shoe string. Cox stated that he wants the
Commission to live to the State Statute. Cox stated that he called the State Tax Commission to
get their definition of what contiguous and adjacent and what constituted a shoe string. Cox sent
them the parcel numbers and the Tax Commission reviewed the information and called him back
and indicated that it does not meet the Statute and the Tax Commission would deny it. Cox
declared that if he is forced into doing this annexation he will make sure that the City gives him
his rights and he wants the City to give him his rights and he will do everything in his power to
see that he is given those rights. Cox stated that he wants his property to be removed from the
annexation or the fight will continue as it doesn’t meet the criteria of being adjacent or
contiguous and that has been confirmed by the State Tax Commission which has to approve the
annexation before it becomes legal.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Randy Fife, Esq., addressed Lloyd Cox’s assertion about shoe string. Fife read from the Statute
50-222(2) “Provided further that said City Council shall not have the power to declare such land,
lots or blocks a part of said City if they will be connected to the City only by a shoestring or strip
of land which comprises a railroad or a highway right of way.” Fife indicated that a shoestring is
only considered by the law to be a shoe string if it is a railroad or a city right of way. Fife
indicated that this is not a highway right of way or a railroad. Fife stated that because this is a
category B annexation and not Category A then another assertion would be “connected to the
City” and if it is adjacent it is not required by the State Code to be contiguous because if it is
connected it doesn’t need to be connected and therefore it is still ok.
Morrison re-opened the public hearing.

Lloyd Cox, 2174 E Lincoln, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Cox asked to clarify the sentence that Fife
read. Cox read “Provided for that said City Council shall not have the power to declare such
land, lots, or block a part of said City if they will be connected to such City only by a shoe string
or a strip of land which comprises a railroad or a highway. Cox asserted it cannot have a shoe
string. Cox stated that it doesn’t mean that a shoe string comprises of a highway or railroad, it
just states you cannot have a shoe string, and the State Tax Commission has said that this
annexation will be denied as this is considered a shoe string. Cox stated that he spoke with Zack
Trout from the State Tax Commission. Cox indicated that Zack Trout went to his supervisors and
they met together and that is their conclusion.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Swaney stated that based upon the presentation by the Staff and the comments by the City Legal
Staff, it appears that there is a proposed Category B Annexation that is appropriate, and the
proposed zones are consistent with the existing zones in the County. Swaney stated that the
direction they have received from City Council is not to gain additional tax revenue, but it is to
share the burden for the benefits that everybody in the community receives. Swaney stated that
the Commission needs to consider recommending approval of the annexation.
Morrison indicated that the Commission represents the entire City and there are many factors
that are taken into consideration.
Black stated that she has mixed feelings about annexations like this because in the City there is a
lot of vacant commercial areas, and it is difficult to annex new areas when there are vacant
commercial areas within the City. Black stated that there is growth in this area, and it was stated
that some of the growth was difficult because they couldn’t get City services, so it is a burden for
some of the property owners who would like to be within the City. Black stated that there is a
burden on the City and the County with the Fire Department and Police Department when they
get a call to dispatch they must figure out which area they are and who to send, so the City is
trying to clean up some of the County island and eliminate some of the problems. Black stated
that the comment about the City doing a grab for commercial profit is not accurate as the
property is commercial now and the County could allow any kind of commercial building. Black
agreed that the Commission has to make decisions for the benefit of the whole City. Black stated
that the City has a park that they have invested in that benefits a lot of this area. Black stated that
if the area becomes annexed into the City the road could be improved with sidewalks and that
would be a benefit to the area residents. Black again indicated that she has mixed feeling. Black
stated that if the State Tax Commission disagrees then they could deny the annexation.
Wimborne added that she has mixed feelings. Wimborne stated that it is clear with the pressure
for development around the area that before long this will become an enclaved property.
Wimborne stated that it does make sense to be proactive with this annexation because of the
development pressure in the area, and the property is within the Area of Impact. Wimborne
stated that the forced annexations are not easy and there are additional costs for the property
owners and it can be hard for the property owners to see where the benefits are. Wimborne
stated that in the long term these kinds of actions are for the best interest of the City as a whole.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of RMH, R1, P and HC for 89.5 Acres, Sections 9 & 16, T 2N, R 38 E as
described and presented, Denney seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

3. RZON 18-007: REZONE. Heritage Hills 3. R&D to R1, M&B: 7.744. Stephens presented
the staff report, a part of the record. Black asked if it this is the subdivision that came up a few
years ago where the developer did not do the right-hand turn. Black asked if they have already
done something with this property. Stephens stated that there is a Division 2, and this current
rezone will be a portion of the Division 3 that is coming later tonight in Business.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: No one appeared.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Wimborne indicated that the area complies with both the Comprehensive Plan and the zoning
change is appropriate based on how the area is being developed.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Rezone
for Heritage Hills 3 from R&D to R1, Josephson seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.
4. RZON 18-009: AMENDMENT TO SIGN CODE: McLane presented the staff report, a part
of the record. Black clarified, and McLane agreed that other than Channing Way, Holmes is the
only single lane road that would be allowed a sign. Black stated that is a concern for her because
traffic is congested and there are a lot of accidents, and it could increase if people are trying to
read signs. McLane stated that the movement of the traffic isn’t any faster than any other arterial
that is allowed signs. Black asked if the idea behind adding Holmes back in, is because they
were too conservative before. McLane indicated that it is a question of equity and they have had
requests. McLane stated that there are a lot of properties already along Holmes that portable
signs are allowed.
Swaney indicated that the definition section doesn’t have a definition for adjacent.
Black asked if there is a commercial property that converts back to a residential home would the
residential use take precedent over the commercial sign usage across the street. McLane
indicated that the sign would be grandfathered in.
Hicks asked who polices the removal of signs.
McLane indicated that the Sign Code discusses enforcement and it is regulated by the
Community Development Department, and generally based off complaints.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls.
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Amendment
to Sign Code as presented, Black seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

Josephson moved to amend the Agenda to hear items 7, 8 and 9 prior to 5 and 6,
Wimborne seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
Business:
7. ANNX 18-007: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Folsom/Pickering Annexation.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record. Wimborne asked for clarification that this
annexation is contingent upon the other annexation (Lincoln Road) being successful. Beutler
indicated that they will work with the City Attorney’s office through everything, and potentially
if the Tax Commission were to deny the Lincoln annexation they would also have to deny this
parcel because it would not be contiguous to City property. Wimborne confirmed and Beutler
agreed that there is no scenario where this will become a “City Island” in the middle of County.
Applicant: Steve Ellsworth, Ellsworth and Associates, 253 1st Street, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Ellsworth indicated that they want the property zoned Highway Commercial.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of HC for M&B Approximately 23.586 Acres SE ¼ Section 9, T 2N, R 38
E, as presented, Hicks seconded the motion.
Black stated that she wants the City to be careful with annexing properties into the City when
there are areas that need to be filled and are vacant.
Morrison called for a vote on the motion, it passed unanimously.
8. ANNX 18-008: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING OF R1. M&B 10.623 Acres. Heritage
Hills. Stephens presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the
Annexation and Initial Zoning of R1 for M&B 10.623 Acres SE ¼ Section 1, T 2 N, R 37E,
as presented, Swaney seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
9. PLAT 18-016: FINAL PLAT. Heritage Hills Division3. Stephens presented the staff report,
a part of the record. Josephson asked if the roadway easement coming off East River Road that is
south of Division 2 will remain. Stephens stated that is a temporary fire and emergency access
road and that will go away. Josephson asked where the Left-hand turn lane will be. Stephens
stated that if you are going down East River Road traveling north, if you want to make a lefthand turn into the development you are currently making the turn out of the traveling lane.
Stephens stated that Division 1 Final Plat was shown to have a left hand turning lane installed.
Stephens indicated that the turn lane has not been installed during Division 1 or 2. Stephens
stated that it was a point of contention in Division 2. Stephens stated that they have changed to
ETrackit and there have been a few issues, but Staff will make sure that whatever is supposed to
happen will happen in Division 3. Josephson asked if they will widen East River Road. Stephens
agreed that the road will be widened, but first there will be a traffic study. Stephens stated that
engineering will handle it in the staff review comments and Stephens will watch this application
closely. Josephson asked if the turn lane will be in the new entrance or the existing current
entrance. Stephens stated that a traffic study will come into play and it could be at both locations
depending on the traffic volume of the area.
Black asked if they can recommend denying this application until the roads are built. Stephens
indicated that it can be denied. Josephson asked, and Stephens agreed that they will bar entrance

to the new road and sales of lots until the turn lane was developed. Stephens clarified that in
ETrackit they will put a notation that building permits will not be allowed to be issued on any of
the lots in Division 3 until either a traffic study is performed and money is paid to the City in
lieu, if the improvement will not be made until the whole road can improve.
Morrison asked if the problem was caused by the original builder. Stephens indicated that the
problem was caused by the original builder and their failure to follow through. Black asked if it
is the same developer for Division 3 as it was for Division 1 and 2. Josephson indicated that
Rockwell developed Division 1 and Division 3 is a family member of Rockwell.
Swaney clarified that if the plat is approved this will be recorded on the plat that either the
developer will have to do a traffic study or provide for the left turn lane at the appropriate
entrance for the subdivision before building permits will be issued for any of the lots on Division
3. Stephens agreed with Swaney and added that the building permits will be flagged when they
are attempted to be made and the building department will come to Staff to find out why there is
a stop on the building permits. Cramer added that it will be in the development agreement as a
special condition.
Black stated that she is nervous because Division 1 and 2 have been built and no turn lane has
been provided. Black is not in favor of approving this Final Plat.
Swaney stated that it did not get done, but the Community Development Department contributed
somewhat to the situation by not having it specified in either of the final plats for Division 1 or 2.
Swaney stated that they have a firm remedy to the problem that was presented in Division 1 and
2, by having it recorded in the plat. Swaney proposed that if the motion is made to approve the
final plat that the motion have it specified in the motion that they are recommending to City
Council that the Turn lane must go in Division 3 or no houses can be built.
Black stated that she believed it was required in Division 2, but it didn’t happen. Josephson
stated that part of it happened. Josephson stated that the right-hand turn lane did happen and is
complete, but the left-hand turn lane is not complete.
Wimborne stated that if the Commission clearly includes the stipulation in the recommendation
she is confident that the problem will be addressed by Staff.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Heritage Hills Division 3 with the stipulation that the issue of the left-hand turn lane be
addressed as part of the Final Plat, Josephson seconded the motion.
Black asked if the City Council can drop the Stipulation in their recommendation. Cramer stated
that they can. Wimborne clarified that the stipulation is only to make sure that City Council
notes it, as it is already something that the Staff is going to do. Staff agreed with Wimborne.
Morrison called for a vote on the motion. The Motion passed 7-1. Black opposed the
motion.
Black indicated that she is voting to not recommend it, so it is not a unanimous decision
and the City Council will have additional notes to look at.

Public Hearings:
5. RZON 18-008: ZONING ORDINANCE CHANGES. McLane presented the staff report, a
part of the record. McLane amended the report by stating that Washing Vehicle business is not
allowed in PT. Black asked (on Accessory dwelling) for clarification. McLane stated that if you
wanted to build something 750 sq. ft you’d have to have a 7500 sq. ft lot and so it is a substantial
size lot for the availability of building a mother in law apartment. McLane stated that the intent
is to make this available, but not make it overly restrictive. McLane stated that lots of the people
that are wanting to build accessory dwelling are in areas where their lots are smaller, and the
10% also would include the parking facility. So, with the current code it would make it hard for a
lot of people, unless they had a large lot, to build an accessory dwelling.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Wimborne commended the staff for walking through this ordinance and making sure they are
usable and livable and work in real life situation.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Zoning
Ordinance Amendments as presented, Josephson seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.
Black commended the staff for going through the Code thoroughly as it helps the builders and
developers, but also the commission in their determination of things.
6. RZON 18-010: FORM BASED CODE CHANGES. McLane presented the staff report, a
part of the record.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls
No one appeared in support or opposition.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Josephson moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Form
Based Code Amendments as presented, Black seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.
Morrison adjourned the meeting.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
CUP FOR EMERSON HIGH SCHOOL
Lots 1-48, Block 15, Crows
July 10th 2018
Applicant: Idaho Falls School
District 91
Location: Generally south of
E 4th St., west of S Higbee
Ave., north of E 5th St., and
east of S Emerson Ave.
Size: 3.66 acres
Existing Zoning: TN
Existing Land Uses:
Site: High School
North: Residential
South: Residential
East: Residential
West: Residential
Future Land Use Map: Low
Density
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
2. Zoning Information
3. Site Plan
4. Maps and Aerial Photos
5. Applicant Letter
6. Previous Reasoned
statement

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval to alter the CUP for
Emerson High School to increase capacity from 150 Students to 200
students to the Mayor and City Council.
Staff Recommendation: Approval of the CUP as presented.
History: In 2004, this property received a conditional use permit for
Westside Alternative High School, now Emerson High School. The
original CUP had four conditions:
1. The number of high school student present on the site at any
given time shall be limited to 100 students, i.e., maximum
100 students in daytime and 100 students in night school.
2. All parking areas shall include at least seven (7) feet of
landscaping measured from the back of interior of sidewalk
plus a four (4) foot opaque fence.
3. The hours of operation of the school, not including arrival
and departure of staff, shall be limited to 8:00 am to 8:00
pm.
4. The east half of the site (playground/park area) shall not be
significantly altered.
The CUP was brought before the board in 2008 and the 100 student
limitation was increased to 150 students. Additional changes have
been made to the site over the course of the last 14 years. Those of
note are the addition of the child care facility serving the students of
the Emerson High School in 2008, and improvements to the parking
area and drop-off along 5th street in 2015. 11 Parking stalls added in
2015.
Staff Comments:
Per the Emerson High School principal they are turning away 30+
students every block, and empty classrooms in the innovative center
could be used for the additional students.
The facility has 14 rooms, this includes the childcare center and
rooms used for District 91 teacher training. The average class size is
18-20.
Traffic and parking has been a concern in the past. From
observation and comments made by the principal it appears that the
parking improvements made in 2015 have been effective. Based on
comments provided by the City’s engineer, traffic is not a concern
for the area and 50 additional students will have minimal traffic
impact in the neighborhood.
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Traffic is able to disseminate quickly because of the gridded street network and close proximity to
arterials and collectors. One parking space is required for every 5 students therefore at 200 students the
High School would be required 40 spaces. The facility currently has 64 stalls internally two of them being
ADA. In addition to the internal parking lot, parking is also allowed along the street. The School occupies
the entire block which provides a substantial amount of on street parking. The zoning ordinance gives
credit for on street parking adjacent to the property. The school monitors this and asks the students to park
only on the side of the street against the school. The principal did state that only Junior and seniors are
allowed to drive to school. They plan for approximately 50 seniors and 50 juniors but will only issue 40
parking permits between the two student groups. The High school currently has 15 staff members this will
likely grow by a few if the student count increases. The Principal also stated that the bus brings
approximately 30 students, 20 walk, and 10 bike or skateboard to school.
No external changes will be made to the Emerson High School as part of this CUP, nor will the hours of
operation change.
Comprehensive Plan Policies:

PG 39 High schools, junior high, and middle schools should not be located in the core of the
neighborhood. Such schools generate significant traffic. If secondary and middle schools are
located adjacent or within one block from the nearest minor arterial street, traffic will move
efficiently from the arterial street to the school on local collectors and not through the
neighborhood. Elementary schools should be located on a residential collector within the
neighborhood. Examples of locations which work well for elementary schools and the
neighborhood are Westside Elementary and Fox Hollow Elementary.
Transportation Plan:
Arterials near site are Boulevard, Holmes Ave., and 1st Street. 5th Street is a Major Collector that runs
along the south side of the CUP.
Zoning Ordinance:
PG 9 & 10
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PG 50

PG 73
(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.
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(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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Emerson High School
335 5th Street
Idaho Falls, ID 83401
Robin Busch
Principal

Dianna Johnson
Counselor

Phone (208) 524-7800
Fax (208) 525-7795
Stephanie Eddins
Registrar

April 24, 2018
To: City Planning and Zoning Committee
From: Robin Busch, Principal Emerson High School
Re: Update of Conditional Use Permit – Increasing capacity from 150 Students to 200 Students
At this time we are hoping to increase our student population by 50 students. We have been
capped at 150 students for the last 9 years and we have had an increase of requests for enrollment for
the past two years. We consistently turn away 30+ students every block (we have 5 blocks per year
and summer school).
In 2015, School District 91 remodeled Emerson and added 65 parking spaces and 3
handicapped assessable spaces. The school is beautiful inside and we would also be using the building
to the west of the school (Innovative Center) increasing our square footage by 8,370 ft. This space is
used now for our daycare and cafeteria. The remaining empty classrooms are used weekly for teacher
training by the District.
At this time we would appreciate your time and consideration for this increase. We do not
require any additional construction to be completed on our building to make this a reality.
Sincerely,
Robin L. Busch
Principal, Emerson High School
CC: George Boland, Superintendent, School District 91

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
CUP SANDY DOWNS SUBSTATION
M&B: Approximately 16.64 A W1/2 NE1/4, Section 9, T 1N, R 38E
July 10, 2018
Applicant: Idaho Falls Power
Location: Generally south of
E 65th S, west of S 25th E,
north of E 73rd S, & east of S
15th E
Size:

16.64 Acres

Existing Zoning: Park
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Archery Range
North: Vacant Land/park
Golf course
South: County A-1
East: County A-1
West: Vacant Land/Park
Future Land Use Map:
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
2. Zoning Information
3. Site Plan
4. Maps and Aerial Photos

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the CUP for Sandy
Downs Substation to the Mayor and City Council.
Staff Recommendation:
Approval of a conditional use permit for a Substation located at
Sandy Downs along E 65th (York Road).
History: Idaho Falls Power submitted a CUP for one location
previously that was approved by the Planning Commission on June
7, 2017. Unknown at the time the property was restricted to
recreational use only, due to Federal grants as a part of the Sand
Creek golf course. That CUP has since been withdrawn by Idaho
Falls Power. Later in 2017 Idaho Falls Power submitted a second
CUP with a new location, before it went before the planning
commission it was withdrawn.
A site was acquired immediately north of Sandy Downs in 2009.
This site is a part of the Idaho Falls Power Transmission Plan
approved by City Council in 2008. Given the close proximity of
this site to the preferred site, this site would be relinquished for
other uses if the preferred site is approved.
Staff Comments: Idaho Falls Power would like to place a
substation for future power needs of the city in the area. Per Idaho
Falls Power “Substations are a very necessary component to serving
growth, yet are difficult in an already developed area.”
The proposed site is currently located on a portion of City owned
ground that has been leased to the South Fork Archery group. Idaho
Falls Power is willing to assist in the relocation of South Fork
Archery range. This site has been selected over the two previous
sites based on Geo technical data showing this site having a
shallower sand depth. Sand creek runs north to south through the
parcel. Very few residences currently exists within sight of the
proposed site.
There are a number of subdivisions developing on the south side of
the city, as well as a large amount of unplatted property likely to
develop in the near future. A study has been performed by the
applicant and this area has a high likeliness of a need for additional
power in the near future.
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In addition this proposed site is directly in the path of IFP 161kV sub- transmission line that runs along
65th South. The location of a substation at this location would give Idaho Falls power the ability to serve
Sandy Downs as opposed to Rocky Mountain Power.
The substation access is proposed to be just east of the bridge on York Road. The substation will be
enclosed with an 8’ security chain-link fence and gates. The entire enclosure will be covered with 6” of
cracked rock base. The applicant has recognized a need for landscape outside of the fencing and these
details will be worked out as the site plan is developed in the future.
Comprehensive Plan Policies:

PG 54 Background Studies
Substations
Along with the transmission lines on the north loop at least four substation sites will be needed
as growth continues, with one site specified for development immediately in the vicinity of the
existing upper power plant. That site has been acquired. Further, additional substation sites in the
southern part of the City are needed as part of the southern 161 kV transmission line. A site was
recently acquired immediately north of Sandy Downs.
Transportation Plan: York Road is a principal arterial and will be utilized to access the substation. St.
Clair Road is a Minor Arterial west of the proposed substation.
Zoning Ordinance:
PG 12 & 13

PG 26
(X) Public Service Facility.
(1) The activity to be carried on must not generate an amount of vehicular traffic significantly higher
than uses in the surrounding area.
(2) Lights must be directed away from surrounding residential areas and shielded downward.
PG 73
(B) Conditional Use Permit.
(1) The City Council, Board of Adjustment or Planning and Zoning Commission shall approve
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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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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
SIGN CODE AMENDMENT
Electronic Message Center and Master Planned Development Signs
July 10, 2018
Applicant:
Horrocks
Engineers
Attachments:
1.Proposed
Sign Code
Amendment
Language
from
applicant

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the amendment to the Sign Code to the
Mayor and City Council.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the Sign Code Amendment.
History: The sign code was modified in 2015 to create a Master Planned Development
Sign type. At that time similar signs that related to an entire development and not just one
building were only allowed as part of a Planned Unit Development (PUD). The intent of
creating the Master Planned Development Sign type was to recognize that large scale
modern development (25 contiguous acres or more) includes the branding of the whole
development as one place although it might include multiple sites and uses. Taylor
Crossing, Snake River Landing, and Jackson Hole Junction are examples of this type of
development. While broadening the ability for signage in a development the Master
Planned Development Sign requires a specific signage plan, approved by the city, with
focus on integrated architecture, landscaping and entryways. It also encourages a large
development to consolidate signage, decluttering major roadways and entryways consistent
with the comprehensive plan.
Staff Comments: Since the adoption of the Master Planned Development Sign type in the
sign code in 2015 the city has approved a conditional use permit (CUP) for Snake River
Landing and Jackson Hole Junction. Most recently with the permitting of the Jackson Hole
Junction signage concerns have been raised about the allowed square footages for both
regular signage and electronic message centers near major transportation corridors like I-15.
In the Jackson Hole Junction case specific issues exist because of the proximity to the on
interchange at Sunnyside Road. The interchange includes an extensive overpass, raised on
and off ramps as well as a widened right-of-way including frontage roads and remnant State
parcels. All of these work to push signage further away from the travel lanes along I-15.
Mater Planned Development Signs are restricted to 60 feet in height and up to 600 square
feet of advertising copy space. Previously signage near freeway corridors have applied for a
sign variance to deal with height and size issues. Most recently, in 2013 the Board of
Adjustment granted a variance to allow the sign at the Sleep Inn, immediately west across I15, to be 80 feet in height and up to 1000 square feet of copy space. The variance was
granted due to proximity to the interstate, the granting of other variances along I-15 (Exxon,
Olive Garden, Shilo Inn, Texaco, etc.) and recommendations from the United States Sign
Council for appropriate signage considering roadway speed, and reaction and maneuver
times needed for drivers. As identified below in the list of variance requests it is not
uncommon for variances to have been granted along freeway corridors (I-15 and US HWY
20) within the city. Height and square footage are typical issues when accommodating
adequate signage for motorist on freeways at higher speeds.
The sign code specifically prevents a variance request for a Master Planned Development
Sign putting them at a disadvantage compared to other signs along the freeway. The Master
Planned Development Sign was intended to allow some flexibly for large developments in
exchange for specific requirements like architectural design and an overall signage plan.
For these reasons staff recommends amending the sign code to address signage near the
freeway vs removing the restriction on variances for the sign type. Staff also recommends a
comprehensive amendment vs just addressing Jackson Hole Junction.
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Staff recommends allowing Master Panned Development signs within 660 feet of the freeway right-of-way (I-15 and
US HWY 20) to be allowed an increase in height and square footage. Other communities (Meridian, Idaho/Fort
Worth, Texas) have also instituted a 660 foot corridor around freeways. Six hundred and sixty feet is 1/8 of a mile
and corresponds to the Access Management Plan. The Access Management Plan recommends 660 feet of spacing
on arterial streets between intersections. This would mean that, ideally, motorists exiting the freeway would need to
travel a minimum of 660 feet before finding a frontage road or access to services within commercial development.
Of course this is not true in every instance. There are many existing developments which access points are much
closer than 660 feet, but as redevelopment occurs many accesses will be closed and properties will be required to
come into compliance with the Access Management Plan where possible. It does make sense that businesses, within
that 1/8 of a mile to the freeway, would be looking to offer services to motorist. Idaho Falls has a significant
amount of tourist and regional traffic throughout the year. Signage and wayfinding are crucial to assisting
individuals, unfamiliar with the area in having a successful experience in Idaho Falls. Master Planned Development
Signs does provide a way to encourage the decluttering of entryways and controlling the type, location and number
of signs as identified in the Comprehensive Plan.
Consistent with multiple variance approvals staff recommends that the height of Master Planned Development Signs
within the 660 feet be allowed to extend to 80 feet in height. Eighty feet will allow flexibility in dealing with
topography and well as the built environment, such as overpasses, etc. An increase in height also generally
necessitates the need for an increase in the overall square footage to maintain visibility. It is staff’s experience with
the signage industry that business owners will only increase the height if necessary for visibility reasons. It is not
uncommon for signs to be much lower than the maximums allowed by code in order to remain in that area of
visibility for drivers.
Staff is also recommending that the maximum square footage of the copy area be increased to 800 square feet in the
660 foot corridor. As shown in the variance requests the square footage requested is typically unique to the property
and its land use. Eight hundred square feet is a large amount of signage, but the 1,000 square feet approved as part
of the Sleep Inn variance is not out of proportion to the area and its proximity to the freeway. The Sleep Inn sign
was also designed to be a multi-tenant sign advertising more than a single user as that development develops out.
Master Planned Development Signs are intended to provide signage for a minimum of a 25 acre area. The intent is
to provide more signage in a consolidated space. Billboards along the freeway are allowed to be 672 square feet.
Additionally, the United States Sign Council recommends (see chart below) 850 square feet for motorist traveling at
75 mph. Their recommendations are based on design standards that would allow a motorist viewing signage at that
speed both reaction and maneuver time necessary for a driver to make a decision to exit the freeway. Freeway
speeds vary along the corridor through Idaho Falls between 80 mph and 45 mph at the south end of US HWY 20 as
it connects with I-15. Staff feels that 800 square feet is adequate for the freeway corridor.
In addition to the adjustment in the maximum square footage staff also recommends that the maximum area for an
electronic message center (EMC) as part of a Master Planned Development Sign be increased to 300 square feet or
37% of the overall (800 sq ft) sign area proposed. The applicant requests that the square footage for EMCs be
increased to 360 square feet or 60% of the 600 square feet now allowed. Three hundred square feet is an increase
from the 250 sq ft that is now allowed and would be consistent with the size of electronic billboards in commercial
areas, not adjacent to the freeway. An increase from 300 sq ft to 360 sq ft is not a dramatic change, but is more
significant from the existing 250 square feet. Staff is aware of previous concerns over the size of EMCs and felt a
smaller increase might be more appropriate. An increase to 360 sq ft would be 45% of the proposed 800 sq ft and it
could be appropriate in keeping with the proportions as the overall square footage and height increase. EMCs allow
signage to be consolidated and the total amount of signage reduced within a development. The current code
language allows for and EMC to be 75% of the sign area up to 250 square feet. The intent of the restriction is to
limit the maximum size for EMCs as well as not allow the EMC to extend to all of the allowed square footage
permitted for a sign. As the allowed signage increases it makes sense for the allowed EMC to increase to make
things proportionate. Currently there EMCs along the freeway corridor at Sleep Inn (230 sq ft), Storage Plus (250 sq
ft) and Print Craft Press (155 sq ft). These are not part of a Master Planned Development Sign, but provide a
perspective on what is existing.

Page 2 of 8

Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Entryways. People continue to tell us at citizen participation events they are concerned about the
appearance of the entrance ways to the City. Some were concerned with open storage adjacent to the
entrance ways, especially I-15, by public and private entities. Most residents wanted more landscaping on
our entryways. The desired image was one of landscaped roadways, uncluttered by open storage and
signs, inviting people to visit, live, and invest in our community. (p.10)
Control the type, location, and number of signs. Signs are important in directing residents and visitors
to goods and services. However, when commercial and industrial properties become cluttered with signs,
the messages are lost. A review of the sign code should assure needed signs are provided without
compromising the attractiveness of the entryways to the city. (p.13)
Investigate alternatives to reduce the conflict between commercial signs and public trees. Recently
trees within the public right-of-way have been severely damaged or destroyed to assure private
commercial signs are visible to the traveling public. The sign code as well as public street tree policy
should be examined to allow private businesses to advertise their services yet assure the entryways and
major streets of the City provide an attractive environment. (p.13)
Revise the City’s sign ordinance. The City’s sign ordinance was written in the mid-1980's and requires
major revisions to recognize changing technology as well as the need for standardization based on the
type of sign. (p.13)
Sample City Signage allowance:
Boise, Idaho – EMC allowed to be up to 50% of the overall sign area.
Nampa, Idaho – Freeway business district established in the vicinity of on and off ramp frontage and
limited access highways. Signs allowed additional square footage when oriented toward I-84. EMC
limited to 45% of the overall sign area.
Meridian, Idaho – Properties within 660 feet of I-84 are subject to unique standards. EMC allowed to be
up to 30% with a maximum area of 150 sq ft allowed.
San Jose, California – Freeway signs are allowed within 200 feet of freeway travel lane and within a
shopping center site of at least 15 acres in size. Maximum sign are is 500 sq ft with up to 75% of the sign
area being allowed to be an EMC.
Fort Worth, Texas – Freeway scenic preservation corridors shall be measured 660 feet from the public
right-of-way. Maximum sign area allowed is 320 sq ft with 25% of the sign being allowed for electronic
message.
United States Sign Council Foundation Model Sign Code – EMC’s allowed to be a portion of the sign or
the entire sign area.
Variance History along Freeway Corridor:
2013 – Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 600 sq ft to 1000 sq ft. and
increase the allowed height from 60’ to 80’.
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2010 – Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 398.25 sq ft to 595.75 sq
ft and increase the allowed height from 60’ to 80’.
2006 – Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign to 567 sq ft.
2002 - Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 260 sq ft to 375 sq ft.
2001 – Variance denied to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 100 sq ft to 420 sq ft and
height from 60’ to 85’. Variance approved to increase the sign to 320 sq ft and 65’ tall approved.
1999 - Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 100 sq ft to 254 sq ft.
1999 - Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 100 sq ft to 394 sq ft.
1997 – Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 100 sq ft to 119 sq ft.
1997 – Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 100 sq ft to 188 sq ft.
1997 - Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 64 sq ft to 256 sq ft. on an
existing pole at 70’ in height.
1995 – Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign to 188 sq ft.
1995 - Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 135 sq ft to 424 sq ft.
1991 - Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign to 600 sq ft.
1987 - Variance approved to increase the size of a freestanding pole sign from 600 sq ft to 743 sq ft.
Factors Cited in variance Decisions:
 Increases necessary because of high travel speeds on I-15.
 Height of overpasses.
 Distance from site to exits.
 Similar sign existing on adjacent properties.
 Recommendations from the United States Sign Council.
 Visibility of signage due to curves in the right of way.
 Visibility of signage within ½ mile of the freeway exit.
 Sign proportions related to the development.
 Using building frontage to calculate signage needs adjacent to the freeway may be a less effective
way to determine appropriate square footage for signage.
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United States Sign Council Foundation Model Sign Code – 2016
In the case of a property designated as a shopping center or planned industrial park, additional
freestanding signs shall be permitted for each vehicular entrance to the property. Permitted sign
area for 38 these additional freestanding signs shall be sixty (60) percent of the sign area permitted
by Table 2 for Signs in Commercial and Industrial Zones. Sign height shall be in conformance with
Table 2.
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Sign Code:
7-9-20: VARIANCES: The purpose of this Sign Code is to require signs necessary to advise the traveler
and resident of the services and products available on premises be related to the size of the building
housing such goods and services. A person may seek a variance to the provisions of this Sign Code
governing the height or permitted square footage of the copy area for on- premise signs by following the
procedures outlined in the City Zoning Code. The Board of Adjustment may grant a variance for signs
regulated by this Sign Code if it finds the proposed sign:
(1) Does not negatively impact its neighborhood environment or aesthetics and is absolutely necessary to
adequatly identify the premises.
(2) The frontage of the building upon which the maximum permitted sign size is based is
disproportionately small in comparison to the floor area or size of the building associated with such sign;
or
(3) Is historically significant to the community.
A variance may not be granted to the standards or findings required under Sections 7-9-43, 7-9-48, and 79-49 or for the spacing standards for Billboard locations found in Tables 1-7 of this Sign Code.
Sign Code and Proposed Amendment Language.
7-9-48: MASTER PLANNED DEVELOPMENT SIGNS:
(A) Master Planned Development signs shall be permitted by the Community Development Services
Director as an administrative Conditional Use Permit and only where the Director finds the following
conditions:
(1) The development shall include twenty five (25) or more contiguous acres of commercially zoned
property;
(2) The development shall be under unified ownership, management or control. Evidence of
continuing unified management may include lease agreements, private covenants recorded against the
property, or other documentation as approved by the Director of the Community Development
Services Department; and
(3) The area within the development shall be planned and designed as one development demonstrated
by a Master Land Use Plan approved at the time of annexation or platting, defined architectural,
landscaping and signage standards, and a master signage plan for the area;
(B) Master Planned Development signs shall be considered an on-premise sign, common to all properties
within the development and may be located on any lot or common area within the development according
to the following standards:
(1) The sign shall be located adjacent to an arterial street;
(2) Only one (1) sign shall be permitted per arterial street frontage within the development;
(3) A sign of no greater than six hundred square feet (600 sq. ft.) and sixty feet (60’) in height in
commercial zones, except that signs within six hundred and sixty feet (660’) of I-15 or US Hwy 20
right-of-way shall not exceed eight hundred square feet (800 sq. ft.) and eighty feet (80’) in height;
(4) The design and construction of sign shall be integrated into the architecture of the development by
the use of similar construction materials and colors;
(5) The sign is incorporated into a minimum landscaped area of ten feet (10’) by ten feet (10’);
(6) The sign shall be consistent with an approved signage plan for the development indicating the
type and size of signs proposed for each lot and building site;
(7) The location of the design of the sign shall convey its connection to the development.
Factors to be considered shall include but not be limited to:
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(a) The location of the sign at the entryway to the development,
(b) The location of the sign within common landscape features,
(c) The visibility of the development from the sign location,
(8) Electronic message signs shall comply with the requirements specified in Sections 7-9-43.A
through I of this Sign Code.
7-9-43: ELECTRONIC MESSAGE CENTER SIGNS AND CHANGEABLE COPY PANELS:
Electronic message center signs and changeable copy signs shall be permitted within an on-premise
freestanding pole or wall sign in all commercial zones, except in PT/Commercial, and R&D zones as
provided in this Sign Code. Electronic message center signs shall not be permitted in the downtown
area bounded on the north by and including G Street, on the west by and including Memorial Drive,
on the east by the extended north-south alleyway located between Yellowstone Highway and Shoup
Avenue, and on the south by and including Broadway.
(A) The sign copy area of an electronic message center sign and changeable copy sign shall be
counted in the permissible wall or freestanding pole sign copy area. The face area of such sign shall
not exceed seventy-five percent (75%) of the applicable total allowable sign or two hundred and fifty
square feet (250 sq. ft.), whichever is less. , except that signs within six hundred and sixty feet (660’)
of I-15 or US Hwy 20 right-of-way shall not exceed three hundred square feet (300 sq. ft.).
(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.
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(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:

(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.
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ColorCoded
Options
Option 1

Section(s) Affected

•

Option 2

•

7-9-43, Electronic
Message Signs
• Definitions
7-9-48, Master
Planned
Development
• 7-9-43, Electronic
Message Signs
• Definitions

Extent of
Text
Changes
(1) Text
Change

(3) Text
Changes

Summary of Change

Notes

1. Add “Freeway Corridor” to
Definitions Section
2. Modify allowable size within
the freeway corridor
1. Add “Freeway Corridor” to
Definitions Section
2. Add stipulation for freeway
corridor in (2) Areas of Section
3. Add a stipulation in Section 79-43

− Restricts amendment to
freeway corridors only not city-wide
− Requires amendment in
more than one Section
of Code

ADD Definition to Definitions Section, to facilitate amendment selected (exact language to be
discussed/determined):
“Freeway Corridor” shall constitute land, in whole or in part, that is within a 660’ distance of any federal
interstate and is zone commercial.

OPTION 1
Add Definition of Freeway Corridor in Definitions Section, AND:

, unless the sign is
contained within a Freeway Corridor in which case the copy area shall not exceed 60% of
the applicable total allowable sign.

OPTION 2
Add Definition of Freeway Corridor in Definitions Section, AND:

or a Freeway Corridor.

signs along a Freeway Corridor that include LED
message boards shall contain copy area not to exceed 60% of the applicable total
allowable sign.
Additionally, if we plan to amend only the Master Planned Development Signs Section 7-9-48, the below
language should be added into the intro paragraph of Section7-9-43 (Electronic Message Center Signs…)

Signs as part of a Master Planned Development shall conform to standards of Section 7-9-48.

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
FINAL PLAT
INL PARK N RIDE SUBDIVISION
JULY 10, 2018
Applicant: HLE
Location: Generally south of
W Broadway, west of Troy
Ave., north of Pancheri Dr.,
and east of S Bellin Rd.
Size:

13.807 acres

Lots:

Buildable: 2
Unbuildable: 0

Average Lot Size: 6.903
acres
Existing Zoning:
Site: LC
North: RMH/ County C-2
South: County A-1
East: R1/ County A-1
West: LC/ County C-2

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the final plat to the
Mayor and City Council.
History: The property was annexed with an initial zoning of LC in
October, 2017. The annexation was a Category “A” annexation.
This property is designated as Employment Center in the
Comprehensive Plan.
Staff Comments: The plat is a two lot plat with one consisting of
11.652 acres to accommodate a Park and Ride lot for the INL. The
other lot is a 2.155 acre lot to act as a pad site for a future
commercial building. These lots are large enough to construct
buildings allowed in the LC zone. The two lot have frontage to W.
Broadway, Bellin Road, and West Sunnyvale Way. Access to these
roads will be determined by the Access Management Plan and the
Idaho Department of Transportation along W. Broadway. A traffic
study will be required to address any road improvement associated
with the development of the property.
Staff Recommendation: The plat meets the requirements of the
Subdivision Ordinance and the LC Zone. Staff recommends
approval of the final plat.

Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant
North: Commercial &
Residential
South: Residential
East: Assembly
West: Commercial &
Residential
Future Land Use Map:
Employment Center
Attachments:
1. Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinance Requirements
2. Maps and aerial photos
3. Final Plat
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Transportation Plan: [Identify arterials and collectors, whether existing or proposed]
Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes with an “X” indicated compliance with the ordinance
REQUIREMENTS
Requirements listed in Section 10-1:
Building envelopes sufficient to construct a building.

Staff Review

The size of the lots allow
for the construction of
buildings that would be
allowed in this zone.
Lot dimensions conform to the minimum standards of Zoning Ordinance.
The lots meet
dimensional standards in
the LC zone.
Lots have full frontage on, and access to, a dedicated street.
The lots will have
frontage and access to W.
Broadway and Bellin
Road.
Residential lots do not have direct access to arterial streets.
N/A
Direct access to arterial streets from commercial or industrial lots shall be permitted only
A Traffic Study will be
where it can be demonstrated that:
required with the site plan
submittal and road and
1) The direct access will not impede the flow of traffic on the arterial or otherwise create
improvements will be
an unsafe condition; 2) There is no reasonable alternative for access to the arterial via a
required based upon the
collector street; 3) There is sufficient sight distance along the arterial from the proposed
recommendations by the
point of access; 4) The proposed access is located so as not to interfere with the safe and
City Engineer.
efficient functioning of any intersection; and 5) The developer or owner agrees to provide
all improvements, such as turning lanes or signals, necessitated for the safe and efficient
uses of the proposes access.
Adequate provisions shall be made for soil preservation, drainage patterns, and debris
and waste disposal and collection.
Sidelines of lots shall be at, or near, right angles or radial to the street lines. All corner
All of the lot lines are at
lots shall have a minimum radius of twenty feet on the property line.
right angles to the rightof-way.
All property within the subdivision shall be included within a lot or area dedicated for
All of the property is
public use.
within lot boundaries.
All corner lots zoned RP through R-3, inclusive, shall be a minimum of ten percent larger
N/A
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
There are not any streets
forth in Comprehensive Plan.
located within the plat.
The alignment and width of previously platted streets shall be preserved unless
topographical conditions or existing buildings or structures required otherwise.

There are not any streets
located within the plat.
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Residential lots adjoining arterial streets shall comply with: 1) Such lots shall have
reverse frontage on the arterial streets, 2) such lots shall be buffered from the arterial
street by any effective combination of the following: lot depth, earth berms, vegetation,
walls or fences, and structural soundproofing, 3) Minimum lot depth shall be 150 ft
except where the use of berms, vegetation, and structures can be demonstrated to
constitute an effective buffer, 4) Whenever practical, existing roadside trees shall be
saved and used in the arterial buffer, 5) Parking areas shall be used as part of the arterial
buffer for high density residential uses, 6) Annexation and development agreement shall
include provisions for installation and continued maintenance of arterial buffers.

N/A

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

There are not any streets
located within the plat.

Zoning Ordinance:
Table 11-3-5: Dimensional Standards for Commercial Zones

CC

PB

LC

HC

50

50

50

20

20*

20

15

20*

20*

10

20/10

30/10

Building height – Maximum in ft.

*

*

Lot Coverage- Maximum in %

80

80

Site width at front setback Minimum in ft.

Setbacks – Minimum in ft.
Front
Side
Rear
Landscape buffer contiguous to
street* in ft.
Landscape buffer contiguous to a
residential Zones* in ft.

10

*See explanations, exceptions and qualifications that follow in Section 11-3-6A (1-3) of this Zoning Code.
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