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. September 11, 2018 And October 2, 2018
Documents:
PC MINUTES 9-11-18.PDF
PC MINUTES 10-2-18.PDF
4. Public Hearing(S):
4.I. CUP18-008: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Vehicle Washing Facility, Portion Lots 3-5 Block 1 Television Park Add Div
1. Generally south of E 12th St., west of St Clair Rd., north of E 17th St., and east of
Juniper Dr.
Documents:
STAFF REPORT COMPILATION.PDF
4.II. CUP18-009: CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

Vehicle Washing Facility, N1/2 NW1/4 Section 36, T2N, R37. Generally south
of W Sunnyside Rd., west of S Yellowstone Ave., north of Pedersen St., and east of
the Snake River
Documents:
STAFF REPORT COMPILATION.PDF
4.III. ANNX18-016

RESCHEDULED TO DECEMBER 4, 2018

ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. West Side Annexation Initial Zoning of
RE, RP, R1, R3, R3A, LC, HC. Generally south of Pancheri Dr., west of the
Snake River, north of W Sunnyside Rd., and east of S 35th W
4.IV. RZON18-019: REZONE

Amendment to the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance.
Amendments to the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance in the following Sections and Tables:
Sections 11-2-6, Standards for Allowed Land Uses, 11-3-4, Standards for Residential Zones,

4.IV. RZON18-019: REZONE

Amendment to the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance.
Amendments to the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance in the following Sections and Tables:
Sections 11-2-6, Standards for Allowed Land Uses, 11-3-4, Standards for Residential Zones,
11-3-6, Standards for Commercial Zones, 11-3-10, Standards for Special Purpose Zones, 11-44, Landscaping, Buffers and Screening, 11-4-8, Structures and Buildings, 11-6-7, Enforcement
and 11-7-1, Definitions. Tables 11-2-2, Allowed Uses in Commercial Zones and 11-3-1
Standards for Residential Zones
Documents:
FINAL STAFF REPORT.PDF
5. Business:
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.

September 11, 2018

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
Council Chambers

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Margaret Wimborne, George Swaney, Gene Hicks,
Joanne Denney, Natalie Black, Lindsey Romankiw, Brent Dixon, Arnold Cantu, Darren
Josephson. (9 present 8 votes).
MEMBERS ABSENT: Julie Foster, George Morrison
ALSO PRESENT: Planning Director, Brad Cramer, Assistant Planning Directors, Kerry
Beutler, Brent McLane, Brian Stevens; and interested citizens.
CALL TO ORDER: Margaret Wimborne called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. and reviewed
the public hearing procedure.
CHANGES TO AGENDA:

None.

MINUTES: Black moved to approve the Minutes of August 7, 2018, Cantu seconded the
motion and it passed unanimously.
Business:
1. ANNX 18-011: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and Initial Zoning of
R1 of a portion of 65th South adjacent to Park Place Div. 5. Stephens presented the staff
report, a part of the record. Dixon asked why they are annexing this portion and not the portion
by Davinci Drive. Beutler indicated that they are working through the development of Park
Place 5 with the engineering office and public works and with the County. Beutler indicated that
they don’t annex the road unless they have City property on both sides, and in this instance the
development of Park Place 5 makes it easier for it to all be under one jurisdiction for the
permitting process for the development of the road.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of R1 for M&B: Approximately 1.376 acres SE ¼ Section 1 & NE ¼
Section 12 T 1N, R 37E, Hick seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
2. ANNX 18-013: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Tomchak Annexation of and Initial
Zoning of I&M. Stephens presented the staff report, a part of the record. Black asked which
property the owner owns as well. Stephens showed where T&T Park was recently annexed, and
they were going to have a shared access. Stephens indicated that they have acquired the new
property and to simplify they will have a single curb cut between the two property lines.
Applicant: Daryl Kofoed, HLE, 100 Park Ave, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Kofoed stood for
questions.
Dixon moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of I&M for M&B: Approximately 6.394 Acres NE ¼ Section 7, T 2N R
38E, as presented, Hick seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.

Public Hearings:
3. RZON 18-015: REZONE. Rezone from PB to R3A. Stephens presented the staff report, a
part of the record. Hicks asked, and Stephens confirmed that the property adjacent to the
proposed rezone is owned by the same party. Black confirmed that the building to the north west
on John Adams is the same owner and they will use the same access point on John Adams, as
well as Homer. Stephens indicated that there should be a shared access/parking agreement to be
executed. Dixon indicated that if this parcel is changed to R3A then the property on the corner
that is PB will look like spot zoning. Cramer stated that staff recommended to the applicant to
rezone the entire property to R3A, as that is what is in the area and it is odd to leave the small
patch of PB. Dixon stated that the back of the packet had a drawing for the area with Phase I and
Phase II. Dixon asked if they are changing this from office to high density residential and that is
the reason for the rezoning request. Stephens stated that was the original site plan for the entire
parcel. Dixon asked if they are converting the property to residential, or are they wanting the
zoning change to allow them to do something further in commercial development, that PB
doesn’t allow, but R3A does allow. Stephens stated that they don’t want to discuss what the
project will be, although his understanding is they are going to build residential, but anything
that is available in the use table would be permitted. Wimborne asked if the buffer is 7-10’ of
landscape, and not a fence. Stephens stated that it is 7’ with evergreen, or 10’ without big trees.
Wimborne opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Barry Baine, Connect Engineering, 1150 Hollipark, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Baine
stated that R3A is a good zone for infill areas such as this to buffer between the residential and
commercial. Baine indicated that the high density building to the east is owned by the same
owner and the owner is not opposed to zoning the PB building R3A.
Dixon asked if the request is to use a different use that is not allowed in PB or is there a
difference in setbacks or something that R3A will allow that PB will not. Baine indicated that it
he feels that the owner is going to add a residential buffer other than commercial.
Swaney indicated that this is a rezone, and not the approval of a plat or site plan, and whatever is
allowed in R3A can be built.
No one appeared in support of the application.
Opposition:
Nancy Stewart, 1627 Teakwood, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Steward submitted her written testimony
for the record. Stewart is concerned that the rezone will reduce her property value. Stewart is
concerned about her privacy being lost by apartments looking into her back yard and windows.
Stewart is concerned about increased noise on the evenings and weekends. Stewart is concerned
about rental property tenants who leave furniture and abandon vehicles in the parking lot.
Stewart stated that she has complained about the same issues regarding the apartments on
Homer. Stewart wants the lot to remain PB office building where the occupants go home each
night. Stewart indicated that if it is zoned R3A she will request a reduction in her property
taxation value.
Wimborne closed the public hearing.

Dixon reminded the Commissioners about an applicant that would request R-2 or R-3 because
the setbacks were less than R-1 and they wanted to put more dwellings on smaller lots, it was
developed like R-1 with single family detached homes, and as each block was completed they
would come back to the Commission and ask for a rezone to R1 now that the setbacks had been
used. Dixon indicated he wanted to find out if that is what this developer was attempting to do
by asking for an R3A zoning, and Dixon wanted to know what the difference was in the zone.
Wimborne indicated that they’ve all had times where they were focused on what the project is,
and it turns out that the project didn’t happen, so the zoning must be appropriate for the area.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Rezone from
PB to R3A, for Portion of Lot 4, Block 2, Parkwood Addition, Division 4, as presented,
Denney seconded the motion and it passed 6-2. Dixon and Cantu opposed the motion.
Dixon indicated he opposed the motion because it was not discussed whether it is
appropriate to have a high density residential up against existing R-1, and a business would
be a lower impact than high density residential. Dixon stated that the Commission did not
get told why they wanted the change, just that they want the change.
Cantu indicated he opposed the motion because he doesn’t feel the Commission has enough
information and doesn’t feel comfortable moving forward.
4. RZON 18-016: REZONE. Portion of Hatch Division 1 & 5, R3A, R2, RP TO LC. McLane
presented the staff report, a part of the record. Hicks clarified that the access points on 1st street
would be moved back to Carol. McLane indicated that the 2 access points onto 1st street will
have to be closed off and an access point through Carol will have to be used and an access point
on Woodruff on the far property corner. Hicks asked what will stop traffic from going through
Carol. McLane stated that will be a police enforcement issue. McLane stated that the easement
would be written just for the one property owner (Ms. Hines) so she could get out of her property
without having to use Carol. McLane stated that the decision is for the City Council to make on
the vacation of the road and has nothing to do with the rezone. Black asked about the zoning and
which lots are going to which zone. McLane clarified that all the lots are going to be rezoned to
LC from their current zone.
Wimborne asked how it will work if City Council doesn’t approve the vacation of the street, and
Planning Commission has recommended the approval of the zoning. McLane stated that he wrote
the recommendation to be recommended for approval only if the vacation is approved by City
Council and the meetings will have to go to City Council at the same time to proceed.
Wimborne opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Erin Canon, 1313 Pebblecreek Court., Idaho Falls, Idaho. (Proxy for applicant
Dean Mortimer, 7403 South 1st East, Idaho Falls, Idaho). Canon read a statement from the
applicant: Mortimer owns the office building and two single family dwellings that are in the
rezone request. Mortimer indicated they have worked hard to consider all options and the
concerns expressed to make it possible for rezone and redevelopment of the property. Mortimer
indicated that they are trying to minimize the impact and the closure of half of Carol Ave, will
provide the way to decrease impact while still allowing for redevelopment. Mortimer indicated
he contacted the owners of 160 Carol and 130 Carol, and Commerce Properties has purchased

the dwelling at 160 Carol, 130 Carol has not sold. Mortimer believes the vacation of Carol
makes the rezone more feasible.
Dixon commended the applicant for thinking outside of the box to create a different approach to
the problem. Dixon asked if a traffic study has been done. Canon was unaware of a traffic study
that has been done to see what type of an impact the rest of the neighborhood would experience
with out Carol.
Black asked if there has been a neighborhood meeting. Canon was not sure and indicated that
Mortimer had attempted prior to the original request. Black asked if the plan is to tear down the
two residential properties. Canon indicated that in the future that is the intent of the
redevelopment. Black asked, and Cramer agreed if the homes are not torn down, they stay
residential.
Opposition:
Laura Watlington, 330 Joan Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Watlington stated that this area is
residential, and the applicant wants to encroach commercial into the residential neighborhood
including families, elderly, and handicap. Watlington stated that they are opposed to the
commercial coming to their neighborhood. Watlington stated that people purchased homes to
live in a quiet residential neighborhood and did not think they would have commercial
encroachment. Watlington stated that they will fight. Watlington stated that City Council has
already turned down the rezone for this area twice. Watlington stated that Mortimer told her at
the last meeting that he’d be back. Watlington asked the Commission to turn down the
application. Black asked Watlington if she was invited to a neighborhood meeting by the
applicant. Watlington indicated she was not invited to a meeting.
Support:
Travis Benson, 3510 Sycamore Circle, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Benson is part of the team that has
been trying to purchase the property for the last 4-6 months. Benson indicated that a lot of
residents showed to the City Council meeting and the applicant tried to take away from that
meeting the concerns that were voiced, which primarily were traffic cutting through Carol to get
to the other intersection (Caribou and Woodruff). Benson indicated they met with different
members from City Staff and trying to come up with a plan that is a win/win. Benson stated that
according to BMPO the intersection has 35,000 – 36,000 cars per day as of 2013. Benson stated
that when the Hatch subdivision was created Carol made sense, but now that road so close to the
intersection it does not make sense. Benson stated that the intersection is a dangerous
intersection and carries a lot of traffic. Benson stated that they want to develop the property and
to do so the property must be rezoned, and they believe this solution will be a win for the
neighborhood and eliminate all the traffic that they’ve complained about going through Carol to
cut off to Caribou, and there will be no commercial traffic going through Carol.
Bruce Rose, 409 Ruth, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Rose asked if they are taking opposition or support
at this time.
Wimborne indicated that they generally take Support than opposition, but that was not made
clear.

Brent Butikofer 3971 E 460 N, Rigby, Idaho. Butikofer represents the applicant (Dean
Mortimer) and is the commercial broker on the property. Butikofer stated that the public
testimony at the last meeting was that the “sickness is already among us”, meaning everybody
was cutting the corner through Carol and bombing through the pleasant neighborhood and it was
already an issue. Butikofer stated that the applicant tried to come up with a way to make this
area safer for the neighborhood. Butikofer stated that you cannot have it both ways with a safer
neighborhood without taking measures to increase the safety. Butikofer stated that the new
proposal will prevent public from turning onto Carol to cut the corner. Butikofer stated that the
public testimony was largely directed towards the traffic problems that are currently in place.
Butikofer stated that closing Carol will be a win/win scenario. Butikofer stated that if they tear
down the old building and make a new building it still does not make the corner safer because of
the curb cuts onto 1st and the only way to make the corner safer is to assemble more land mass,
spread the curb cuts farther from the intersection and limit traffic down Carol. Butikofer stated
that when they redevelop the corner will be safe with the elimination of the two curb cuts onto 1st
Street. Butikofer stated that this is a proactive approach, and 3 of the 4 homes that are affected
by the vacation of Carol are owned by applicant. Butikofer stated that urban redevelopment
cannot be accomplished without redeveloping the urban areas. Butikofer stated that this is a
commercial intersection with high traffic and commercial properties on all 4 corners and this is a
positive way to redevelop the corner and close traffic on Carol that will minimize the traffic
impact in the neighborhood.
Black asked what the buffering requirements would be for the redeveloped property. Butikofer
deferred to Staff, but indicated that the greenscapes are way outdated and currently no
requirement for trees. Butikofer stated that the rezone would require them to come up to code
for landscaping which will be more grass and more trees. Black asked if the applicant held a
neighborhood meeting. Butikofer stated that the applicant sent out two emails to one individual
in the neighborhood requesting email information to establish a neighborhood meeting and he
got an affirmative email back denying access to the emails. Butikofer stated that they are happy
to hold a neighborhood meeting.
Dixon asked that as people testify, he would like to know if they use the intersection of Carol
and if you ever find yourself needing to go to Hatch Drive to get onto 1st Street, or to Caribou to
get onto Woodruff, rather than using Carol.
Chris Pertinoli, 251 Calistoga, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Pertinoli represented the applicant in the
purchase of 160 Carol. Pertinoli commended the applicant for handling this rezone and thinking
outside of the box and do what is best for the residents by offering them an opportunity to
discuss things. Pertinoli stated that there hasn’t been a neighborhood meeting, but there have
been efforts to reach out and make connection to the people that will be impacted.
Opposition:
Bruce Rose, 409 Ruth, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Rose indicated that the neighbors had a meeting
together Sunday night in preparation for today’s meeting. Rose stated that only two people were
present in June in opposition and the neighborhood was unprepared. Rose asked the audience to
stand if they are opposed. Wimborne stopped him and asked him to address the comments to the
Commission. Cramer conferred with Wimborne. Wimborne stated that some of the information
that was shared with the community was to show that by a raise of hands. Wimborne asked if
Rose could provide his testimony and then as he ends he can ask those who are opposed to raise

their hands. Wimborne clarified that the goal is to get information to send to City Council. Rose
stated that the agenda item is for a rezone and doesn’t have any information on site planning, or
access management or right of way. Rose stated that it is disturbing when they showed the photo
of Walgreens on 17th Street, because it is not pertinent to a rezone in the Hatch addition. Rose
asked the Commissioners to vote to deny the application. Rose stated that the residents of the
neighborhood are perceiving a threat to the quality of life in the neighborhood.
Rose read 3 letters that he entered into the record: (1) Paul and Jodi Meigio, 447 Ruth Ave. (The
Letter is within the record). The letter asked for denial of the application as they are concerned
about the value of their home declining, the additional traffic in the neighborhood. (2) Blaine
Ward, 605 Masters. (The letter is within the record.) The letter indicated they are in objection to
the proposed zoning as they believe the rezone will affect the neighborhood and the value of
their home and believe that the development should move elsewhere in the City and it is not
needed or wanted in the neighborhood. (3) Tracy Taylor, 1875 Joan. (The letter is within the
record). The letter asked for denial of the rezone request, as the rezone request would negatively
impact the Hatch Addition, including increased noise, night light pollution, and safety concerns
for residents regarding traffic.
Rose stated that the developer wants a commercial configuration from the corner of 1st Street and
Woodruff to the property line of 130 Carol, although they have not been successful in buying the
property at 130 Carol. Rose stated that is a large commercial development that will demolish 4
houses and a street and will result in a lost entrance to the subdivision. Rose read through some
permitted uses in LC Zone including, liquor store, thrift store, lube shop, storage units, etc. Rose
indicated that he heard the developer wants to put a car wash in the area and Rose doesn’t
believe that use would fit in well on that corner. Rose stated that the neighborhood needs
nothing new and is not asking for anything on the corner. Rose stated that they are getting used
to the current traffic configuration. Rose stated that the traveling pubic on 1st and Woodruff need
nothing on that corner, as anything that is a permitted use in LC they can get somewhere else
very closely. Rose stated that he doesn’t feel that this is win for the neighborhood. Rose stated
that the developer will gain a profit and improve in their investment. Rose asked the
Commissioners to leave the Hatch residential zones alone.
Cramer clarified that they do send out a publication “How to Testify and Make it Count”.
Cramer indicated that the wording states that many neighborhood groups have organized their
testimony by having 1 or a few people speak on behalf of the group and the leader may ask those
in the audience that support the testimony to convey the seriousness of the issue. Cramer stated
that if there is someone in the audience that represents the group that would like to ask those in
support of their testimony to stand that is encouraged. Dixon stated that used to be discouraged
as the Commission is interested in the information, not a “vote”. Swaney stated that when the
person begins to speak on behalf of the group the group needs to stand so we know what group
he is speaking on behalf of. Swaney added that the Commissioners represent the City not just
the residents of the Hatch Subdivision and the Commissioners must consider all residents of the
City.
Bruce Rose, 409 Ruth, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Rose indicated he did not state that he represents
the group, and he would like everyone to have their own opportunity to speak.
Don Beckman, 253 Masters, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Beckman stated he is deathly opposed to the
zone change because of the vacation request of Carol. Beckman stated that Hatch St. comes

right into his house on Masters Drive, and the traffic will increase on Hatch. Beckman stated
that the traffic goes fast, and if Carol is closed off there will be more traffic down Hatch.
Beckman stated that if Carol is closed and there is an emergency it requires a longer drive to get
into the neighborhood. Beckman stated that once the zone is changed from residential to LC that
opens the gate to keep going and it will spread like a cancer down 1st Street. Beckman stated that
the residents in the area are older on fixed incomes and this development will impact their home
and property values and they cannot afford to sell and move somewhere else. Beckman stated
that giving the property owner from 130 Carol a small easement onto Carol is not right.
Beckman stated that developers are like boa constrictors and will squeeze you out of existence.
Beckman asked the Commissioners to vote no on the zone change. Dixon confirmed with
Beckman where his home was located on the “T” of Hatch and Masters.
Dick Jenkins, 1932 Masters, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Jenkins has lived in his home since 1976.
Jenkins stated that the community is nice with a lot of elderly and retired, and a lot of kids.
Jenkins stated that changing the zoning would be a detriment and they do not need another
business in the area. Jenkins stated that the property value would decrease, and traffic would
increase. Jenkins stated that there are 4 exists/entrances and if one is closed (Carol) it would
leave one exit onto 1st Street. Jenkins stated that getting onto 1st Street from Hatch is hard
because of the road coming in on the other side of the canal that the traffic competes with Hatch.
Jenkins stated that if he is going to town he will take Carol, and if he’s going towards Hitt Rd. he
will go to Hatch. Jenkins stated that school buses use Carol. Jenkins asked the Commissioners to
vote no.
Bob Haskins, 1870 Joan Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Haskins has lived in the area for 3
months. Haskins stated that he was a real estate broker for 40 years in two states and has seen
this type of thing happen before. Haskins stated that he has never seen a zone change intrude
into an established neighborhood that benefits anyone except the developer. Haskins stated that
this rezone will not even benefit the City as established neighborhoods are a benefit to
established businesses, and they are the customers. Haskins asked if the developer is indicating
that if they increase the development on the corner, it will decrease traffic. Haskins stated that
“death of a neighborhood by 1000 cuts” is how you destroy neighborhoods. Haskins stated that
zoning started as a general policy to increase home ownership. Haskins talked about a Supreme
Court Case about a rezone from residential to commercial, and the Supreme Court Judge stated
that “it is reasonable for a community to enact laws to keep the pig out of the parlor even if pigs
may not be prohibited from the entire community.” Haskins stated that zoning is to segregate
uses that are thought to be incompatible and is a permitting system to prevent new developments
from harming existing development to protect land values. Haskins indicated that a
neighborhood that is in transition will affect property values. Haskins indicted that if the
Commissioners would not want this in their neighborhood then they need to vote no. Haskins
stated that if the Commissioners value neighborhoods they can help limit sprawl and they do not
have to build infrastructure into the toolies. Hicks stated that the Commissioners are not elected
officials, they are volunteers.
Ron Jordy, 1869 1st Street. Idaho Falls, Idaho. Jordy stated that the vacation of Carol would
be like the road near Lowes’ that is a one-way street, and a lot of people go the wrong way on the
one-way street.

Eva Hines, 130 Carol Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hines indicated that she did not sell to
Mortimer. Hines stated that at one of the meetings the testimony on the increase of traffic was
going to be because of the rezone wanting to put an exit onto Carol Ave., so that would have
increased the traffic on Carol making it difficult for the people and the children. Hines stated that
the amount of money she was offered for her home, after expenses and mortgage left to pay
would not have left her with enough money to buy a house that compares to her current home.
Hines stated that she has spent 14 years renovating her home and she wants to stay living in her
home. Hines stated that the rezone would cause her trouble getting in and out of her house.
Hines indicated that she would be concerned about her mail, utilities and if there was an
emergency at her home, how would people reach her. Hines stated that her big window in her
living room would have an ugly view of a new business. Hines stated that the community is
more important than the individual, and this rezone will not benefit the community of the Hatch
Division.
Vernal Biel, 1870 Caribou, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Biel stated that he works part time for School
District #93 driving school bus. Biel stated that they are in and out of that subdivision at least 4x
a day and 2 special needs buses in every day. Biel stated that coming off Hatch is like a freeway,
and someone will get hit by a car passing a school bus.
Teresa Pope, 8780 South Yellowstone Highway (own 191 Carol), Idaho Falls, Idaho. Pope
stated that she agrees with every person that has spoken in opposition and requests the
Commissioners to deny the petition.
Nancy Seamons, 289 Carol Ave, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Seamons stated that if this goes through
she’ll lose her house. Seamons stated that she goes in and out of Carol and occasionally she
must wait a few minutes, but traffic is polite and will let you out of Carol. Seamons stated that
she has no trouble getting out. Seamons stated that she loves her home and she will lose
everything that she has if the rezone goes through, and she cannot afford a new home. Seamons
stated that if the rezone goes through she will be forced to give up everything she has worked
for, and that is not fair. Seamons stated that there are new families that just moved in and the
rezone will uproot the entire neighborhood. Seamons stated that developers do not take into
consideration what is important to the neighbors who are tax payers. Seamons stated that they
have a good, clean, safe neighborhood. Seamons stated that commercial will destroy the 215
homes. Seamons pleaded to the Commissioners to deny the application. Black asked Seamons
which house is hers on Carol. Seamons showed it is north of the homes that were purchased.
Dillon Erickson, 320 Carol, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Erickson has lived in the neighborhood with
his family for 1 year. Erickson asked the Commissioners to recommend denial of the rezone.
Erickson stated that if the rezone doesn’t go through the status quo will remain with R3A and
residential and the concerns of the neighbors will be taken care of. Erickson stated that someone
can fix the traffic, by possibly tweaking the light at Woodruff and Caribou. Erickson stated that
R3A has a lot of permitted uses including semi-commercial. Erickson stated that the easiest
option is to do nothing and use the current zoning that will accomplish the goals of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan. Erickson stated that rezoning is a gamble and trying something new to see
if it works. Erickson stated that they do not want to gamble with the neighborhood and families.
Erickson stated that the Commissioners should not put the message out to the City that they
value commercial development/zoning over residents. Erickson stated that the status quo is
working. Erickson stated that commercial will reduce the value of the surrounding neighborhood

and the projection is to have more light commercial encroaching into the neighborhood, and they
do not want more commercial in their neighborhood. Erickson stated that the rezone is
unnecessary and asked the Commissioners to recommend denial.
Black indicated that apartments would be allowed in R3A and asked if that would be a better use
for the neighborhood. Erickson stated that he prefers home owners to renters as renters are
another problem and they are not as invested in the community. Black clarified that they are
being asked to rezone to limited commercial which opens it up to a lot of uses, but there are
things that can be done on the property now and not have to come back to the Commission and
would still have the entrances and exits and wouldn’t need to do a lot of new landscaping, Black
asked if Erickson would be opposed to that development staying with the current zone. Erickson
indicated that it is the developers right to do something that is permitted within the current zone.
Erickson stated that he is opposed to steps going closer to commercial. Black clarified with
Erickson that he is opposed to the zone, not just the changing of the property. Erickson stated
that he is not willing to have it rezone to the limited commercial and is more comfortable with
the R3A that allows some commercial.
Hicks asked if Erickson objects to the road being blocked, or only the rezone. Erickson stated
that if something must be done and it goes to light commercial and the road must be blocked that
is the least terrible option, but any change of the zone is a terrible option.
Les Pope, (owns 191 Carol, Idaho Falls, Idaho). Pope stated that the commercial zone will
devalue his property as well as everyone else. Pope stated that there is a lot of support in the
community for denial. Pope stated that when they went to City Council the Mayor stated that
they would investigate the problem with the access to Carol off 1st Street, and the idea of the
developer vacating the street without having to pay for it is new.
Carlan Mullen, 640 Masters, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Mullen stated that he is concerned about the
maintenance of the other half of the street if it is vacated. Wimborne asked Mullen to limit his
comments to the rezone, as the vacation will be held separately with City Council. Mullen stated
that there have been discussions about vacation of the street, and that is part of the zoning
change. Wimborne stated that the vacation is not part of the zoning change, and the only thing
before the Commission is whether the property should be rezoned to LC. Mullen stated he is
concerned about the maintenance and snow removal.
Dixon stated that the item on the agenda is only for the rezone, but the staff report has a
memorandum from the right of way agent to the utility engineering about vacation of the street.
Wimborne stated that is part of the staff report because of the issue in the original presentation in
June about the access to Carol, but this Commission cannot make decisions about the vacation of
the street. McLane stated that the memorandum was included in the application to make the
Commissioners aware that they are requesting the vacation from the City Council, and this
Commission has no recommending authority on the vacation. Dixon stated that if they are not
supposed to consider it, then having it in the packet adds confusion. McLane stated that he is
only trying to provide all the information that is out there to the Commission. McLane stated
that they should consider it and be aware of it as it is pertinent to the rezone, but the
Commissioners have no authority to make recommendation on the vacation. Dixon asked if the
Commissioners have the authority to recommend anything they want, but do not have the
authority to make any decisions. McLane agreed with Dixon that they do have the authority to

make a recommendations and changes to proposals and add conditions as part of their
recommendation.
Debbie Eirick, 1941 Caribou, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Eirick stated that the neighborhood is
wonderful, and everyone takes very good care of their homes. Eirick stated that they have always
put money into their home. Eirick stated that the reason to live there is to have pride in
ownership and they all have pride in ownership. Eirick stated that if they switch the zoning to
commercial the pride will be lost. Eirick asked the Commissioners to deny the rezone and allow
them to keep their pride.
Jim Gokus, 470 Masters, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Gokus stated he has lived in his home for 37
years. Gokus stated that he is against the rezone for all the reasons that have been mentioned.
Gokus stated that it is coincidental that today is Patriot’s Day and the right to life, liberty and the
pursuit of happiness went through his head and the average citizen that manifests itself in home
ownership. Gokus stated that the neighbors are happy and comfortable. Gokus stated that it is a
good place to live and he believes that any commercial development in the area will be a
detriment to the neighborhood. Gokus asked the Commission to not approve the request for
rezone.
Gene Lund, 346 Carol, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Lund showed his house on the map on the east
side of Carol and the last of the R-1. Lund stated that the neighborhood community has
successfully made the transition to stagnation to the introduction of new and younger families so
there is a vibrant mix that is ongoing in the neighborhood. Lund stated that the neighborhood
community is growing. Lund stated that the change in zoning would make a negative impact on
the neighborhood. Lund stated that he goes through Carol often, and there are times during the
day that he does not and goes to Caribou to hit the light. Lund stated that traffic is in the
neighborhood, but the people that are speeding in the area would speed anywhere. Lund
clarified that he is in opposition.
Roger Buchanan, 349 Ruth, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Buchanan is in opposition to the change in
zone. Buchanan indicated he wasn’t involved in the first zoning discussion that was declined and
there was testimony about the problems of traffic. Buchanan stated that he has lived in this area
for 28 years going past Carol and if this proposed change is allowed it will impact the traffic
going in front of his house on Ruth. Buchanan stated that it would negatively affect his value of
his property and he is in opposition of the rezone.
Tod Havens, 6118 Masters, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Havens is opposed to the rezone. Havens
stated that the vacation of Carol will increase the traffic on the other 3 access points into the area.
Havens stated that the vacation would only give one access to 1st Street which is in competition
across the canal with Cascade going into the other subdivision. Havens stated that all traffic must
go to Caribou or Kearney, and Kearney feeds the other subdivision. Havens indicated that he
uses Carol to get into the subdivision. Havens stated that he is concerned that the vacation of
Carol will cause Hatch to be too busy and the speed of the traffic is out of control in that area.
Brandon Hernandez, 266 Carol, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hernandez stated that they are strongly
opposed to the rezone of the property. Hernandez stated that he likes the area he lives.
Charmin Tibbits, 385 Masters, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Tibbits stated that she is upset that the
rezone is back in less than a month. Tibbits asked what they must do to make him stop because

they don’t want to be at a meeting every month. Tibbits stated this is a nuisance that he is trying
again because he was defeated, and they believed the problem was solved. Tibbits stated that if
Mortimer keeps coming until he wins, the neighbors will be there every month because they do
not want him to win, they want their neighborhood. Tibbits stated it is not fair. Tibbits stated
that the rezone will not benefit any one in the hatch edition and it will not benefit anyone in the
community. Tibbits stated that if zoning laws are written in the sand and they blow away when
the wind changes, then no one can buy a house int eh City and plan on raising a family and living
there.
Donna Hevalen, 1921 Caribou, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hevalen is opposed to the rezone. Hevalen
has lived in the area for 20 years. Hevalen has enjoyed the area and does not want this to go
through. Hevalen begged the Commissioners to not let the rezone go through.
Sheri Gokus, 470 Masters, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Gokus stated she is opposed to the rezone.
Gokus stated that if they want to develop something then they should choose some where that is
not within an established subdivision. Gokus stated develop an empty field that will not impact
people’s lives and homes. Gokus stated that they have lived in their homes for 37 years and they
don’t want to lose their area. Gokus stated that if the rezone happens she believes they will then
begin taking more of the road, and more of the subdivision.
Christin King, 310 Joan, Idaho Falls, Idaho. King has lived there for 35 years. King has raised
her family and her grandchildren play in the same area. King stated that everyone that spoke in
favor of the zone change didn’t live in the Hatch subdivision. King stated that the rezone will
affect them and that is why there is a room full of people opposed. King stated that there is
plenty commercial around the area, and there is no need for another gas station, drug stores,
grocery stores, lube shop, small businesses and all the amenities that are needed for a subdivision
are already in place. King stated that if they wanted to produce more business they would go
someplace where their business is needed. King stated they are not anti-business, but they are
pro-neighborhood. King asked the Commissioners to oppose the rezone.
Applicant: Brent Butikofer, 3971 E 460 N, Rigby, Idaho. Butikofer spoke on behalf of the
applicant. Butikofer stated that they are not trying to ruin this wonderful neighborhood.
Butikofer stated that 1 month ago the testimony was that there was already too much traffic on
Carol and they cannot have it both ways. If they want it safer they must take measures of safety.
Butikofer stated that this plan is a plausible middle ground. Butikofer stated that it will mean
some diversionary traffic patterns, but the corner as it currently stands, is unsafe. Butikofer
stated they cannot move the curb cuts without assembling more ground, and they cannot
assemble more ground without a rezone. Butikofer stated that it might be an inconvenience for
some of the home owners, but it will make the corner safer for everyone. Butikofer stated that as
a commercial broker he cannot lease that building as it is on the corner because of the parking
and the access points being so difficult and the building will continue to get worse because it was
built and designed for the 1970’s. Butikofer stated that the answer to the problem is move the
curb cuts and rezone the corner. Butikofer stated they can make more grass and trees and make it
very beautiful. Butikofer stated that as they commit toward the patter of urban redevelopment
and try to preserve the neighborhoods there is going to be some inconvenience on the neighbors,
but the overall corner would get much safer. Butikofer stated that if Carol is vacated it will stop
all the non-neighborhood traffic going through that area.
Wimborne asked staff to answer some questions that came up during the testimony.

McLane stated that the buffering requirements for the LC zone have 20’ landscape strip with
trees for any area that is a street front, and the buffer for LC zone between residential uses it is a
20’ landscape strip with trees or a 10’ landscape strip with an 8’ fence or wall. Black asked what
the buffer would be on Carol. McLane stated that it would require the buffer all the way around
to buffer the residence. Black asked if a carwash is allowed in the LC Zone. McLane stated that
last meeting they changed the use table and a carwash is a conditional use in the LC Zone.
McLane stated that the staff report does not have the up to date table. Black asked if the CUP
would come before the Planning Commission. McLane will find out if it is an administrative
CUP or if it requires planning commission approval. Wimborne asked about the property on east
side of Carol and asked if it was part of the rezone. McLane confirmed that the property that the
applicant owns on the east side of Carol is not part of the rezone, and only the two residential
properties on the west side of Carol. Wimborne asked about the emergency access concerns.
McLane stated that he has talked with the Fire Marshall’s office and it is required to have two
access points for any development over 30 units and his concern is the location of the fire
hydrants and that is something that will have to be addressed in the redevelopment of any
proposed changes to the roadway. McLane stated that there is a fire hydrant on Carol that will
have to be relocated and an additional fire hydrant would need to be relocated on 1st Street.
McLane stated that the CUP on a car wash would come to the Planning Commission for
approval.
Denney asked if the Commission will be able to see a preliminary plat. McLane stated that the
property is already platted an unless they are creating more lots they won’t have to re-plat.
Denney asked about the lighting concern that was voiced. McLane stated that there are
restrictions in the City Code that states all lighting must be shielded so the glare does not go off
the property.
Wimborne closed the public hearing.
Wimborne indicated that the Commission has an application for rezone of the lots to LC and the
staff recommendation includes mention of the right of way on Carol.
Dixon stated that he was the source of the suggestion of Walgreens because when he looked at
the original application, a motion was made that would only allow the rezone of ¾ of the land
and the last ¼ stay residential, so they could put up a wall like Walgreens to protect the
residential from commercial. Dixon stated that he was under the impression that the neighbors
had a problem with cut through traffic and that the vacation of Carol would block the cut-through
traffic. Dixon stated that he has been against this development dumping new traffic into the
residential neighborhood. Dixon stated that the testimony tonight suggested that cut-through
traffic isn’t the problem and most of the traffic is from the residents that live in the
neighborhood. Dixon stated that the vacation of Carol seems to be detrimental rather than an
improvement to the neighborhood. Dixon stated that there shouldn’t have new commercial
dumping into a residential street and therefore opposed to the request.
Black stated that she missed the last meeting on this rezone. Black stated that traffic is an issue
and every time there is a hearing with residential the Commissioners hear about traffic. Black
stated that she understands the traffic issues especially on 1st Street because she resides near 1st
Street. Black stated she is surprised about the comments about developers because without
developers there wouldn’t be WinCo, Smiths, Maverick and all those things that are great
conveniences for the neighborhood. Black stated that she gets concerned when there are a lot of

subdivisions being approved and there is no commercial to support the new homes. Black stated
that the change will create a great addition to landscaping and an improvement to the property.
Black stated that it has encroached on the neighborhood by taking two homes, but R3A is an
inappropriate zoning for the corner of 1st Street and Woodruff as there is commercial on every
other corner. Black stated that multi-unit homes could go on the property and that would be
different from commercial. Black stated that R3A on the corner of commercial on a large
intersection is not good.
Swaney stated that the developer has invested the money to buy the property and to try to use the
basis of free enterprise to develop the property, improve it and make money from it. Swaney
stated there is nothing wrong, and the theory that this will be a cataclysmic event for the Hatch
neighborhood is wrong. Swaney stated that WinCo or Smith’s didn’t cause destruction to the
Hatch Subdivision. Swaney stated that the process of developing and redeveloping property is
ongoing and when the City first expanded into the area it wasn’t zoned at all and likely where
WinCo currently sits was zoned R1 and it was rezoned commercial because they saw that
Woodruff and 1st street are prime areas for commercial properties. Swaney stated that the
developers and investors have a right to expect a return on their investment, and if they comply
with the City Ordinances, it may be offensive to some people, but it is hard to reject someone
that is complying with the City Ordinances to rezone and redevelop. Swaney is in support of the
developer and rezone to LC and it would benefit the community at large.
Josephson stated that he used to live at 391 Carol and is familiar with the traffic and has cut the
corner. Josephson stated that he works kitty-corner to the property and occasionally because of
the traffic it is hard to get out of his office. Josephson stated that he is opposed to closing Carol
because he wants to keep cutting the corner. Josephson stated that the traffic will not be an
extreme problem on Carol going in or out. Josephson stated that the two houses that Mortimer
owns on the west side of Carol are an embarrassment to the neighborhood and they have been an
embarrassment for years. Josephson stated that those properties are detrimental to his building
across the street. Josephson stated that Mortimer bought the properties with the intent of
improving the corner and improving the property and his other developments create huge
improvements to the neighborhoods. Josephson stated that his building that was built next to the
residential neighborhoods improved the value of the homes in the neighborhood. Josephson
stated that the vacation of Carol is not necessary, but the corner does need cleaned up and a
professional office building would be appropriate.
Denney stated that she was at the previous meeting when the rezone was voted down. Denney
stated that she understood that the neighbors didn’t want traffic from the commercial property to
go onto Carol to get out because they wanted to close off the other two exits onto 1st Street.
Denney stated that intersections like 1st and Woodruff are where the City does like commercial
properties to go. Denney stated that the fears of the neighbors talking of neighborhood
encroachment that everyone will lose their homes. Denney asked if the neighbors are thinking
that some developer is going to come in and buy you all out and take over your homes. Denney
stated she doesn’t see that happening, and the City wants to avoid what happened on 17th Street,
and that won’t happen again as it was a mistake for 17th Street. Denney stated that she can see
both sides, but the developer owns the property and if he is in compliance with what the City
asks, it would be difficult to tell him no he can’t do what he wants. Denney stated that the
property is going to be developed and the Commissioners want to see it developed in the best
possible way. Denney stated that the Commissioners must consider both sides.

Black stated that this developer is asking for a change, but the development will be for the
betterment of the area. Black stated that if the property deteriorates it will be more of an issue
than if you let a developer go an improve the property with buffers against the residential.
Hicks agrees with Swaney’s argument and what is being proposed is within the bounds of the
zoning requirements except for the vacation of Carol. Hicks stated that it is not just the
developer’s property that is being dealt with. Hick stated that he is opposed to this application,
because the whole picture has not been completed yet.
Wimborne clarified that Hicks is opposed to recommending the zone change because the issue of
the street is unresolved. Hicks agreed with Wimborne.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Rezone from
R3A, Rs and RP to LC for the property specified in the Staff report and following Staff’s
recommendation to approve the rezone if City Council approves the vacation of a portion
of Carol, Black seconded the motion.
Dixon asked staff how they can rezone a street or half of a street. McLane stated that the reason
to rezone half of the street was so if the vacation does move forward with the rezone then the
applicant will not have to come back and rezone a sliver of the street to LC after the vacation
happened. McLane indicated that the rezone and vacation must go hand in hand at the same
meeting with City Council. Dixon asked what the ramification is if half the street is rezoned but
there is no vacation of the street. McLane stated that is why he wrote the recommendation that
he did that the rezone happens only if the vacation of Carol is approved.
Wimborne clarified with Swaney that his motion would be to follow the recommendation of staff
that does address the vacation. Swaney and Black confirmed that is what the motion was. Dixon
clarified that the motion is to rezone the properties, including the right of way, but only rezone
the street if in parallel City Council recommends vacation of the street.
Wimborne called for a vote on the motion.
The vote was a tie 4-4 and Wimborne could cast the tie breaking vote.
Wimborne voted in support of the motion. Wimborne stated that she appreciates the way the
developer is trying to address the concerns raised in the prior meetings but does acknowledge the
heavy impact on the neighborhood. Wimborne agrees with Black’s points that there are issues
with the current zoning of R3A and in some respects this change to LC with the landscaping
requirements will clean the area up. Wimborne urged City Council to spend a great deal of time
reviewing the testimony and comments the Commissioners have shared as they make their final
decision. Wimborne encouraged the neighbors to attend the City Council meeting.
The Motion passed 5-4.
Dixon, Cantu, Hicks and Josephson opposed the motion.
Wimborne called a 5- minute recess.

5. ANNX 18-012: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Yellowstone/Poitevin City Initiated,
Zoning HC, LC R2. Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record. Wimborne asked if

they got good representation from the neighborhood during the public hearings. Beutler stated
that they did the hearings at two different times and both were held at the library. Beutler stated
that they had 10-15 people each meeting. Beutler stated that in between the two meetings they
went out into the neighborhood and did a public out reach event and because of the uses in the
area, they did a land use survey and classifying those into the different land uses. Beutler stated
that planning and code enforcement went out and hung out in the neighborhood to answer
questions. Black asked about the negative comments regarding the roads and sidewalks. Beutler
stated that there were concerns regarding storm drainage in the area. Black asked if the property
was annexed would there be a timeline to go in and do some of the work. Beutler stated that the
maintenance of the streets would become the City’s responsibility, so they would fix the potholes
and do maintenance, and as far as storm drainage and bringing the streets up to code with curb,
gutter and sidewalk that would wait until it was a priority for the City and the funding was
available to complete that. Beutler stated that the residents could form a limited improvement
district where they would pay for the improvements over a period. Black asked about a park.
Beutler stated that the property is still available for a park. Beutler stated that the property was
given to the City for a future park and Parks and Rec are still having conversations, but funding
has not been identified to make the improvements. Josephson asked about the South corner of
Houston and Saturn that is not being annexed. Beutler stated that it was previously annexed into
the City. Black asked if Code Enforcement looked at Print Craft Press about their compliance
on landscaping requirements. Beutler stated they are addressing that issue with Print Craft Press.
Beutler stated that they did plant very large trees, but the trees died, and they have been removed.
Dixon asked if any of the land being discussed would need to be dedicated towards the local
access side roads that are being discussed on the new configuration for Hwy 20. Beutler stated
that it is too early to know. Dixon asked about the LC zoning and what the uses of the structures
in that area. Beutler stated that the uses are currently residential. Dixon asked why they are
proposing LC. Beutler stated that the neighborhood suggested, and the residential uses could
continue indefinitely. Beutler stated it was more appropriate to zone all of Colorado to
commercial and then potentially the single unit residential become non-conforming and can
continue until there is a change. Dixon asked where there are problems with basalt too close to
the surface. Beutler stated that the areas where there is vacant land is likely where there is basalt.
Applicant= City of Idaho Falls.
Wimborne opened the public hearing.
No one appeared in support.
Opposition:
Sherri Jo McManus, 1547 Dartmouth, Idaho Falls, Idaho. McManus stated that they are
talking about building the two-story buildings 300’ from her back door. McManus stated that
she has already had a sink hole. McManus stated that the issue was the park. McManus stated
there are 16 kids on Dartmouth and the guy that owned the property donated to the City to build
a park. McManus stated that she has lived in the area since she was 15 and they’ve been waiting
for a park. McManus showed where her home is. McManus stated that the kids are getting in
trouble and there are gangs and they need a park. McManus stated that they thought they would
take Saturn from Pancheri and go straight to McDonalds. McManus stated that the high school
kids take Vassar as a short cut and drive crazy down Vassar to McDonalds for lunch. McManus
stated that she has a sink hole and the vibration from the building is bad. McManus stated that a

park would be good. McManus stated that she was going to upgrade to a double wide because
she cannot get insurance on a single wide without a foundation. McManus stated she had her
double wide all picked out and financing and they were going to move it this fall, and she would
be in it right now. McManus stated that Hathaway’s went out of business and she lost her
financing and she is crushed, so now she is in a ’69 trailer that they cannot haul off and it has to
be torn down on the property. McManus stated that since they started building the apartments
she’s got a sink hole that has caused her whole trailer to tilt. McManus stated that she deserved
that Double wide and she was going to have a foundation because she was going to upgrade.
McManus stated again that the park is the biggest issue.
Wimborne asked if her opposition to the annexation is because of the zoning or just the whole
idea. McManus stated that there are no pot holes. McManus stated that there was an issue with
Vassar Way running to Saturn and so they gravel it and there is a small stretch and the kids spin
cookies. McManus stated that they finally paved that small section. McManus stated that there
were other neighbors that wanted to be here, but they were too sick to come. McManus stated
that the park needs to be built because the kids have nothing to do. McManus stated that she is a
private person. McManus stated that she missed the meeting where they approved the
apartments. McManus stated that people are upset about the lighting from Print Craft that blinds
everyone on the outskirts. McManus stated that the man’s dying wish was to consider a park for
the kids. McManus stated that she tried to upgrade and there are old trailers in there and hers fell
through and she doesn’t know what to do. McManus stated that she feels like blowing her own
house up because you cannot insure a single wide without a foundation.
Daniel Callan, 1490 Carson, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Callan apologized for his lack of knowledge
on this topic. Callan has lived there 15 years and has never seen any real problems with the
neighborhood. Callan stated that there were rumors that a developer would come along and buy
out all the area as being all commercial would be the best thing for it. Callan stated that it is a
mix of things. Callan stated that he owns his home and has concerns about what changes from
County to City. Callan stated that he is in the process of remodeling his home on a fixed income.
Callan stated that he has concerns about the road being made to go all the way through. Callan
stated that he has concerns about Saturn going all the way through and people will use it for a cut
through. Callan stated that the commercial along the freeway and the ends of the street will make
a lot of traffic and it will change things in the neighborhood. Callan stated they are used to
driving to Broadway and there isn’t a lot of traffic.
Wimborne clarified that Callan’s concern is the LC zoning for the section. Callan stated that he
is concerned with all of it and not sure why they want to change everything.
Wimborne closed the public hearing.
Black stated that normally annexations like this are for an area that you do not see the need, but
in this area, she will strongly recommend to the Mayor and City Council that if this is annexed
with the zoning that the neighborhood has requested that the City needs to give it some attention,
including the park and the enforcement issues in the area.
Swaney seconded Black’s comments as a lot of the concerns brought up were about people that
were already City residents. Swaney stated that the City has a responsibility to the current and
future residents of the City to follow through with the services. Swaney stated that it is not a

burden to be annexed into the City it should be a benefit to the people to be annexed into the
City.
Hicks agreed with Swaney and Black and indicated that it should be part of the recommendation
that the City needs to follow through with taking care of what has been incorporated.
Dixon agreed with all comments and indicated that this area of the City deserves more attention.
Dixon stated that as they consider adding more to the area it needs even more attention. Dixon is
concerned about the LC zoning and if that moves forward then they need to tie the annexed
properties into the properties that are farther west so that it is a cohesive thing. Dixon stated that
there is currently a gap and a park could provide that cohesiveness. Dixon stated that he is not
convinced that LC will achieve anything. Dixon stated that it would make sense to have
everything east of Colorado LC and everything west be residential.
Swaney stated that part of this is along the Freeway and asked if something was going to be built
in the area would that come back to the Commission. Wimborne indicated that annexation is on
the table and approving the zoning, so if the proposed zoning goes through then if someone
wanted to build something commercial along the freeway it wouldn’t come back to the
Commission.
Black stated that Camping World and the Storage area next to it was zoned high density housing
and no one wanted to live next to the freeway so LC in the area does make sense and is
appropriate.
Wimborne stated that if staff has gone out and done a lot of outreach with two public meetings
and walking through the neighborhood and LC is the recommendation from the residents then
that should be respected. Wimborne applauded the staff for doing the outreach on this
annexation.
Dixon stated that the people that want LC likely don’t live there, but own vacant land in the area.
Dixon was concerned about the actual people living in the area and what they want.
Beutler stated that they were a little surprised at the neighborhood meetings, but it is an
opportunity to see redevelopment and that will bring curb, gutter and sidewalk, with landscaping
and improvements that will benefit the entire area and bring the entire area up. Beutler stated
that the line is jagged, and if someone wanted to do residential development they could come and
ask for a rezone and even the line. Beutler stated that staff recognized that these are the
properties that are most likely to redevelop, and they addressed those and then they can follow
the market and property owners request for a rezone when it is needed.
Dixon stated that if they want to do LC they need to tie the remainder of the neighborhood to the
neighborhood on the west.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the annexation
and initial zoning of HC, LC and R2 for the property as presented and specified in the staff
report, Josephson seconded the motion and it passed 7-1. Dixon opposed the motion.
Dixon indicated he is in opposition because he feels conditions needed to be added to the motion
to do something to help the residents with curb and gutter and other issues.

Wimborne added and echoed the comments made that as the properties are brought in they need
to be taken care of. Wimborne stated that there have been concerns raised during the testimony
that the lighting from Print Craft Press is too bright. Wimborne added that they need to
encourage Parks and Rec to consider the piece of property that has been discussed becoming a
park for a long time.
Miscellaneous:
None.
Wimborne adjourned the meeting.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder

October 2, 2018

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
Council Chambers

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners George Morrison, George Swaney, Gene Hicks,
Joanne Denney, Natalie Black, Arnold Cantu. (6 present 5 votes).
MEMBERS ABSENT: Julie Foster, Margaret Wimborne, Lindsey Romankiw, Brent Dixon,
Darren Josephson.
ALSO PRESENT: Planning Director, Brad Cramer, Assistant Planning Directors, Kerry
Beutler, Brent McLane, Brian Stevens; 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: September minutes were not available for approval.
Business:
1. ANNX 18-014: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Loder Annexation and Initial
Zoning of HC. Stevens presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Applicant: Justin Scott, Horrocks Engineers, 901 Pier View Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Black asked if this will be part of Jackson Hole Junction. Scott indicated that it is a separate
development.
Swaney indicated that the zoning is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and consistent with
the zoning in the area.
Black stated that the Comprehensive Plan lists this area as medical services, and medical services
will not be going into the area, and HC is an appropriate zoning.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning of HC for M&B: Approximately 1.753 acres SW ¼ Section 26, T 2N, R
37 E, Cantu seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
2. PLAT 18-022: FINAL PLAT. Loder Subdivision. Stevens presented the staff report, a part
of the record. Hicks asked for clarification as to why this property is to be part of the Jackson
Hole Junction Improvement Drawings. Stevens explained that Jackson Hole Junction is
currently under construction and they will add the improvements for this lot to include water and
sewer for this property to simplify the improvements.
Applicant: Justin Scott, Horrocks Engineers, 901 Pier View Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Scott
clarified that improvements are being placed along Pioneer Drive as part of Jackson Hole
Junction improvements and the services to this lot will be installed during that process, so they
do not have to rip up any new asphalt later. Black asked if there will be anything along the
interstate. Scott indicated that the only sidewalk will be along Pioneer and nothing along the
interstate.

Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
Loder Subdivision as presented, Denney seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
3. PLAT 18-023: FINAL PLAT. Linden Park Division 1 3rd Amended. Stevens presented
the staff report, a part of the record. Morrison asked if the impromptu shared access with the
convenient store will continue. Stevens stated that either property owner could fence off that
access.
Applicant: Jeff Freiberg, 946 Oxbow, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Freiberg stood for questions.
Black clarified, and staff agreed that this is a clean up of parcels and nothing is intended to be
changed.
Black moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
Linden Park Division 1, 3rd Amended, as presented, Hicks seconded the motion and it
passed unanimously.
Public Hearings:
4. ANNX 18-015: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Holmes, E 25th, Richards Ave.,
Initial Zoning of R2, R1, RP. McLane presented the staff report, a part of the record. McLane
indicated that they are only dealing with developed properties and in the future, they will address
undeveloped property. Black clarified, and McLane agreed that the City has been responsible for
snow removal/maintenance on Holmes and 25th. Swaney indicated that he doesn’t understand
the rationale for the properties along Holmes and feels they should wait until the entire area is
annexed. McLane indicated that the properties are legally considered enclaved because it is
surrounded by the City.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls.
Michael Baird, 885 Syringa, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Baird owns property at 2461 South Holmes.
Baird indicated that in 1989 Holmes was enlarged and 40’ off the front of the property was taken
to widen Holmes and at that time City services were put in and cash payment was made to cover
the property taken for Holmes. Baird stated that 4 years ago he went to Planning and Zoning and
wanted to rezone to commercial and were told they had to wait until the property is developed
and the city wants to annex the property, and no access would be granted to the property from
Holmes or 25th.. Baird stated that they would like to annex into the City, but they do not want the
R2 zoning as proposed. Baird stated that that the taxes will increase on the property
$1,945.00/year. Baird stated that it was rumored that the City wanted to buy the large
agricultural parcel for the new high school, but that the City didn’t want to pay the price. Baird
stated that the R2 zoning would be a restriction and is unfair. Swaney asked Baird what zoning
he would like. Baird indicated that he would like a commercial zoning so that a business could
buy the property and tear the house down. Swaney clarified that if the zone was changed to LC
then Baird would have no opposition to the annexation.
Nathan Saunders, Richards Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Saunders stated that there is one
habitable home on the property and the mobile home is being demolished and the other home
had a horse living in it and it started on fire. Saunders stated that his concern is the cost to hook
to City sewer and water. Saunders stated that they sold the land for the private houses in the

gated community and when the ground was ripped up during construction they were ready to
connect at that time and were told no. Saunders stated that now the cost will be more to dig up
the ground to connect.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Swaney indicated that the only strong opposition was pertaining to the proposed zoning. Swaney
stated that if they amend the annexation to include LC for the property on the corner of Holmes
and 25th then it would be palatable to everyone involved. Swaney stated that there is a problem
that the people approached the City to attach to City services when it was most economical due
to current construction, and the request was denied. Swaney stated that as they proceed to annex
more property they need to reach out to the property owners to try and amicably satisfy the
property owners needs along with the needs of the City.
Black stated that the property on Richards should get some consideration on his hook up fees as
he tried to hook up when it was more economical. Black stated that the property on Richards
and 25th Street make sense to annex with he proposed zoning, and the properties on Holmes
should be left out of the annexation until the entire area is annexed.
Hicks asked what the rush is on the properties on Holmes.
Cramer stated that there is an aggressive schedule to annex all the properties that have a City
service. Cramer stated the larger neighborhoods take a lot of time to prepare and they cannot do
a large area annexation every month, so they are trying to fill in other months with smaller
annexations, so they don’t lose the momentum and stay on track. Cramer stated that they only
brought the residential pieces due to the frustration voiced by the Commission when staff
brought commercial and residential at the same time. Swaney asked if they changed the
proposed zoning on the one property on 25th and Holmes to LC, then if someone bought the
large agricultural parcel and the small piece on the corner they could rezone the property if they
desired. Cramer stated that the challenge with the access on the property is to meet the Access
Management Plan the property isn’t big enough to meet the commercial standards, so it didn’t
make sense to zone it commercial when it isn’t large enough to develop per the City standards.
Cramer indicated that generally the City doesn’t tell a property no they cannot connect, it is
typically a no to connecting, unless they annex.
Morrison stated that he has no problem with the corner property being zoned commercial.
Morrison re-opened the public hearing.
Len Nelson, 2540 Richards, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Nelson is the owner of the small sliver
(driveway) of property that is proposed to rezone to R1. Nelson stated that it was his
understanding that the former owner (Mr. Prestwich) gave property to the City for right of way
down Richards Ave, to Legends Circle. Nelson stated that Prestwich gave property to the City of
Idaho Falls in exchange for them hooking up water, sewer, and laying natural gas line. Nelson
indicated that the water and sewer are stubbed out of the street, so there is no need to charge
hook up fees. Nelson indicated that he has no objection to the annexation of his property.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation
and Initial Zoning as presented, with the exception of the property on the corner of Holmes

and 25th and that will be zoned LC instead of the proposed R2, Denney seconded the
motion and it passed unanimously.
5. RZON 18-017: REZONE. Fremont Avenue Subdivision R1 with PT to R3A. McLane
presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Brett Manwaring, 2160 Aegean Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Manwaring is the
owner of Bonneville Realty. Manwaring indicated that they have an interested buyer for the
property. Manwaring stated that the overlay has outlived its usefulness on this property.
Manwaring indicated that with the Overlay they need to have 30,000’ to build, and 12,000 –
15,000 is adequate. Manwaring stated that when they platted to 4 lots they anticipated building 4
office buildings and the overlay has precluded the building. Manwaring stated that the property
goes along Fremont Ave., and both roads go into Freeman Park and no construction on this
property will increase the traffic for the neighbor behind the property that sent a letter of
concern. Manwaring stated that whatever is built on the property will add to the surrounding
properties and the value thereof.
Opposition:
Debra Lewis, 1265 Science Center Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Lewis asked about a rezone in
2015. McLane indicated that it was replatted. Lewis asked in 2008 what the property was zoned.
Black read from the notes indicating that it was zoned to PT overlay in 1987. Lewis asked if the
overlay keeps it from being zoned commercial. Lewis asked about the opening and closing
hours of a business that would change with the removal of the overlay. Lewis asked how tall the
buildings can be built if the overlay is removed. Lewis stated that her number one concern is that
if there is commercial property the value of her home will go down and her taxes will go up.
McLane explained the PT Overlay. McLane explained that since 1987 the property has had the
ability to transition to commercial development or high density residential. McLane stated that
R3A is a “down” zone and has fewer allowed uses versus the PT Overlay. Swaney stated that the
R3A Zone is a more restrictive zone. McLane explained that as the property sits now with the
PT Overlay it could be developed as commercial or high density residential. McLane stated that
the PT Zone has a height restriction of not higher than 4’ above the highest building that is
contiguous, and the R3A does not have height restrictions. McLane stated that the hours of
operation in the PT Zone are restricted from 11 p.m. until 6 a.m. and R3A does not have that
restriction.
Debra Lewis, 1265 Science Center Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Lewis asked if she can vote
against this application. Lewis stated that she bought the property because she was told that
nothing would be built in that lot because it is too small. Lewis stated that she bought the
property to be next to the River. Lewis stated that across the street is not taken care of well.
Lewis stated that there are pedophiles and sex offenders across the street, and her area is safe,
and she doesn’t have problems.
Applicant: Brett Manwaring, 2160 Aegean, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Manwaring stated that if
property is vacant something will likely be built on it eventually. Manwaring stated that the gas
station across the street and the restaurant in the same parking lot are not indicative of what will
be built on this property. Manwaring stated that likely built on the subject property will be office

buildings. Manwaring stated that the development will be an enhancement to the neighborhood.
Manwaring stated that no one can control their neighbors.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Black stated that this area is ripe for development and she has a vision of what this property
could develop into that would enhance the neighborhood. Black stated that they only have
control over the zoning and then the developer must develop the property properly.
Swaney agreed with Black and indicated that the applicant’s main concern is the PT Overlay
only allows 2 large buildings on the 4 parcels, and his intent was likely to replicate the next
block south with 4 buildings. Swaney stated that removal of the PT Overlay and changing to
R3A will give the opportunity for the realtor to market the property and encourage development,
whereas the PT overlay is currently discouraging development.
Morrison added that R3A gets to the point that Ms. Lewis wants, and it is an improvement and it
will give her property the protections she is concerned about.
Black moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Rezone of the
Fremont Avenue Subdivision from R1/PT Overlay to R3A, Hicks seconded the motion and
it passed unanimously.
6. RZON 18-018: REZONE. Sanitation Field I&M to P. Stevens presented the staff report, a
part of the record.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls
Morrison opened the public hearing.
Dorothy Swiss, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Swiss indicated she is in support of the rezone.
Morrison closed the public hearing.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Rezone of
Sanitation Field from I&M to P, Black seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
Miscellaneous:
Cramer indicated that they are having a thankyou dinner at Stockman’s on Monday October 29.
Morrison adjourned the meeting.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Conditional Use Permit for Vehicle Washing Facility.
Portion Lots 3-5, Block 1, Television Park Addition, Division 1
November 6, 2018

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Horrocks
Engineers

Requested Action: Approval of a conditional use permit for a
Vehicle Washing Facility.

Location: Generally south of
E 12th St., west of St Clair
Rd., north of E 17th St., and
east of Juniper Dr.

History: The property was annexed into the city in 1956. It is
unclear what the original zone was, but at the time of platting in
1988 it was C-1. In April of 2018 it was rezoned to LC. The
recorded plat is currently Television Park addition Division 1 this
plat is in the process of being amended to allow for infill
development.

Size: Approx. 0.71 acres
Existing Zoning:
Site: LC, T-2 Overlay
North: LC, T-2 Overlay
South: R3A, PT &
T-1 Overlay
East: R3A, PT Overlay
West: LC, T-2 Overlay
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant and Existing
Structure
North: Vacant and Existing
Structure
South: Grocery Store
East: Commercial
West: Commercial
Future Land Use Map:
Planned Transition
Attachments:
1. Zoning Map
2. Aerial Images
3. Exhibit
4. Photos
5. Application

Staff Comments: The proposed vehicle washing facility is located
on the north frontage of E. 17th Street, just east of Juniper Drive.
Three residences are within 300’ of the proposed location of the
washing facility. By siting the proposed vehicle washing facility
along the east edge of the parcel with the vacuum area centralized
the applicant has made an effort to protect the adjacent and
surrounding uses from possible negative impacts. The tunnel will be
approximately 107’ in length with approximately 18 vacuum spaces
and four employee spaces. The proposed vehicle washing facility is
along a principle arterial no new curb cuts will be created. The curb
cut to IF Signs will be improved to allow access to the vehicle
washing facility.
The proposed washing facility will meet all height requirements,
building setbacks and parking requirements.
The proposed car wash would enhance the existing streetscape
along an aged part of 17th Street transforming a parcel that has been
vacant for over 50 years with a new vehicle wash facility that
includes substantial landscaping along the street frontage. The new
facility would have a positive community impact as it will improve
the appearance of the street edge and historic IF sign entrance also
resulting in a significant positive investment in the area. The
proposed is consistent with the land use in the area and will be
required to conform to all LC zoning standards.
Staff Recommendation: approval as presented with the
conditions:
 Existing curb cuts be removed along 17th Street in front of
parcels being improved as required through the site plan
process.
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CUP/PUD Requirements:

11-6-5 Decision Making Criteria
(B) Conditional Use Permit.
(1) The City Council, Board of Adjustment or Planning and Zoning Commission shall
approve or deny a conditional use permit application and shall issue written Reasoned
Statements of Relevant Criteria and Standards and in accordance with Idaho Code.
(2) In the event an application is denied, the City Council, Board of Adjustment or
Planning and Zoning Commission may make recommendations to the applicant or set forth
conditions under which it would approve the application and the applicant may resubmit their
application.
(3) In addition to the conditions specified by the Zoning Code for conditional uses in
each particular Zone, the City Council, Board of Adjustment, or Planning and Zoning
Commission may impose additional conditions, including, but not limited to:
(a) Minimizing adverse impact on other developments or adjacent properties.
(b) Controlling the sequence and timing of development.
(c) Controlling the duration of development.
(d) Assuring the development is maintained properly.
(e) Designating the exact location and nature of development.
(f) Requiring landscaping of on-site or off-site public facilities or services.
(g) Restricting the hours of operation of any business or other commercial activity
conducted on the premises.
(h) Such other conditions as may be necessary to preserve the character and
harmony of the zone and avoid conflict with the general characteristics of the area
designated in the Comprehensive Plan.
(4) Prior to granting a conditional use permit, the City Council or Planning and Zoning
Commission may require studies of the social, economic, fiscal or environmental effects of the
proposed conditional use, and may require the submission of a development plan as set forth in
Section 11-3-6B of this Code.
(5) A conditional use permit is not transferable from one (1) parcel of land to another.
(6) Abandonment of or non-use of a conditional use permit for a period of twelve (12)
consecutive months shall terminate said conditional use permit, and any privileges granted shall
be null and void.
(7) Failure to comply with the conditions of approval for a conditional use permit shall be
cause for termination of the approval and shall be deemed to be a violation of this Code.
Comprehensive Plan Policies:

Form partnerships with private investors to redevelop vacant or deteriorating commercial areas
within Idaho Falls. (Pg 44 & 50)
Access to commercial properties shall be designed to minimize disruptive effects on traffic flow.
(Pg 44 & 50)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities are
least costly. (Pg 67)
Transportation Plan:
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17th Street is a principle arterial and will be utilized to access the vehicle washing facility.

Zoning Ordinance
(C) LC Limited Commercial Zone. This zone provides a commercial zone for retail and service
uses which supply the daily household needs of the City’s residents. This Zone is usually located
on major streets contiguous to residential uses. This zone is characterized by smaller scale
commercial uses which are easily accessible by pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles from the
surrounding residential neighborhoods, although larger scale developments such as big-box
stores may still serve as anchors. Connectivity is provided with walkways that provide access to
and through the development site. Parking for vehicles is understated by the use of landscaping,
location, and provision of pedestrian walkways to the businesses.
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901 Pier View Drive, Suite 210
Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Tel: (208) 522-1223
Fax: (208) 522-1243
www.horrocks.com

September 26, 2018

City of Idaho Falls
Community Development Services, Planning Division
308 Constitution Way
Idaho Falls, ID 83402
Subject: Application for Conditional Use Permit - Fire Hose Carwash / 17th Street
Dear Planning Personnel:
On behalf of our client, Sondra Ward, we are submitting an application for Conditional Use Permit for a
conveyor/tunnel car wash (“Project”) on a .71-acre portion of land located on E. 17th Street. The parcel is
appropriately zoned LC, and on September 12, 2018, the City Council removed the PT Overlay Zone from
this parcel via our client’s earlier rezone application. Additionally, City Council recently added “vehicle
washing facility” as a “Planning Commission conditional use” in the LC Zone.
The Project site is located on the north frontage of E. 17th Street, just east of Juniper Drive, as shown on
Exhibit 1. The site is immediately adjacent to, and surrounded by, other commercial properties. The site
is within 300’ of only three residential properties, each of which has substantial buffers between the
planned Project. Our client has maintained a focus on developing in an area that will have minimal to no
impact on residential neighbors.
PROPOSED PROJECT:
The proposed carwash is a state-of-the-art conveyor carwash that includes a tunnel that is
approximately 107’ long; the operation includes two (2) rows of vacuum stalls.
The Project is located on a principal arterial road, but will not require a new access point off of 17th
Street. Instead, access will be via an existing access from 17th Street that is shared with the adjacent
business, Idaho Falls Signs; from this shared approach, the Project will create an approach to the
carwash with an easement across the northern portion of the lot where Payday Loans sits (see Site Plan,
Exhibit 2).
PROJECT COMPLIANCE:
The Project complies with the intent of the LC Zone, as well as other development goals as stated in the
Comprehensive Plan. It is a compact commercial use that fits well within the existing commercial
development of the area, the Project is easily served by accessible public utilities, and it adds to the
sound and stable business climate in the area. Additionally, the Project will serve everyday needs of the
City residents, providing convenience that does not currently exist in the area.
An additional benefit is that, due to the site being surrounded almost entirely by existing commercial
development, the Project should not pose any adverse effects on residential neighborhoods; and for the
few residences within close proximity, there is both sufficient distance and buffers between the uses.

We thank the Commission for consideration of the attached Conditional Use Permit, and for the above
reasons, we respectfully request that the Planning and Zoning Commission approve this application. If
you have any questions or comments regarding this submittal, please contact Clint Boyle at (208) 5221223; we look forward to working with you to ensure that the Project will be a positive addition to the
residents and to the City.
Sincerely,
Horrocks Engineers

Clint Boyle, AICP, Principal

Cc: Sondra Ward

Attachments:
•
CUP Application with required documents
•
Exhibits 1 and 2
•
Copy of fee check
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Application for Conditional Use Permit
Filing Fee: $225.00 - Planning Commission or City Council
$325.00 - Both
$ 50.00 - Advertising
Applicant Information
Representing Company: Horrocks Engineers, Inc.
Contact Name: Clint Boyle, AICP
Address: 901 Pier View Dr. Suite 205
City: Idaho Falls
State: ID
Email: clintb@horrocks.com

Phone: 208.522-1223
Fax:
Zip: 83402

Owner Information (if other than applicant)
Name: See attached list of owners
Address:
City:
Email:

State:

Phone:
Fax:
Zip

Planning Information
Project Name: Fire Hose Carwash / 17th Street
Project Location: Parcel# RPA24900010050 / Lot 5, Blk 1 Television Park Addition, Division. No. 1
Current Zone(s): LC (The PT Overlay was removed via a Rezone approval on 9/13/2018.)
Comprehensive Land Map Use Designation: Vehicle Washing Facility
Gross Area (total acres): .71 acres
Intent of Conditional Use Permit:
State-of-the-art conveyor carwash with 2 rows of vacuuming stations. The use will serve the daily
household needs of the immediate residential neighborhood and City at large.

Fees
Application Filing Fee(s): Due at time application is submitted
Advertising Fee:
$ 50.00
Application Fee:
$225.00 Planning Commission or City Council
$325.00 Both

Signature of Applicant(s)
Date:
Date:

2016 Application for Conditional Use Permit
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EXHIBIT 1
Project site
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IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Conditional Use Permit for Vehicle Washing Facility.
M&B: Approximately 1.63 Acres N1/2, NW1/4,
Section 36, T 2N, R 37E ~ November 6, 2018

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Horrocks
Engineers

Requested Action: Approval of a conditional use permit for a
Vehicle Washing Facility.

Location: Generally south of
W Sunnyside Rd., west of S
Yellowstone Ave., north of
Pedersen St., and east of the
Snake River

Staff Recommendation: Approval as presented with the
conditions:
 8’ Masonry wall vs opaque fence to the south boundary

Size: Approx. 1.63 acres
Existing Zoning:
Site: LC
North: LC
South: LC
East: I&M
West: I&M
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant and aged
existing structure
North: Commercial
South: Multifamily
East: Railroad, Industrial &
manufacturing
West: Commercial
Future Land Use Map:
Commercial
Attachments:
1. Zoning Map
2. Aerial Images
3. Exhibit
4. Photos
5. Portions of Application

History: The property was annexed into the city in 1971. The
original zone was GC-1. In April of 2018 it was rezoned to LC.
There is no recorded plat. Platting will be required prior to site plan
approval.
Staff Comments: The proposed vehicle washing facility is located
on the South frontage of Sunnyside RD and west frontage of
Yellowstone Highway, Multi Family residential is within 300’ of
the proposed location of the washing facility to the south. By siting
the proposed vehicle washing facility along the North edge of the
parcel and planning for an 8’ masonry wall or opaque fence along
the South the applicant has made an effort to protect the adjacent
and surrounding uses from possible negative impacts. Vegetation is
not shown but the code will also require evergreen trees at 20’
intervals along this edge. The tunnel will be approximately 200’ in
length with approximately 27 vacuum spaces. Employee parking
has not been designated on the CUP exhibit but all of the vacuum
spaces may be utilized by employees. The proposed vehicle
washing facility is along a principle arterial and a strategic arterial.
Curb cuts have been moved to the extents of the parcels in an
attempt to minimize the impact on the large intersection of
Sunnyside and Yellowstone. One curb cut will be removed.
The proposed washing facility will meet all height requirements,
building setbacks and parking requirements. The applicant is
utilizing a new feature in our recently rewritten comprehensive
zoning ordinance “In the LC Zone, structures may encroach into the
twenty foot (20’) setback up to ten feet (10’) when designed with a
pedestrian walkway a minimum of five feet (5’) in width connecting
the public sidewalk to the structure’s entrance. Parking is not
permitted to encroach into the twenty foot (20’) setback.” Street
Trees will be required spaced at 40’ Centers.
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The proposed car wash would enhance the streetscape along both Sunnyside and Yellowstone. This parcel
was previously a Residential mobile home park that has been vacated since approximately 2008. This new
vehicle wash facility includes substantial landscaping along both street frontages. The new facility would
have a positive community impact as it will improve the appearance of the street edge and eliminate one
curb cut. This new facility would also resulting in a significant positive investment in the area. The
proposed vehicle washing facility is consistent with the land use in the area and will be required to
conform to all LC zoning standards.

CUP/PUD Requirements:

11-6-5 Decision Making Criteria
(B) Conditional Use Permit.
(1) The City Council, Board of Adjustment or Planning and Zoning Commission shall
approve or deny a conditional use permit application and shall issue written Reasoned
Statements of Relevant Criteria and Standards and in accordance with Idaho Code.
(2) In the event an application is denied, the City Council, Board of Adjustment or
Planning and Zoning Commission may make recommendations to the applicant or set forth
conditions under which it would approve the application and the applicant may resubmit their
application.
(3) In addition to the conditions specified by the Zoning Code for conditional uses in
each particular Zone, the City Council, Board of Adjustment, or Planning and Zoning
Commission may impose additional conditions, including, but not limited to:
(a) Minimizing adverse impact on other developments or adjacent properties.
(b) Controlling the sequence and timing of development.
(c) Controlling the duration of development.
(d) Assuring the development is maintained properly.
(e) Designating the exact location and nature of development.
(f) Requiring landscaping of on-site or off-site public facilities or services.
(g) Restricting the hours of operation of any business or other commercial activity
conducted on the premises.
(h) Such other conditions as may be necessary to preserve the character and
harmony of the zone and avoid conflict with the general characteristics of the area
designated in the Comprehensive Plan.
(4) Prior to granting a conditional use permit, the City Council or Planning and Zoning
Commission may require studies of the social, economic, fiscal or environmental effects of the
proposed conditional use, and may require the submission of a development plan as set forth in
Section 11-3-6B of this Code.
(5) A conditional use permit is not transferable from one (1) parcel of land to another.
(6) Abandonment of or non-use of a conditional use permit for a period of twelve (12)
consecutive months shall terminate said conditional use permit, and any privileges granted shall
be null and void.
(7) Failure to comply with the conditions of approval for a conditional use permit shall be
cause for termination of the approval and shall be deemed to be a violation of this Code.
Comprehensive Plan Policies:
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Form partnerships with private investors to redevelop vacant or deteriorating commercial areas
within Idaho Falls. (Pg 44 & 50)
Access to commercial properties shall be designed to minimize disruptive effects on traffic flow.
(Pg 44 & 50)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities are
least costly. (Pg 67)
Transportation Plan:
Sunnyside Rd is a principle arterial and Yellowstone Highway is a strategic arterial both will be utilized
to access and depart the vehicle washing facility.

Zoning Ordinance
(C) LC Limited Commercial Zone. This zone provides a commercial zone for retail and service
uses which supply the daily household needs of the City’s residents. This Zone is usually located
on major streets contiguous to residential uses. This zone is characterized by smaller scale
commercial uses which are easily accessible by pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles from the
surrounding residential neighborhoods, although larger scale developments such as big-box
stores may still serve as anchors. Connectivity is provided with walkways that provide access to
and through the development site. Parking for vehicles is understated by the use of landscaping,
location, and provision of pedestrian walkways to the businesses.
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901 Pier View Drive, Suite 210
Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Tel: (208) 522-1223
Fax: (208) 522-1243
www.horrocks.com

October 5, 2018

City of Idaho Falls
Community Development Services, Planning Division
308 Constitution Way
Idaho Falls, ID 83402
Subject: Conditional Use Permit Application- Pony Express Car Wash / Yellowstone Hwy & S. Sunnyside
Dear Planning Personnel:
On behalf of our client, Seven Synergy Holdings, LLC, we are submitting an application for a Conditional
Use Permit for a conveyor/tunnel car wash (“Project”) at the intersection of S. Yellowstone Highway and
W. Sunnyside Road. The proposed car wash is a state-of-the-art conveyor car wash that includes a
tunnel that is approximately 200’ long. It will also have 27 Vacuuming/parking stations. (See Site Plan,
Exhibit 1.)
The subject property is comprised of two parcels situated on 1.63 acres of land, located at 3330 & 3390
S. Yellowstone Hwy. Both lots are zoned LC with a T-2 Overlay, and are designated “Commercial” on the
current Land Use Map. Recently, the City Council added “vehicle washing facility” as a “Planning
Commission Conditional Use” in the LC Zone. Both parcels are entirely surrounded by property deemed
on the Land Use Map as either Commercial or Highway Related Industrial.
The Project is located on an intersection of two principal arterial roads: Yellowstone Hwy and Sunnyside
Road. We have met with ITD to discuss approaches, and they have agreed to grant the owner an
approach on the south side of Sunnyside Road and west side of Yellowstone Highway.
PROJECT COMPLIANCE:
The Project complies with the intent of the LC Zone, as well as other development goals as stated in the
Comprehensive Plan. It is a compact commercial use that fits well within the existing commercial and
industrial development of the area, and it will contribute to the sound and stable business climate that
is developing in that portion of Idaho Falls.
The Project will increase the attractiveness of the area as a result of the additional landscaping that will
be installed along Yellowstone Hwy and Sunnyside Road, and it will provide another convenience to
serve the everyday household needs of the City Residents. Finally, the Project is easily served by
accessible public utilities.
Thank you for considering the attached Conditional Use Permit Application. For the reasons noted
above, we respectfully request that the Planning and Zoning Commission approve this application.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this submittal, please contact Clint Boyle at (208) 5221223. We look forward to working with you to ensure that the Project will be a positive addition to the
residents and to the City.
Sincerely,
Horrocks Engineers

Clint Boyle, AICP, Principal

Cc: Sondra Ward

Attachments:
•
CUP Application with required documents
•
Exhibits 1 and 2
•
Copy of fee check
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Pony Express Carwash: 3330 & 3390 S. Yellowstone Hwy / Parcels Nos. RPA00007362466 & RPA00007362514

Exhibit 1VICINITY
- Location
Map
MAP

2

3

4

5

ss

ss

s

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

ss

s

ss

ss

ss

ss

s

ss

ss

ss

ss
ss
ss

ss
ss

ss
ss
ss

ss

38'

'
20

20'

STAFF
SHELTER

SD

9'

OP
Y

10

38

'

O
ss

O C
R R

K

20

'

26 VEHICLE
STACKING

8' MASONRY WALL
OR OPAQUE FENCE

12

'

'

9'

13

G

N

I N E E

R

'
12

'
12

'

0

20'
SCALE: 1" = 20'

21

ss

'

18

'

ss

ss

10
'

N

12

ss

PROPOSED
TRASH
ENCLOSURE

E

7'

S

8'

S

8'

ss

PROPOSED
UNDERGROUND
STORM DRAIN
TRENCH

10'

ss

40'

ss

ss

8' MASONRY WALL
OR OPAQUE FENCE

ss

ss

s

'

ss

36

D

10
'

ss

ss

ss

H:\!2018\ID-1366-1809 Sunnyside & Yellowstone Carwash\Project Data\02 CAD\2.03 Sheet Files\Concepts & Exhibits\ID-1366-1809_CUP.dwg - Layout1 - 10/05/2018 02:15pm, melissak

ID-1366-1809
PROJECT

CB
CHECKED

MDK

ss

'

1
PAGE 1 OF 1

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT EXHIBIT 2

27 VACUUM
PARKING

PONY EXPRESS CAR WASH

29'
SD

AN

8'

ss

PO
SC

9'

H

'

ss

13

DRAWN

DRAWING INFO

ss

7'

ss

'

3330 S YELLOWSTONE HIGHWAY

43'
ss

PROPOSED
CAR WASH
SIGN

12

200' CONVEYOR

19'

DATE

24'

ss

9'

13'

ss

PONY EXPRESS
7,800 GSF

9'

C

REV #

IGH
ss

121'

B

20'

ST
OW
LL

206'

YE

13'

30'

ON

EH

ss
ss

14'
MIN

ss

5'
PROPOSED
SIDEWALK

7'

#

WA

Y

179'

ss

EXISTING
HOSPITAL
SIGN

*SEE GENERAL NOTES SHEET

REVISIONS
DATE

150'

ss

EXISTING
AMMON
JACKSON
SIGN

36'
ss

s

ss

ss

ss

0

ss

NOT FOR
CONSTRUCTION

'
149

ss

ss

SUNNYSIDE ROAD

PRELIMINARY

ss

ss

IF THIS BAR DOES NOT
MEASURE 2" THEN
DRAWING IS NOT TO SCALE

2

WARNING

ss

09/25/18

ss

ss

1

ss

28'

www.horrocks.com

s

ss

CF

ss

A

DESIGNED

ss

IDAHO FALLS, ID

ss

ss

s

(208) 522-1223

ss

ss

901 Pier View Dr., Suite 205
Idaho Falls, ID 83402

ss

1

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Zoning Ordinance Amendments
November 6, 2018

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: City
of Idaho Falls

Staff Recommendation: To recommend to the Mayor and City Council
approval of the amendment language to the Zoning Ordinance.

Attachments:
1. Proposed
Amendment
Language

Staff Comments: With all new codes there come minor adjustments as
they are applied to real life situations. The following are proposed
changes in the Zoning Ordinance.
1. In the Land Use Tables 11-2-2 and 11-2-3 the “Accessory Use,
Daycare” and “Accessory Use, Wholesale” have been removed.
They are not defined and felt redundant in the Code. Additionally,
the definition of “Accessory Use” has been changed to specify
that an “Accessory Use” must be an allowed use in that specific
zone. This change would then allow for the daycare and
wholesale accessory uses in zone that allow those uses.
2. In the Land Use Tables 11-2-2 and 11-2-3, as well as the
definitions “Storage Facility, Indoor” and “Storage Facility,
Outdoor” have been added. This was needed to help address the
different types of facilities and where they might be located.
3. In 11-2-6(P) Dwelling, Single Unit Attached language was added
to allow for greater lot coverage for the internal units in this type
of development. Do to the nature of the structures those internal
units will span from side lot line to side lot line. The lots will also
tend to be smaller than the ones on the outside of a row.
4. In 11-2-6(AA) Storage Yard the screening requirements were not
consistent with the language of the screening requirements found
in 11-4-4(I). There is now only a reference to the Chapter 4
screening requirements. The screening requirements for open
storage in 11-4-4(I) have been changed to exclude using an
evergreen hedge as an alternative to a wall or fence.
5. In 11-3-4(C)(4) and 11-3-6(A)(4) language was added to increase
a setback requirement from multi-unit residential and commercial
uses as the buildings increase in height over 24 feet adjacent to
RE, RP, R1, R2, TN zones or unincorporated land designated
“Low Density Residential.” The intent of this is protect the lower
density residential uses from having tall structures towering over
a one or two story residence. Also, in 11-3-8 LM and IM Zones
increased there setback from residential uses and zones from 20
feet to 30 feet. This is to be consistent with the previous
requirements.
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6. In 11-3-6(A)(3) a 7 foot landscape buffer along streets was added to the CC Zone but has an
exception to allow for the zero setback allowed in that zone. This language is also added to
Table 11-4-1: Minimum Landscaping and Buffer Requirements.
7. In 11-4-8(C) clarification was made to the fence requirement that only the front yard limits the
height to 3 feet in the first 15 feet. This will allow fences to be constructed on the side yard at
full height.
8. In 11-6-7 compliance for code violations has been reduced from 60 days to 30 days. This will
allow for time to correct the violation but not prolong the enforcement process.
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Proposed Land Use Classification

RE

RP

R1

R2

TN

RMH

R3

R3A

Religious Institution*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

P

P

Residential Care Facility
Retail

P*

C2

School*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Short Term Rental*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Transite Station

P

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18)

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

PB

CC

Commercial
LC

HC

PT

P

P

P

P

P

Accessory use, Fuel Station*

P

P

P

Accessory use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Bed and Breakfast*

P

P

P

Boarding /Rooming House

P

P

P

Proposed Land Use Classification
Accessory use*

Amusement Center, Outdoor*
Animal Care Clinic*

P
P

Animal Care Facility*

P

Building Material, Garden and Farm
Supplies

P

P

Cemetery*

C2

C2

C2

Club*

P

P

P

Communication Facility
Day Care, all types*

P

Drinking establishment
Drive-through Establishment *

P

P

P

P

P

P

P
P*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, accessory unit *

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, multi-unit*

P

P

P

Dwelling, two unit

P

Eating establishment

P

P

Eating Establishment, limited

P

P

P

P

P

Financial Institutions

P

P

P

P

P

Entertainment and Cultural Facilities

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Equipment Sales, Rental and Services
Food Processing, small scale

P

P
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Proposed Land Use Classification

PB

Food store
Health Care and Social Services

P

Higher Education Center

CC

LC

HC

PT

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Home Occupation*

P

P

P

P

P

Hospital*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Industry, craftsman

P

P

P

P

Industry, light
Information Technology

P
P

P

C2

Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Live-Work*

P
P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Mortuary
Parking Facility

P

Pawn Shop

P

Personal Service

P

P

P

P

P

Professional Service

P

P

P

P

P

C3

C3

Planned Unit Development*

C3

Public Service Facility*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

P

Recreation Vehicle Park*

P

Religious Institution*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Retail

P

P

P

P

School*

P

P

P

P

Short Term Rental*

P

P

Residential Care Facility

P

P

Fuel Station

P

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

C2

P

P

Storage Facility, self-service Indoor

P

P

P

Storage Facility, Outdoor

P

P

Storage Yard*

P

Transit Station

P

Vehicle and Equipment Sales

P

P

P

P

Vehicle Body Shop

P

Vehicle Repair and Service

P

Vehicle Sales, Rental and Service

P

Vehicle Washing Facility

C2

(Ord. 3210, 8-23-18) (Ord. 3218, 9-13-18)
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P

P

C2

P

P

P

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

Industrial
Proposed Land Use Classification

Special Purpose
R&D
P

LM

I&M

Accessory Use

P

P

Accessory Use, Day Care*

P

Accessory use, Fuel Station*

P

Accessory use, Wholesale

P

P

P

Accessory Use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

P
P

P

P

Airport

P

Agriculture*

C2

P

C2

Agriculture Tourism

C2

P

C2

Amusement Center

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

Amusement Center, Outdoor*

P

P

Adult Business*

C2

P

Animal Care Clinic*

P

P

Animal Care Facility*

P

P

Artist Studio

P

Auction, Livestock

P
C2

Building Contractor Shop

P

P

Building Material, Garden and
Equipment

P

P

P

P

Cemetery*
Club*

C2

Communication Facility

P

P

Correctional Facility or Jail

C2

P

Day Care, all types*

P

P

Drinking Establishment

P

P

Drive-through establishment*

P

P

Dwelling, accessory unit*

P

P

Eating establishment

P

P

Eating Establishment, limited

P

P

Equipment assembly and sales

P

P

Financial Institution

P

P

Food Processing, small scale
processing with or without sales

P

P

Food Products, Processing, with or
without retail sales

P

Food store

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

P

P
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P
P

P
P

Proposed Land Use Classification

LM

I&M

Health Care and Social Services

R&D

P

P

Higher Education Facilities

P

Hospital*

C2

Industry, Craftsman

P

Industry, Heavy

P
C2

C2

P
P

Industry, Light

P

P

Information Technology

P

P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Medical Support Facilities

P

Parking Facility

P

P
C2
P

P

P

Park and Recreation Facility*

P

Pawn Shop

P

P

Personnel Service

P

P

Professional Service

P

P

P

Public Service Facility*

P

P

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

Railroad Freight Terminal and Station

P

Recreational Vehicle Park*

C2

Research and Development Business

P

P

Retail

P

P

Storage Facility, Indoor

P

P

Storage Facility, self-service Outdoor

P

P

Storage Yard*

P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P

P

Terminal Yard, Trucking and Bus
Transit Station
Vehicle and Equipment Sales
Vehicle Body Shop
Vehicle Sales
Vehicle Washing Facility
Warehouse
Warehouse, Wholesale with flammable
materials

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18)
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P

P

(4)

The property owner shall occupy either the principal dwelling unit or the accessory dwelling unit
as their primary residence, except for units accessory to nonresidential uses. This requirement
shall be enforced through recordation of a deed restriction with the Bonneville County Recorder.
(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18)

(5)

Only one (1) accessory dwelling unit shall be permitted on a lot of a principal dwelling unit.

(6)

The accessory dwelling unit shall not be sold separately or converted to any form of legal
ownership different from the principal dwelling unit.

(O) Dwelling, Multi-Unit.
(1)

In the R2 Zone, no more than four (4) dwelling units shall be constructed within a single structure.

(P) Dwelling, Single Unit Attached.
(1)

Every lot upon which a single-unit home attached dwelling is located shall have frontage upon a
dedicated public street.

(2)

No single-unit attached dwelling shall be located above another dwelling unit, either in whole or
part.

(3)

Each single-unit attached dwelling shall have at least one (1) direct pedestrian access from the
interior of the dwelling to the exterior boundaries of the lot. No pedestrian access to an attached
single-unit dwelling unit may be held in common with any other single-unit dwelling unit.

(4)

Except as noted below, a single-unit attached dwelling shall have no facilities or property
in common with any other single-unit attached dwelling and all such dwelling units shall be
structurally and functionally independent from another. All single-unit attached dwellings shall
have separate electrical service, water service lines and sanitary sewer service lines from all
other of such dwellings. Common facilities or property are allowed for the following:
(a)

Common party walls constructed in accordance with the International Building Code.

(b)

Foundations supporting attached or party walls.

(c)

Flashing at the termination of the roof covering any attached walls.

(d)

Roofs.

(e)

Vehicular access to a dedicated street from off-street parking facilities or garages.

(5) No building permit shall be issued for the construction of a single-unit attached dwelling unless
a common facilities agreement or party wall agreement for Declaration of Condominium has
been filed with the Bonneville County Recorder’s Office for each such dwelling which shares
common facilities with another unit. Such agreement shall include a legal description of the lots
sharing common facilities and shall allocate responsibility between the owners of such lots the
use, maintenance, and ownership of all common facilities.
(6)

All single-unit attached dwellings shall meet the dwelling unit separation requirements of the
officially adopted and applicable building codes of Idaho Falls.

(7)

A lot upon which a single-unit attached dwelling is located need not comply with the zone’s
minimum area and width requirements, provided such lot complies with the zone’s location of
buildings and the minimum side yard requirements of the zone’s special provisions for singleunit attached dwellings.

(8)

The net density of single-unit attached dwellings shall not exceed the density allowed in the zone
where it is located. Public rights-of-way shall be excluded when calculating net density.
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(9)

An interior single-unit attached dwelling shall be allowed to increase the maximum lot coverage
by ten percent (10%).

(Q) Hazards and Nuisances. No use shall create a hazard or nuisance for neighboring properties or on or
along public streets. Such hazards and/or nuisances may include but are not limited to:
(1)

Excessive noise as measured at the property line on the contiguous residential property shall not
exceed a noise measurement of sixty-five decibels (65 dBAs), when measured at the property
line.

(2)

Electrical interference that adversely affects other uses.

(3)

Odors, dust, or other air pollutants which are injurious to human health, or offensive to the
senses, or an obstruction to the free use of property so as to interfere with the comfortable
enjoyment of life or property;

(4)

Improperly stored or handled solid waste.

(5)

The storage or handling of radioactive toxic, or hazardous materials or waste, explosives or
flammable materials.

(6)

Unfavorable soils, geological hazards, or other site conditions that pose a threat to the health or
safety of neighborhood or the environment.

(R) Home Occupations.
(1)

The following activities do not require a home occupation:
(a)

Artists, sculptors, craft work, such as jewelry-making and pottery, and composers who do
not sell product to the public on the premises; and

(b)

Home offices with no client visits to the home permitted; and

(c)

Telephone answering and message services; and

(d)

Private instruction (including tutoring or artistic instruction such as music, dance, art, etc.)
where not more than one (1) student is on the premises for lessons at any given time.

(2)

A home occupation shall be conducted entirely within a residential dwelling or accessory
structure.

(3)

No employment of on-premise help other than the residents of the dwelling shall be allowed.

(4)

No more than twenty percent (20%) floor space of the area of the dwelling shall be used in the
home occupation.

(5)

No outdoor storage of any materials or supplies and no overnight on-site parking of any
commercial or business vehicle of greater than eight thousand (8,000) lbs. gross vehicle weight
shall be allowed.

(6)

Advertising shall be limited to one eighteen inch by twenty-four inch (18” x 24”) non-illuminated
sign posted on the exterior of the home or in a front window. Yard signs are not permitted.

(7)

The appearance of the building shall not be altered and the occupation shall not be conducted
in any manner that causes the premises to deviate from its residential character, either by color,
materials or construction, lighting, signs, sound or noise vibrations, traffic generation and parking
requirements.
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(6)

All areas within the RV park which are not hard-surfaced shall be landscaped and maintained
with lawns, trees, and shrubs designed to provide privacy and noise containment. A landscape
screen at least eight feet (18’) in width shall be provided contiguous to the exterior boundaries
of the RV park.

(7)

Each RV space shall be at least twenty feet (20’) in width and at least forty feet (40’) in length.

(8)

No RV space shall be rented for a period of more than thirty (30) days.

(9)

A minimum of fifty percent (50%) of all RV spaces shall be served by an approved water and
sewage disposal system. In addition, each RV park shall have a sewage dump for self-contained
RV units.

(10) All RV parks shall conform to the requirements of the State and City Health regulations relating
to RV parks.
(11) Any exterior storage space provided by the RV Park shall be enclosed within a sight obstructing
fence not less than six feet (6') and not more than eight feet (8') in height.
(12) RV Parks may include a launderette for the use by the occupants of the park but not by the
general public.
(Z) Short Term Rental.
(1)

Allowed in all zones where residential uses are also allowed. No short-term rental shall be
located within an accessory structure where the accessory structure has not been specifically
designed for human habitation or located within a recreational vehicle or travel trailer, except
when located in an approved travel trailer court.

(2)

A short term rental property shall not be occupied by more than one (1) guest party at a time.

(AA) Storage Yard.
(1) All outside storage areas shall be screened within an enclosed yard and comply with the following
standards:
(a)

No storage shall be allowed within the front building setback line along a street.

(b)

Outside storage areas shall meet the screening requirements of Chapter 4 of this Code.
be screened by buildings or enclosed with a minimum six foot (6’) high masonry wall or
opaque fence.

(c)

Contents within the storage yard shall not be parked or stacked so as to be visible above the
screened enclosure.

(d)

Outside storage shall be located at least seven hundred fifty feet (750’) from the Snake
River and not located within any A Zone or B Zone as defined by the Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRM).

(BB) Temporary Construction Use.
(1)

A temporary construction use permit may be issued by the Board of Adjustment to allow for
temporary construction uses associated with an ongoing and permitted construction project. A
temporary use permit shall be for a period of not to exceed one (1) year, subject to one (1)
renewal at the discretion of the Board of Adjustment for not more than a total of two (2) years.

(2)

Temporary construction uses shall include only:
(a)

Non-commercial concrete batching plants, both incidental and necessary to construction
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(B) Minimum and Maximum Setbacks.
(1)

Properties zoned RP and RP-A prior to the adoption of this Zoning Code shall meet the setbacks
required at the time they were approved. A listing of applicable subdivisions can be found in the
Section 11-7-2. The applicable setbacks required at the time they were approved are as follows.
Table 11-3-2: Prior RP & RP-A Setbacks
RP

RP-A

Front

30

30

Side
Rear

20

10

25

25

Setbacks – Minimum in ft.

(2)

In the RP and R1 Zones, a minimum front setback of twenty feet (20’) is permitted for lots which
have their principal frontage on a turning circle of a cul-de-sac or the bulb of a ninety degree
(90°) turn.

(3)

In the RP Zone, the side setback shall be a minimum of seven and a half feet (7.5’) for singlestory structures and a minimum of ten feet (10’) for two-story structure.

(4)

In the TN Zone, the maximum front yard setback may be exceeded for residences that face a
common open space area that fronts on the contiguous street and as otherwise permitted by
Supplemental Standards for the TN Zone.

(5)

In the RMH Zone, a minimum rear yard of fifteen feet (15’) may be permitted, if one of the
required side yards is a minimum twenty five feet (25’).

(6)

In the R3A Zone, non-residential buildings shall have a rear setback of at least ten feet (10’).
(Ord. 3210, 8-23-18)

(C) Maximum Lot Coverage, Building Height, and Density.
(1)

Public use, public service facility, school and religious institutions may be erected to any height,
provided the building is set back from the required building setback lines at least one foot (1’)
for each additional foot of building height above the maximum height permitted in the Zone.

(2)

In the RE, RP, R1 and RMH Zones lot coverage shall only include those areas under roofs.

(3)

For multi-unit or commercial uses lot coverage shall include all areas under roofs and paved
surfaces, including driveways, walks, and parking areas. The remaining lot area shall be
landscaped as required by this Code.

(4)

When a multi-unit dwelling or commercial use is developed on a property that adjoins a property
zoned RE, RP, R1, R2, TN or unincorporated land designated for Low Density Residential in the
City’s Comprehensive Plan and the height of the building is over twenty-four feet (24’), every
one foot (1’) of additional building height requires and addtional two feet (2’) in setback with
the minimum setback being thirty feet (30’).

(D) Dimensional Standards for Accessory Structures in Residential Zones.
Table 11-3-3: Dimensional Standards for Accessory Structures in Residential Zones
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Table 11-3-5: Dimensional Standards for Commercial Zones
CC

PB

LC

HC

50

50

50

20

20*

20

7*

15

20*

20*

10

10

20/10

30/10

*

*

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.
Building height – Maximum in ft.
Lot Coverage- Maximum in %*

*See explanations, exceptions and qualifications that follow in Section 11-3-6A (1-35) of this Zoning Code.

(1)

In the LC Zone, structures may encroach into the twenty foot (20’) setback up to ten feet (10’)
when designed with a pedestrian walkway a minimum of five feet (5’) in width connecting the
public sidewalk to the structure’s entrance. Parking is not permitted to encroach into the twenty
foot (20’) setback.

(2)

In the HC Zone, display space may encroach into the landscape buffer contiguous to the street.
Such encroachments may not exceed twenty five percent (25%) of the linear frontage contiguous
to the street.

(3)

In the CC Zone, the landscape buffer contiguous to a street may be reduced or removed where a
building is located within the required landscape buffer.

(34) In all commercial zones, when a development adjoins a residential zone or unincorporated
land designated for residential land use in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and the height of
the building is over twenty-four feet (24’), the building shall set back thirty feet (30’) from the
property line contiguous to such Zones or land designated for residential land uses.
When a multi-unit dwelling or commercial use is developed on a property that adjoins a property
zoned RE, RP, R1, R2, TN or unincorporated land designated for Low Density Residential in the
City’s Comprehensive Plan and the height of the building is over twenty-four feet (24’), every
one foot (1’) of additional building height requires and addtional two feet (2’) in setback with
the minimum setback being thirty feet (30’).
(45) For commercial uses, lot coverage shall include all areas under roofs and paved surfaces including
driveways, walks, and parking areas. The remaining lot area shall be landscaped as required by
this Code.
(B) Development Plans. All development in commercial zones is subject to approval of a Development
Plan, as required by this Code.
(C) Landscape Buffers. All landscape buffers shall meet the standards set forth in Section 11-4-4 of this
Zoning Code.
(D) Blank Walls. In all commercial zones, no walls shall front a public street, unless treated in one (1) or
more of the following ways:
(1)

A vertical trellis in front of the wall with climbing vines or plant materials; or
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(2)

A landscaped planting bed at least five feet (5’) wide or raised planter bed at least two feet (2’)
high and three feet (3’) wide in front of the wall, with plant materials that obscure or screen at
least fifty percent (50%) of the wall’s surface within three (3) years; or

(3)

Artwork (mosaic, mural, sculpture, relief, etc.) over at least fifty percent (50%) of the blank wall
surface, excluding any area devoted to signs; or

(4)

Windows or window shaped openings over at least twenty percent (20%) of the blank wall
surface.

11-3-7: PURPOSE OF INDUSTRIAL ZONES
(A) LM Light Manufacturing and Heavy Commercial Zone. This zone provides a light industrial zone in
which the primary use of land is for non-nuisance industries, and heavy commercial establishments.
This Zone is characterized by a wide variety of businesses, warehouses, equipment yards, and light
manufacturing and industrial uses, and located convenient to transportation systems.
(B) I&M Industrial and Manufacturing Zone. This zone provides an industrial zone in which the primary
use of the land is a manufacturing, fabricating, processing, and warehousing. Land zoned I&M should
be relatively flat, open land, conveniently located close to transportation, public utilities and other
facilities necessary for large employment centers and successful manufacturing operations

11-3-8: STANDARDS FOR INDUSTRIAL ZONES
(A) Dimensional Standards. Table 11-3-7 Dimensional Standards for the LM and I&M Zones shall be used
for determining the minimum site area, minimum setbacks, maximum building height and maximum
lot and building coverage in that Zone.
Table 11-3-6: Dimensional Standards for Industrial Zones
LM

I&M

Site Area- Minimum in acres

Setbacks – Minimum in ft.
Front
Side
Rear
Building Height- Maximum

30

30

0/230*

0/230*

0/230*

0/230*

see sub-sections
(2) below

Lot Coverage- Maximum in %

80

Building Coverage- Maximum in %

50

*See explanations, exceptions and qualifications that follow in 11-3-8A (12) of this Zoning Code.

(1)

In the LM and I&M Zones, a setback of twentythirty feet (20’30’) shall be provided from all
residential uses, residential zones, the R3A Zone if occupied by residential uses, or from land
designated for low or higher density residential in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

(2)

Any structure with a height greater than thirty feet (30’) shall be set back seventy-five feet (75’)
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site plan used to show parking layout or other requirements for the issuance of a building permit
may be used if all proposed landscaping is adequately detailed on said site plan.
(a)

Landscape plans in the R&D Zone shall be designed or approved and stamped by a licensed
landscape architect or horticulturist.

(E) Required Landscape and Buffers. Table 11-4-1 Minimum Landscaping and Buffer Requirements
shall be used to determine the required landscape and buffer requirements for each base Zone.

Zone

Table 11-4-1: Minimum Landscaping and Buffer Requirements
Commercial and
Minimum
Multi-Unit Residential
Minimum Landscaped
Landscaping
Minimum Landscaped
setback contiguous to a
Requirements (%
Buffer from Contiguous
Street (In width)
of total lot area)
Single Unit Residential
Zones and Uses (in width)

RE
Required front and side yard
setbacks facing a public street

RP
Required front and side yard
setbacks facing a public street

R1
Required front and side yard
setbacks facing a public street

R2
Multi- unit on corner lot

50%

Multi- unit on interior lot

35%

Required front and side yard
setbacks facing a public street

10’ or 7’ with a 6’ masonry
wall or opaque fence

50%
35%

Required front and side yard
setbacks facing a public street

10’ or 7’ with a 6’ masonry
wall or opaque fence

20%

Required front and side yard
setbacks facing a public street

10’ or 7’ with a 6’ masonry
wall or opaque fence

20%

15’

10’ or 7’ with a 6’ masonry
wall or opaque fence

TN
Multi- unit on corner lot
Multi- unit on interior lot

R3

R3A

RMH
Required front and side yard
setbacks facing a public street
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Zone

Minimum
Landscaping
Requirements (%
of total lot area)

Minimum Landscaped
setback contiguous to a
Street (In width)

Commercial and
Multi-Unit Residential
Minimum Landscaped
Buffer from Contiguous
Single Unit Residential
Zones and Uses (in width)

20%

Required front and side yard
setbacks facing a public street

10’ or 7’ with a 6’ masonry
wall or opaque fence

PB

CC
7’ or exceptions as allowed 20’ or (10’ with an 8’ masonry
wall or opaque fence)
by this Code
LC
20%

20’ or exceptions as allowed
by this Code

20’ or (10’ with an 8’ masonry
wall or opaque fence)

20’

30’ or (10’ with an 8’ masonry
wall or opaque fence)

15’

30’ or (20’ with an 8’ masonry
wall or opaque fence)

15’

30’ or (20’ with an 8’ masonry
wall or opaque fence)

30’

20’ or (15’ with an 8’ masonry
wall or opaque fence)*

20’

50’*

HC

LM

I&M

R&D
20%

P
*See explanations, exceptions and qualifications that follow in Section 11-4-4H of this Zoning Code.

(F) Minimum Landscaping Requirements.
(1)

The minimum landscaping requirements as set forth in Table 11-4-1 Minimum Landscaping and
Buffer Requirements is expressed as a percentage of the area of the total lot area.

(2)

Landscape areas shall be planted with a ground cover such as lawn or other plant material, trees
and shrubs and otherwise landscaped and maintained in accordance with standard landscaping
practices.

(3)

Landscape areas, within residential developments, may include hard-surface outdoor recreation
facilities such as tennis courts, basketball courts, shuffleboard courts, and swimming pools,
provided that:
(a)

The hard-surface outdoor recreation facilities make up no more than forty percent (40%) of
the required landscaped area, and

(b)

Those recreation facilities are available for the use of all residents of the development.
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(4)

(5)
(I)

Buffer areas in the P Zone contiguous to residential uses and zones shall adhere to the requirements
of Section 11-4-4H (1) and must meet one of the following requirements:
(a)

A fifty foot (50’) landscaped buffer; or

(b)

A thirty five foot (35’) landscaped buffer including a 3:1 three foot (3’) high berm; or

(c)

A thirty foot (30’) landscaped buffer with a six foot (6’) masonry wall or opaque fence; or

(d)

A twenty five foot (25”) landscaped buffer with including a 3:1 six foot (6’) high berm; or

(e)

A ten foot (10’) landscaped buffer with an eight foot (8’) masonry wall or opaque fence.

Opaque fence as set forth in the Table 11-4-1 Minimum Landscaping and Buffer Requirements
shall not include chain link fencing with or without slats.

Screening Requirements.
(1)

Service Areas, Loading Docks, and Service Equipment. Any service areas, loading docks, service
equipment, or other site utility area that is visible from contiguous property or public right-ofway shall be screened with a landscape buffer. A list of approved plant material for landscape
screening is listed in the Table 11-4-1 Minimum Landscaping and Buffer Requirements of this
Code.

(2)

Open Storage. Open storage areas shall be screened from public streets by a ten foot (10’) wide
planting strip with trees and ground cover plus a masonry wall or opaque fence at least six feet
(6’) in height or a dense evergreen hedge that will attain a height of at least six feet (6’).

(3)

Refuse and Recycling. Refuse and recycling containers shall be screened by solid fences or walls
constructed to a minimum height of six feet (6’) and designed to match the building materials
of the primary building on the site and the Engineering Standards. Where feasible, enclosures
for refuse and recycling containers shall be sited to the rear or side of a building, or in a location
where visibility from public rights-of-way is minimized.

(4)

The Zoning Administrator may require additional landscaping when necessary to screen exterior
storage, loading areas or security lights from public streets or adjacent residential properties.

(5)

When not otherwise specified, screening shall consist of mature shrubs and shall be maintained
at a minimum height of four feet (4’).

11-4-5: OFF-STREET PARKING AND LOADING.
(A) General Standards.
(1)

Off-street parking and loading spaces shall be provided with and on the same lot as the use that
the parking serves, except as otherwise allowed in this Code.

(2)

A change of use or occupancy, or the intensification of use of any building shall require additional
off-street parking as set forth in Section 11-4-5(B).

(3)

The Zoning Administrator may approve off-street parking provided on a separate lot or parcel if:
(a)

The distance between the off-street parking on a separate lot or parcel is within six hundred
feet (600’) of the main entrance to a non-residential use, or one hundred feet (100’) to a
residential use for which the parking is intended to serve.
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11-4-8: STRUCTURES AND BUILDINGS.
(A) Accessory Buildings. The location and use of accessory buildings shall be governed by the following
regulations:
(1)

Where an accessory building is attached to a main building, it shall be considered as part of
the main building, and its use and location shall be governed by Zoning Code requirements
applicable to main buildings.

(2)

No accessory building or group of accessory buildings in any residential Zone shall cover more
than thirty percent (30%) of the rear yard.

(B) Boat Docks and Boat Landing Structures. Boat docks and landing structures shall be permitted along
the shores of the Snake River when approved by the Council, subject to criteria set forth in Chapter 6
Administration and where the applicant demonstrates a public necessity for the facility and how the
safety of the public and users will be protected.
(C) Fences. No fence, wall, hedge, or other sight obscuring object or structure which is more than three
feet (3’) in height is allowed within fifteen feet (15’) of the front yard lot line contiguous to a street.
(1)

This subsection shall not be construed to permit any site obscuring structure to exist in violation
of the clear view triangle requirements of this Zoning Code.

(2)

For the purposes of this subsection, a chain-link fence without slats shall not be considered sight
obscuring.

(D) Swimming Pools.
(1)

Swimming pools not completely enclosed within a solid walled building shall be set back at least
five feet (5’) from all property lines.

(2)

Swimming pools shall be completely surrounded by a fence of at least five feet (5’) in height
with no openings wider than thirty-six (36) square inches. Gates with self-closing and selflatching devices are exempted from this provision.

(E) Moving of Buildings. Moving of any residential, commercial, or industrial building, from one site
to another site within City limits, or from a site outside of the City to a site within the City, shall be
permitted when approved by the Zoning Administrator, subject to the criteria set forth in Chapter 6
Administration.
(F) Radio Towers and Antennas. When a radio tower or antenna is an accessory use to a radio studio:
(1)

The maximum height of the tower and antenna shall be seventy feet (70’).

(2)

No more than two (2) microwave dishes less than five feet (5') in diameter shall be located on the
tower.

(3)

The base of the tower shall be setback at least one-hundred percent (100%) of the height of the
tower from the closest property line of the nearest residence.

TITLE 11 COMPREHENSIVE ZONING
56

11-6-7: ENFORCEMENT.
(A) Continuing Obligation. Maintenance of improvements, conditions of approvals, and requirements
of this code shall be a continuing obligation of the applicant or their successors. Any failure to meet
these obligations shall be deemed a violation of the Code and subject to the penalties set forth in Title
1, Chapter 3 General Penalty Provisions of City Code.
(B) Violation. Any person or entity that violates any provisions of this Code shall be guilty of a
misdemeanor, and upon conviction shall be subject to penalties as set forth in City Code.
(C) Procedures for Enforcement.
(1)

A written notice of failure to maintain the required improvements, conditions of approval, or
requirements of this Code shall be served upon all owners of record of the property. The notice
shall be in writing and shall be mailed to the owner(s)'s or address last shown on the records of
the Bonneville County Assessor. Service of the notice shall be deemed to be complete upon its
deposit in the U.S. mail, postage prepaid in the manner set forth above. The notice shall contain
a brief description of the terms of the maintenance plan, conditions of approval or violation of
the Code.

(2)

Any person receiving the notice, may, within ten (10) days of the date of service, request a hearing
before the Board of Adjustment, which request shall be delivered to the Zoning Administrator.
Following receipt of the request, the Zoning Administrator shall deliver the request to the Board
of Adjustment which shall hold a hearing within twenty (20) days from that date. At the hearing,
the person may request a reasonable extension of time for curing their failure to comply or
otherwise demonstrate good cause why they should not be required to comply. (Ord. 3218, 9-1318)

(3)

If compliance is not completed within thirty (30)sixty (60) days after the date the notice of
failure to maintain the public improvements was served, or any extension allowed by the Board
of Adjustment, the owner or owners of the property subject thereto shall be deemed to be in
violation of this Zoning Code, and shall be subject to the penalties set forth in Title 1, Chapter 3
General Penalty
Provisions of City Code.

(D) Nuisance. Any building or structure which has been set up, erected, constructed, altered, enlarged,
converted, moved, remodeled or maintained contrary to the provisions of this Code, and any use of
land or building or premises established, conducted, maintained or operated contrary to the provisions
of this Code are hereby declared to be unlawful and opposed to the orderly development of the
community and shall therefore be considered a public nuisance.
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CHAPTER 7
APPENDICES
11-7-1: DEFINITIONS.
Land Use Classification
Accessory use

Accessory Structure
Adult Business

Agriculture

Agriculture Tourism

Agriculture Sales and Service

Airport
Alley
Amenity

Amusement Center

Amusement Center, Outdoors

Definition
A use that is incidental and subordinate to the principal use, conducted
upon the same property. The accessory use must be a permited use in the
designated zoning.
A detached structure that is incidental and subordinate to the primary
structure and is located upon the same property. The term accessory
structure shall include, but not be limited to, the following: private garage,
storage structure, workshop, and/or greenhouse.
See Adult Business Chapter of the Code.
The use of land for farming, dairying, pasturage, aquaculture, horticulture,
floriculture, viticulture, and animal husbandry, including riding stables and
equestrian schools and the associated accessory structures for packing,
treating and storing produce to standard industry practices. “Agriculture”
does not include commercial stock yards or feed yards, where a
concentration of livestock is fed for the purpose of fattening for market.
The use of working agricultural lands for commercial purposes including
farm stands, roadside markets, orchards, wineries, pumpkin patches ,
U-pick operations, corn mazes, hayrides, farm stays, farm tours, petting
farms, on-farm retail dairies and creameries, on-farm restaurants or cafes,
on-farm retail, farm museums and education related purposes.
The use of a site for the sale and rental of farm tools, and implements, feed,
grain, tack, animal care products, and farm supplies.
Agriculture sales and services shall not include the sale of large machinery,
such as tractors and combines that are activities classified as Equipment
Sales, Rental and Service.
The use of a site for the take-off and landing of aircraft, and other
associated activities including, aircraft maintenance and storage; aviation
training; regulation of air traffic control; passenger terminals; parking; and
vehicle rentals.
A public way primarily for utility use and for servicing the contiguous
property.
An area of activity, either indoor or outdoor, designed to be accessible to
and principally for the use of persons residing or working within a PUD
development. An amenity may be located within the required common
space, for example, a playground placed within a common yard.
The use of a building for indoor amusement including, but not limited
to, video games, laser games, bingo, pool, billiards, card rooms, bowling
alleys, shooting ranges, child amusement rides, and indoor playground
facilities.
The use of a site that contains outdoor amusement facilities, such as
miniature golf courses, water parks, amusement parks, movie theaters, race
tracks, or zoos.
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Setback Line

Short Term Rental

Sidewalk
Storage Facility, Indoor

Storage Facility, Self-service
Outdoor

Storage Yard
Story

A line established by this title, generally parallel with and measured from the
lot line, defining the limits of a yard in which no building or structure may be
located above ground except as may be allowed in any code (fire, building,
life safety, etc.) adopted by the City.
Any individually or collectively owned dwelling unit or any unit or group
of units in a condominium, cooperative, or timeshare, or owner-occupied
residence that is offered for a fee and for thirty (30) days or less. Short term
rental shall not include a unit that is used for any retail, restaurant, banquet
space, event center, or another similar use.
That portion of the road right-of-way outside the roadway which is improved
for the use of pedestrian traffic.
The use of a site that provides rented or leased space where individual
units are accessed from the inside of a building, through a common door
to individual storage spaces. May include caretaker dwelling and/or office.
The use of a site that provides commercial storage space within an enclosed
building and with direct public access to individual storage spaces. May
include caretaker dwelling or office. The use of a site that provides rented or
leased storage space where individual units are accessed independently from
the exterior of a building through man or garage bay type doors. May include
caretaker dwelling, office, or outside storage yard.
The use of a site where equipment, inventory, supplies, vehicles or other
similar items are stored outside.
That portion of a building included between the surface of a floor and the
next ceiling above it.
The entire width between the boundary lines of a public right-of-way. A
public right-of-way for an alley shall not be considered a street
Arterial: A major street intended to move traffic from one part of the City
to another. Arterial streets are identified in The Access Management Plan.

Street

Structural Alterations

Structure

Terminal Yard, Trucking and
Bus

Collector: A street which provides direct access to abutting property and
collects and distributes traffic between local and arterial streets. Collector
streets are identified in the The Access Management Plan.
Local: A street whose primary function is to provide access to abutting
property.
Any change in the supporting members of the building such as the bearing
walls, columns, beams, girders or roof.
Anything constructed or erected, the use of which requires location on the
ground or attachment to something having a fixed location on the ground.
The term structure includes buildings, manufactured and mobile homes,
walls and fences.
Accessory: A detached structure in a residential zone that is incidental
and subordinate to the principal structure and is located upon the same
property. The term accessory structure shall include, but not be limited
to, the following: private garage, storage structure, workshop, and/or
greenhouse.
The use of a site where equipment, inventory, supplies, vehicles or other
similar items are stored inside or outside.
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