October 5, 2021

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
City Annex Building

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

None.

MINUTES: Hicks moved to approve the Minutes from September 7, 2021 with one minor
correction, Denney seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Hicks, yes; Cantu,
yes; Denney, yes; Black, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
Public Hearing (s):
1. RZON 21-016: REZONE. Rezone from LM to R3.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Sky Hazlehurst, 4120 Ross Drive, Ogden, UT 84403. Hazlehurst is requesting a
rezone from LM to R3. Hazlehurst develops residential communities in Eastern Idaho and
northern Utah. Hazlehurst wants to rezone this property and feels it follows the City’s current
Land Use Map. Hazlehurst bought this property because the land map showed this area for
residential and that is something that he is good at, doing high quality affordable housing.
Hazlehurst feels that residential would be a good buffer between the industrial to the west and
the City Park. The Park was a draw for Hazlehurst to develop in this area because it would
provide a lot of good walking amenities for the residents. Hazlehurst feels that high density
projects are good buffers to commercial uses and public spaces. Hazlehurst stated that they
would enter/exit primarily onto Rollandet with McNeil being a secondary point of access.
Hazlehurst understands the cement company is concerned with residential being close to its
operations. Hazlehurst stated that Rollandet will be the primary access to the development.
Hazlehurst feels strongly that residential should be next things like parks, zoos, and softball
fields. Hazlehurst stated that a good site plan will help with the space between McNeil and the
industrial uses. Hazlehurst has done things like triple pane glass on that side of the buildings to
help with noise, trees, bigger landscape buffer. Hazlehurst stated that the property is 5 acres, and
they are comfortable with that size, and they’ve done a lot of projects with that size of land.
Long presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Black asked about the higher density in the area other than Thayer Bridge. Long pointed out
some residential properties in the area, and areas that are zoned LC that does permit residential.
Dixon asked if the residences in the area are subdivisions or farmhouses. Long indicated that
they are original farm homes, and then there is residential at Thayer Bridge.
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Dixon indicated that there are 3 letters in the record one from Pepsi Cola Bottling Company and
2 from Burns Concrete.
Support/Opposition:
Rolly Walker, 2130 S. Boulevard, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Walker explained that he paid for and
put in McNeil Drive, and it is named after his son that built the Pumpkin Patch. Walker stated
that there was no road, and it was only fields. Walker talked to the City about putting a road in
and there was enthusiasm to get heavy industrial traffic off of Rollandet and that is exactly what
McNeil has done. Walker tried to get neighbors and to help pay for the cost of the road and
utilities and donation of land. Walker stated that the S in McNeil Drive is in there because the
subject property would not contribute any land for the road as they stated that they would never
want that road and had no need to pay for it. Walker stated that the area was zoned Light and
Heavy Industrial and that is what it is used for, and it has become effective and efficient. Walker
stated that Rollandet is going to be blocked soon which will force more people onto Yellowstone
and people will want to use McNeil and 25th to access Yellowstone because they can’t Left turn
on Rollandet. Walker feels that there is a place for everything, and everything should be in its
place, and they depend on the Planning Commission to look into the future and see where
residential and industrial should be. Walker stated that there is not any high density residential
in the area. Walker stated that Rollandet is busy and when they make it harder to get onto 17th
Street and the only access to Yellowstone is to cut through and that will change the traffic flow.
Walker is respectful of Burn’s concrete trucks as they slow down and are careful, but they are
big trucks and there is a concern for safety. Walker is friends with his neighbors and there was a
high density residential that wanted to go south of them, and the Commissioners and City
Council saw that it wasn’t a good idea to approve residential in that area. Walker stated that
there is a need for McNeil drive as it is a place for heavy industrial traffic. Walker stated that the
town needs places for light industrial and heavy equipment traffic. Walker asked the
Commission to reconsider not using this area for high density residential.
Dan Plazier, 263 Arden, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Plazier owns Dan’s Collision Repair. Plazier
stated that he sees several problems with high density residential. Plazier stated that the high
density residential could potentially have over 100 new homes in the area, with 2 cars per home,
and that creates a lot of cars going down Rollandet which connects to Leslie where Plazier has a
property. Plazier stated that they already have big trucks at this property, and they don’t have a
lot of property except on the street. Plazier stated that parking and traffic is a huge problem
currently on Rollandet. Plazier stated that there are no bike paths, no sidewalks until you get to
17th Street. Plazier stated that they put in sidewalks at his property on the corner of 17th and
Rollandet and tried to make the area nice. Plazier stated that there is no place for more traffic to
come down Rollandet or McNeil. Plazier is unsure where the traffic will go next year when they
take away the left hand turns off of Rollandet. Plazier stated that it will divert traffic down 19th
Street and that is a narrow street. Plazier is not opposed to residential, but high density residential
would not be good fit. Plazier feels that people should be able to do what they want on their
property, but this plan will cause a lot of headaches and wrecks and a safety concern for bike
riders and walkers.
Carl Passino, 7633 S 15th West, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Passino owns Arco Electric on the
northwest kiddy corner to the subject property. Passino was part of the McNeil drive
development, and they owned the property where McNeil meets 25th Street. Passino has seen the
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whole change of traffic on McNeil, and it has become “Burns” Drive. Passino stated that there
are multiple dump trucks that travel McNeil every hour as well as concrete trucks. Passino stated
that he also has commercial vehicles traveling McNeil to get to Sunnyside. Passino is concerned
about the “secondary” access to McNeil, and he doesn’t feel that people will follow that
recommendation to use McNeil as a secondary drive and will use whatever is convenient.
Passino stated that if there is an increase of vehicles on Rollandet it will cause a lot of problems.
Passino stated that the neighbor feel is not in this area, as Burns and Arco Electric are noisy
neighbors. Passino stated that he would be concerned with people living in the area would see
Burns and Arco Electric as a problem. Passino is opposed to the rezone. Passino understands that
it is next to Tautphaus Park that the City loves and cherishes, and it could be a great place for
something residential, but not for high density residential.
Chad Hammond, 2975 McNeil, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hammond owns IA Productions.
Hammond purchased the property across the street from the subject property and they are
building 4 more commercial buildings for contractor type work like cabinets, HVAC. Hammond
stated that he has offices on Leslie and McNeil and added that the Army National Guard uses
that as their way in and out which is tanks going down the road, as well as Melaleuca using the
road for a main road for their warehousing facility. Hammond stated that McNeil is busy with
trucks getting loads. Hammond stated that there was a previous application or higher density that
went before the City. Hammond understands that it is hard to find housing right now, but there is
a time and place for everything. Hammond built in this area because it was zoned commercial,
and it was within the City. Hammond believes the area should remain commercial.
Kurt Burns, 2985 Gallatin, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Burns addressed the staff report. Burns showed
where his existing facility is with Gallatin, W 25th Street and Leslie Ave., all kiddy corner to the
subject property. Burns stated that when McNeil was getting built and pushed through Burns
began to purchase properties on the west side of McNeil and south to Melaleuca including 25
acres for a future expansion. Burns stated that Pepsi bought at the same time and acquired
additional ground to the south. Burns stated that Pepsi just put in a new drive for their semis
because of the problems getting onto Sunnyside and needing to head north to get out of the area.
Burns stated that everyone that invested in property in the area did so because it is planned to be
industrial and there had been no conflicts with surrounding neighbors. Burns stated that he
started his company 32 years ago and prior to that his family had concrete company running in
that area from the mid 40’s forward because it is a central location to get product around town to
distribute. Burns made investment in the area to bring in industrial businesses and they have
future plans form more industrial businesses. Burns stated that staff has been in conversations
and planning for property that is owned by Melaleuca to expand into a different company that
Melaleuca owns, and they want to put in a new street to feed and dump all distribution trucks
onto McNeil Drive. Burns is frustrated because 1 year ago they discussed a similar issue and the
Commission moved to have R3 go in the area to the south, and City Council unanimously
overturned the vote. Burns stated that when he reads the staff report the first discussion is the
history of the property and it states that the LM Zone was chosen at the time because it was
consistent with the industrial zoning north of the property. Burns showed the Comprehensive
Plan and indicated that there are no hard lines it is bubble map. Burns stated that it is interesting
that there is enterprise all along McNeil until the subject property and there is no buffering there
because the size of the property requires two access points for safety. Burns stated that the
Comprehensive Plan was put in place in 2013 and then the City approved an LM Zone in 2018
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that was contrary to the Comprehensive Plan Map because it was more appropriate than the
Comprehensive Plan. Burns stated that the City made the correct decision 3 years ago when they
zoned LM for the area which is contrary to the Comprehensive Plan. Burns stated that he looked
and has not been able to find any of the zones that have been recently zoned residential, higher
density residential and mixed-use purposes as stated in the staff report and cannot find any R3
zones south of this property. Burns stated that his business hours are from 1 a.m. – 9 p.m. every
single day in the summer and the trucks can be huge. Burns stated that there would be severe
issues with traffic. Burns stated that they have been participating with the City to give insight
and feedback on what they are doing with Rollandet because it will directly impact them. Burns
indicated that his drivers are trained specifically for the area by the Development Workshop and
that is a school zone. Burns stated that it is tedious to have trucks that have time sensitive
product waiting on cross walks. Burns stated that traffic has increased, and his trucks go down W
25th Street and down to Rollandet to catch the light to turn left onto Sunnyside. Burns stated that
there are not any homes until Thayer Bridge and so they are not interfering with residential.
Burns stated that the issues with 17th Street and Rollandet will require all traffic to go to 19th
Street and cross or 25th Street and meet up with Leslie or continue to Gallatin which directs that
traffic to his business that he uses all entrances for. Burns stated that there is no way to get north
from any of the areas so they are creating a situation that will have more traffic just with the
change to Rollandet and 17th before they add the high density residential. Burns stated that Leslie
and 19th needs some work on the intersection and the road needs raised because the railroad
tracks are too high, and it doesn’t allow a truck and trailer to go across without high centering.
Burns stated that it is unfair to the future renters to be in this area without the knowledge of what
they are renting. Burns stated that the staff report stated that there is no potential for nuisances or
health hazards and Burns feels that the noise and trucks are noisy and hazardous, and he feels
that there are existing issues that will affect the use of the property. Burns again asked where the
recent changes to land use in the area are as he cannot find any recent land use changes. Burns
addressed the applicant’s responses. Burns quoted “Please explain how the proposed changes
are in accordance with the City of Idaho Falls Comprehensive Plan.” The applicant stated that
this is a transition area, Burns disagrees and stated that there isn’t much to transition to, it goes to
the cemetery and Tautphaus Park, and both have been there forever and there is not much room
for transition. Burns stated that Rollandet has a huge problem because it is the continuation of
Park Road and Park Road and 65th is on the corner of a new 850 home complex and Park Road is
becoming a major artery. Burns read from applicant’s responses the answer to the question of
what changes have occurred in the area that justify a rezone – “This Area has long been primed
for this type of development and market conditions have been improving and this property
recently became available.” Burns questioned if planning is just about dollars. Burns read from
applicants’ response the answer to the question are there existing land uses in the area similar to
the proposed use – “Yes, Meadowbrook Apartments are just to the east on Woodruff Ave.”
Burns stated that apartments that are 2 miles away should not be considered. Burns asked if he
would be given the same consideration to put Industrial concrete plant on Woodruff because
there is a concrete plant 2 miles away. Burns understands that there is a housing shortage. Burns
feels they would be creating a conflict if this is approved. Burns again stated that in 2018 the
City didn’t follow the Comprehensive Plan because they understood that this area is industrial.
Burns showed the Imagine IF binder and the indicated there are upcoming hearings for the
approval of the draft document. Burns stated that this area is considered zone 1 on the map for
the City of Idaho Falls, and per the map on Page 91 there is a distinct outline of this area, and it
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includes this specific property along with the other properties on McNeil and it says future
industrial transect industrial clear up to the edge of the park.
Linda Szimhardt, 2385 Gallatin Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Szimhardt stated that in any area it
is important to have industrial and manufacturing areas and it is difficult in any period of growth
where people want to encroach on industrial areas. Szimhardt feels it is short sided to take a
piece of property that is in the industrial area and not residential by any means aside from the 3
farmhouses on Rollandet. Szimhardt stated that the answers to the rezone questions do not
adequately answer the questions such as what changes have occurred in the area to justify the
rezone request and applicant stated the area is primed due to the market conditions and that is not
speaking specifically to that piece of property and that is what the question is asking. Szimhardt
stated that the staff report indicates that there are no potential nuisances or health and safety
hazards, and these answers are acting like there is no industrial zone in this area. Szimhardt
stated that adding residential units will affect the traffic generation in the area and it stated that
both the streets have been improved but there will be trouble with traffic even with McNeil being
improved. Szimhardt stated that the changes to Rollandet need to be looked at and be considered.
Szimhardt asked the Commission to deny the rezone. Szimhardt is not sure how the applicant
would keep residents from going out Rollandet instead of McNeil.
Connie Bates, 2668 Rollandet, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bates lives in the Farmhouse directly south
of the subject property. Bates agrees with everything that has been said. Bates is concerned about
the ditches that feed her land and what will happen with those ditches.
Dixon asked staff about the changes to 17th and Rollandet.
Beutler stated that Public Works is working on modifications to Rollandet on the intersection of
17th Street and Rollandet and they will eliminate left hand turn onto Rollandet with the intent to
make that intersection safer. Beutler stated that turning the traffic to Gallatin is the plan and has
been the plan since 2012 when the access management plan was adopted. Beutler stated that
Rollandet is a major collector, with a lighted intersection at Sunnyside so the intent is for
Rollandet to move traffic and connect with Sunnyside and 25th Street and Gallatin are also
classified as collectors and there could be additional safety things that need to be done in order to
make those streets work, but that is the plan for traffic to resolve the northern section of
Rollandet. Beutler stated that the changes being made are an implementation of a plan. Beutler
stated that Rollandet does not have curb gutter and sidewalk in every location and those
improvements will come as development occurs. Dixon asked if the staff report is wrong as it
states that both streets have been improved. Beutler stated that Rollandet is paved, and McNeil is
improved and part of Rollandet was County. Beutler added that the City will have to do
improvements along the Zoo for curb gutter and sidewalk. Beutler stated that Rollandet is also
designated as a bike/ped route in the City’s Plan, so the improvements will have a large enough
right of way to have sidewalk and bike/pedestrian access as well. Beutler showed on the zoning
map and stated that when the property was rezoned in 2018 the parcels to the south were not part
of the City and the annexation of those parcels didn’t happen until later, so at the time the rezone
took place the only adjacent zone was a manufacturing zone so that was recommendation from
staff to match. Beutler stated that they weren’t looking at the use because the Development
Workshop to the north is not an industrial use. Beutler stated that there are facilities in the LC
zone to the north and those uses wouldn’t be allowed in those zones. Beutler stated that the
industrial zone was adjacent and that was the thinking, however the properties to the south were
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annexed and those annexations include Residential Estate, rezone from Residential Estate to LC
and that was to accommodate residential development. Beutler clarified that adjacent zones that
allow for residential are LC which is a mixed-use zone that allows from commercial and high
density residential. Beutler stated that the applicant chose R3 and could have chosen LC
however the Commission has indicated that they want the applicants to be straight forward with
intentions so the purpose of R3 is because their intent is to build higher density residential.
Beutler stated that between McNeil and Rollandet to the south towards Sunnyside the uses
diversify.
Dixon stated that there was additional information emailed to the Commissioners concerning
properties that would be on the southern edge of the map along McNeil where there was a
request to rezone to R3A and the commission recommended approval, and City Council denied
the application for reasons of industrial traffic. Beutler stated that the lots along McNeil on the
east side are substantially smaller than the lots on the west side which make industrial
development difficult, so over the years there have been requests for the lots to rezone to
commercial type uses and the residential neighbors had concerns with those uses because they
see it as residential and not industrial or commercial. Beutler stated that they had a request for
R3A and the challenge with that property is the only access is McNeil so there was the
conversation of the mix of traffic and there is no way for that property to have an alternative
entrance, so City Council did deny that rezone. Dixon wanted to make sure that those 3
documents are part of the record. Beutler agreed that those documents have been added to the
record and will be forwarded on to Council.
Black asked if the City usually likes residential next to Industrial and manufacturing. Beutler
stated that they are not ideal neighbors and when they do associate them you are looking for a
setback or a buffer between the uses such as a right of way like McNeil or Rollandet as a buffer
and keep the uses separate across the road as well as built in buffer standards. Beutler stated that
if they had an adjoining parcel line, they would be more concerned. Beutler stated that the
Comprehensive Plan shows high density residential, and they believe that it is because they are
trying to buffer Tautphaus Park from the industrial uses.
Denney asked how much of the 5-acre parcel would be dedicated to parking. Beutler stated that
it is a minimum of 2 parking spaces per unit. Beutler stated that density is tricky because they
have to provide parking, storm water, landscaping (20% landscaped). Denney asked if there is a
height restriction for R3. Long indicated that there is not a height restriction in R3.
Dixon asked if nearby streets are used for parking where higher density is built. Beutler agreed
that there are some areas of town that the parking spills over and parking is tighter. Beutler
reminded the Commission that on street is for parking and it is paved, and they want people to
use it for parking and on street parking is encouraged. Dixon asked if this development would be
required to upgrade Rollandet to City standards. Beutler agreed and stated that bike/ped
designation allows for on street parking as well as the bike path as it is a wider street section, and
they would pipe the ditch to accommodate that.
Black asked if residents could use McNeil and Rollandet. Beutler stated that both are public
rights of way, and they would have access to both streets.
Kirkham wanted to clarify about the mention of emails sent to the Commission and asked if the
emails were sent individually or by someone in the community or was it part of the packet that
Planning Commission Minutes

October 5, 2021

Page 6 of 9

was received. Dixon clarified that they received 3 or 4 emails all from staff and 3 of them were
the letters that are part of the record, and one of them was sent 2x, and the other email had 3
documents in the email including an unsigned letter; a compilation of the presentation slides; and
the minutes from the meeting where the Commission looked at the property to the south; and the
record of the presentation to Mayor and City Council and their decision.
Applicant: Sky Hazlehurst, 4120 Ross Drive, Ogden, UT 84403. Hazlehurst stated some of
the information presented was new to him tonight. Hazlehurst stated that none of the problems
are new to him as a developer. Hazlehurst stated that developers inherit the history of the
property. Hazlehurst stated that he cannot solve all the traffic concerns, but he can work on his
piece of property and commit to working on it. Hazlehurst stated that he appreciates Bates
coming forward and he can provide an answer to her about her irrigation ditch, and they would
be required, and they plan to burry the ditches with pipe and not disrupt her irrigation
connection. Hazlehurst stated that they will be paying for sidewalks and roadway improvements
including dedication of 10 feet of additional land to the City which gives them space to do bike
path, etc. then they would have a grass strip, then sidewalk and buffer. Hazlehurst doesn’t know
about anything between the current owner and Mr. Walker. Hazlehurst stated that they could
ask for LC and state that they are considering doing retail and apply for a multi-family, but they
want the neighbors to know the intention from the beginning. Hazlehurst stated that the site plan
would have the controls to address traffic flow, etc. Hazlehurst is only asking for a decision on
the rezone today. Hazlehurst stated that there are a lot of site planning options that have to be
approved but they would make the McNeil access for emergency access only. Hazlehurst wants
to address safety concerns and if they can get all the traffic off of McNeil. Dixon asked how
much frontage is on Rollandet. Hazlehurst stated 344’. Dixon asked if they could do two
entrances on Rollandet and that would take care of the emergency access too. Hazlehurst stated
that they would have to look at spacing requirements. Hazlehurst is not trying to force a safety
concern. Hazlehurst stated that they aren’t doing a 4-5 story building or a parking garage. They
plan on having a 2-3 story and market rate luxury apartments, with amenities such as a pool/hot
tub, pickle ball court, etc. Hazlehurst stated that he found on a National Database that there are
just over 600 cars a day on Rollandet, and his development would add another 6-7% to the traffic
flow 400 trips a day. Hazlehurst was aware of the denial of the residential and agreed that
Rollandet needs to be the access point because McNeil is mostly industrial.
Dixon asked if there is some plan in the future to improve Rollandet along the Cemetery, ball
parks, Tautphaus Park, Zoo at the City expense. Beutler agreed with Dixon.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Black stated that she has conflicting thoughts, and although the City is desperate for housing and
this large lot could accommodate the housing that is needed, but this is right next to industrial
and light manufacturing. Black stated that the Comprehensive Plan shows an employment center
buffer, but in reality, the use next to the property is industrial and light manufacturing. Black
does appreciate the applicant choosing R3 so that the Commission is clear on the intent. Black
stated that she has voted in favor of housing in an industrial area previously, but that was one lot
that backed up against trees and didn’t have the large trucks component that would go through
this neighborhood. Black stated that this property is next to highway and railroad access, and it is
more of an industrial/commercial area. Black was the lone vote against the previous southern
parcel, and for the same reasons, she is voting against this application.
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Hicks stated that traffic is a problem all over this City and every area that comes forward traffic
is an issue. Hicks concurs with Black that this is an industrial park and has been and will be
industrial. Hicks stated that the City needs housing and there are places that are not within an
industrial park. Hicks cannot support the application.
Cantu is concerned with the traffic on Rollandet and McNeil and feels it is already impossible to
get on 17th or Sunnyside from Rollandet. Cantu cannot imagine what the traffic would be like
with a housing development.
Denney is torn because having the apartment complex near the park sounds beautiful, but it is
too close to the industrial.
Hicks moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council denial of the rezone from LM
to R3, Black seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Hicks, yes; Denney, yes;
Black, yes; Cantu, yes; The motion passed unanimously.
Dixon called for a 5-minute recess.
Dixon called the meeting back to order.
2. ANNX 21-014: ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. Annexation and Initial Zoning for
R1 for 11.185 Acres.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Sky Hazlehurst, 4120 Ross Drive, Ogden, Utah 84403. Hazlehurst is requesting to
annex the subject property with initial zoning of R1. Hazlehurst is wanting to match the rezone
to the west. Hazlehurst stated that they don’t have a layout and they are waiting for the
annexation to move forward before they work out plans. Hazlehurst has worked with the City for
access onto Holmes and all of that will be done and worked through before they submit the plat.
Hazlehurst stated that they are working with the developer on 49th Street to share the cost of
putting the road in and have access to 49th.
Foster presented the staff report, a part of the record.
Hicks asked if there is a road in that area. Foster indicated that currently they have a
development proposed for the north leg and the south leg of the property to the west, and it is
still under technical review and should go to City Council, but there isn’t any infrastructure in
the two properties.
Dixon asked if there was a plat for the leg next to the school. Foster stated that they did have a
preliminary plat that was a PUD and the second phase had twin homes.
Support/Opposition
Larren Bean, 365 E 49th South, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bean indicated that on his property he has
an easement that is a farm to market easement across the west side of his property and the east
side of this neighbors. Bean is not willing to use his easement to put a road across his property
and his easement lines up with Sunterra. Bean showed his house on the map and showed where
the easement on his property is. Bean indicated that he has a 50’ easement going across his
property and his neighbors (37.5’ on Bean property) and the easement is a Farm to Market
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easement and not a road easement. Dixon stated that Bean’s property is not part of the request, so
there is no effort to use the easement as part of the request.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Hicks moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Annexation of
11.185 Acres in the S ½ of the SE ¼ of the SE ¼ of Section 31, T2N, R38E, with initial
zoning of R1, Denney seconded the motion. Dixon called for roll call vote: Black, yes;
Cantu, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, yes. The motion passed unanimously.
Miscellaneous.
Comprehensive Plan Update. Beutler stated that the Comprehensive Plan is out on
ImagineIF.City website and they should have received a draft copy. Beutler stated that they are
in the public comment phase, and they have sent an invitation to the 300+ emails that they
received when they did the public outreach and invited those individuals to review the plan and
comment on the plan. Beutler stated that they have received some feedback and will be
compiling those and bringing those to the Commission on October 19, 2021. Beutler stated that
they will be looking for a recommendation from the Commission on October 19, 2021.
Dixon asked if they are going to change the maps from the draft that was sent to Commissioners.
Beutler stated that they don’t’ currently have a plan to adjust the maps other than fine tuning.
Dixon recommended looking at the map on the west side as it implied the main road was
Pancheri rather than Broadway.
Hicks asked if the meeting will be at 7 p.m. Beutler indicated it is the regular meeting time and it
is the only agenda item.
Dixon indicated that the Commission should study the Plan before the meeting. Beutler agreed
and stated that the Commission should be prepared to get some public comment and feedback at
the hearing.
Dixon asked about the entire document being 100’s of pages. Beutler stated that the Plan
document on the website and the appendix you are 400+ pages, including the appendix and all of
the survey data they did and the public outreach, survey report completed, analysis on property
rights. Beutler stated that the Plan itself is 167 pages.
Dixon urged the Commissioners to study the document and be prepared for the meeting.
Beutler stated that ImagineIF.City gives easy access to the plan. Hicks and Dixon asked for
paper copies.
Next Meeting October 19, 2021.
Dixon adjourned the meeting at approximately 9:00 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder
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October 19, 2021

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
City Annex Building

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Brent Dixon, Margaret Wimborne, Joanne Denney,
Gene Hicks, Arnold Cantu, Lindsey Romankiw, George Morrison.
MEMBERS ABSENT: Natalie Black
ALSO PRESENT: Planning Director Brad Cramer, Assistant Planning Director Kerry Beutler,
and planners Caitlin Long, Brian Stephens and Anas Almassrahy, and interested citizens.
CALL TO ORDER: Brent Dixon called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
Public Hearing (s):
1. RZON 21-017:
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls is the Applicant.
Brad Cramer presented the staff report, a part of the record, and summarized as follows:
Cramer thanked all that were involved in this extensive project, including the County. Cramer
indicated that they had a lot of community involvement and the surveys they put out had lots of
responses. Cramer indicated that he would cover highlights. Cramer stated that every
jurisdiction is required by law to adopt a Comprehensive Plan and it is required to be a
collaborative process with citizen meetings, hearings, surveys and seek other public agencies and
their advice. Cramer stated that they are required to address and consider 17 elements and they
do not have a separate section in the Plan to talk about each thing, but they did consult and
research and address all 17 elements within the Plan. Cramer state that they do consulting with
other good planning efforts around the community and region, including housing reports, healthy
community assessment, connecting our community plan, BMPO, Parks and Recreation, and
others, including interviewing of all departments in the City to understand what growth meant to
them. Cramer then went out and talked to people within the community, including County and
Ammon. Cramer stated that they hired Agnew Beck out of Boise, that is an engagement firm
and they helped the City design a good engagement process that was successful. Cramer stated
that they held an open house in person and virtual (Webex and Facebook Live), Focus Group
interviews, including educational groups, public utilities. Cramer stated that they attempted to
host one with the agricultural community but didn’t have any one attend, although they did reach
out to some people in that industry. They held 5 neighborhood meetings in person and virtual
and tried to talk to people about where they live. The first survey received 700 responses which
is more than double the responses needed to establish statistical validity. The website was
broadcast widely and had a lot of hits. Lots of press releases and media interviews. Bud Craner
was instrumental in getting the word out. Facebook’s geographic targeting tool was used for
neighborhood meetings. The second survey received nearly 400 responses. Cramer stated that
there are emails that were received within he packets, and 7 more were received today and they
were past the deadline, but he will cover what was contained in those emails, as they are
important issues. Cramer stated that with community engagement they are looking for themes
that are important to the community and those talked about: Community healthy; Housing;
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Transportation and Connectivity; Employment and Economic Development; Community
Development. Cramer showed the illustration on how the City grew through the decades and the
amount of land use. The Graphic illustrates that the consumption of land the last 10 years has
lessened, and the population has grown, so planning is working, and infill efforts are working.
Cramer presented the map showing the 5 geographic areas that they split the City into. This Plan
is action focused rather than just policy statements. Each section has a table for each area, then
there is a theme listed, issues within that theme in that area, goals/objectives, actions to take to
meet objectives, time frame, and cost to obtain the objective. They tried to assign some priority
so when they report back to the City Council and the community, they can explain how they are
doing on meeting objectives, and they want to incorporate how they are doing on the Plan and
meeting objectives in the Annual Report to hold them accountable to the Community. Cramer
presented the change to how the Future Land Use Map is done where they have moved away
from the traditional approach (low/high density) and have moved to transects. Transects will
demonstrate that rather than having it state that only “this” type of housing will be in this area,
the transects will give a description of what might be an area, which might be more intense,
greater mix of land uses, more built infrastructure. Cramer explained that the previous Plan
called out land uses and densities and that has created expectations that aren’t always realistic
and has been way to specific for a general plan. The new Plan steps outside the land use and
looks at everything that is happening in an area, including land use, road patterns, connectivity,
connectivity levels. This approach does not do away with low density and single-family homes,
but it just describes that there might be more than single family homes where you see yellow on
a map. Cramer showed the current 2013 Land Use Plan Map against the proposed Plan. Cramer
stated that he received emails concerning the northwest portions of the map and were concerned
that the City was encroaching into Ag land in the Osgood area. Cramer feels that they have
clarified some things with responses to the emails and the concerns that the City was trying to
annex the land shown, and the City is not and legally cannot annex land that is outside of the
Area of City Impact unless an owner requests annexation and there are no loopholes, and the
City cannot move the line on their own there has to be County approval to move that line.
Cramer explained that the proposed Plan actually has a huge redaction from the current 2013
map because they recognize the ag land is important and the City doesn’t want to grow faster
than they can provide service for. Cramer agrees that they need to be cautious in growing into
agriculture land. Cramer stated that they show the areas on the proposed Plan Map because if
market forces lead to someone wanting to sell their land and develop in the City, the City cannot
annex land that is not shown in the current comprehensive plan. There was a challenge to
balance the need to have a slowed growth pattern with market forces that drive development.
The hope, by shrinking the Plan, is to send the message that City of Idaho Falls is open to
growth, but they will be smart and cautious about where growth occurs. Cramer presented a
proposed language change that was not in the draft. The language addresses how housing would
be approved. Cramer stated that the problem with housing being requested in Industrial Parks
has come up and there hasn’t been a policy to address how to manage that. This language will
help them to not put housing where housing would be incompatible. Cramer proposed that the
language be added to the housing section of the City-Wide Chapter. Cramer stated that this Plan
cannot be static, it has to be worked on annually and engage with the community on an ongoing
basis, and major updates every 3-5 years. Cramer requested when a motion is made that should
the Commission recommend approval, that the Commission include in the motion a list of
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changes that they would like to see made, including if they are comfortable with the housing
language, including that language.
Wimborne asked where in the Plan the language on housing would be. Cramer stated that the
language would go in Chapter 4 Imagine IF.

Support/Opposition:
Nathan Hansen, 2503 W 49th North, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hansen appreciates the maps and
showing the change and the concern for the farm ground. Hansen stated that in the past they
haven’t felt that the City has reached out and included the agriculture community. Hansen stated
that it sounds like the City tried, but they just got out of 6 weeks of harvest, and it has been a bad
year. Hansen stated that if they had heard about the meeting there would be a lot of people there.
Hansen wants to feel included, know what is going on and have a say and input as it is important
and a little change on a map is huge to the agriculture community if it involves a ditch or a main
line, or a pivot.
Hershell Marsik, 258 Walnut, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Marsik has read the Plan and thanked all
that did work on the Plan. Marsik would like to see staff get the committees and groups arranged
that was indicated in the Plan and follow through with the Plan.
Jake Hall, 520 W 15th Street, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hall thought the plan was great. Hall feels
that prioritizing walkability is important and in fill as they try to build a sustainable community.
Hall stated that they are focusing on walkable areas, and if the zones include parking minimums,
especially in zones that they want to be walkable, he feels it is a conflict of interest and there
needs to be a broad discussion about whether they should build huge parking lots for everything.
Hall stated that they need to ensure that when they focus on the roads, they make sure that
sidewalks and keeping them open is a priority. Hall stated that he moves around on his board
and when a road gets redone the sidewalks get left in bad shape. Hall stated that there are a lot of
places where sidewalks are lifted and it’s a big ADA issue, along with general safety. Hall stated
that when road construction is happening the signs get put on the sidewalk and there is no
consideration in keeping the sidewalks open. Hall asked about what the City’s intentions are
when the Police Station is built and what they will do with the open parking in Downtown. Hall
suggested redeveloping the northern part of town where it is mostly parking lots and trying to
reintegrate the aspect of Downtown. Hall again expressed his appreciation.
Ashley Osberg, 2446 N 26th W, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Osberg stated that the City’s meeting with
agriculture was a failure. Osberg stated that if every other zone in town knew about the meetings
and attended, and you didn’t agricultural presence, it is because it was not advertised. Osberg
stated that the email she read today stated that 2 people were told about the meeting. Osberg
stated that you cannot claim that 2 people were told about a meeting and you “informed” people
about it. Osberg wants to know when the meeting was, and how people were informed. Osberg
wants to know how they informed people that were in the City and why they didn’t receive the
same notification. Osberg stated that if they are doing something that effects people you need to
inform them, and if you don’t inform them, then you don’t have their consent to make changes.
Melanie Edwards, 2656 W 17th North, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Edwards understands the issue of
the Water Tower is separate from the Plan but wanted to make a point related to the Plan.
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Edwards stated it appears from statements made recently in forums that the Council is going to
consider another site for the water tower if a feasible one can be obtained and implemented at a
reasonable cost and in a reasonable amount of time. Edwards feels that this is when the greatest
number of creative ideas will come forward to Council from the public. Edwards feels that it
could impact the City Plan for land use as an alternative to placing it in the Park. Edwards stated
that this is a long-term plan, and a water tower will have an impact on integrating the other
aspects of the Plan including parks and walkability.
Jerry Selke, 2730 Pomen, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Selke commended the staff on the Plan. Selke is
concerned with the lack of attention to low and moderate housing, and what the City’s
methodology is going to be on handling integrating low- and moderate-income housing in the
future.
Dixon asked the Commissioners to comment while the public hearing is open.
Wimborne had a question on the agriculture. Wimborne asked where agriculture would fall, if it
would be in parks and open spaces, or special use. Cramer stated that as far as transects go, ag
would be considered open space, but there is also a transect that talks about future development,
so it could fall in either one of those transects. Wimborne is happy with the end product of the
Plan and feels it will make the job of the Planning and Zoning Commission easier, and it is a
much better way of laying out ideas and action plans on how the City should grow.
Denney appreciates the work that went into the document. Denney believes this is a living
document and won’t be put on the shelf to gather dust but will continue to develop. Denney has
concern about the agriculture community if the meeting was not successful. Denney questioned
how they can include the ag community more.
Dixon’s wife (retired schoolteacher) went through the document with her red pen and noted
places where there was editing needed in the document. Dixon went through some of the edits
that need to be done. Dixon feels the document is well laid out and gives a great vision. Dixon
is still unsure why they chose the 5 areas because they aren’t distinct, and he isn’t sure of the
purpose of the areas. Dixon found that the specific action plans for the areas actually dealt more
with City Wide actions and not specific to that area. Dixon felt that Area 4 was very good and
pretty specific, but Area 2 did not have anything that was specific, and everything was general,
and if it is general it belongs in the general area. Dixon feels there is more work needed to
identify specifics in those areas that have very few specifics. Dixon feels the maps in the zones
are difficult to read. Dixon stated that in Area 3 the Map still incorrectly identifies Pancheri as
Broadway. Dixon suggests that these things be addressed before going to City Council. Dixon
stated that there are specific actions in the area of City-Wide Housing and Focus on in-fill Revise
Parking Requirements for Housing Development in Walkable Areas. Dixon made a strong
comment about why they should be doing this. Dixon asked if they have ever seen a City that
has sufficient parking. Dixon stated that if they reduce the parking requirements to make it less
expensive for developers, they will go the way of every major City and areas of the City that
they have relaxed parking requirements there is not enough parking. Dixon stated that you
cannot take something that is generic to the Country and apply it to this area. People in this area
love their cars, they love their trucks, and compact car parking doesn’t work well in Idaho Falls
as everyone drives 4x4 crew cab and it is difficult to get into the compact car spots. Dixon
noticed no action was taken on that comment and that frustrated him. Dixon feels that the staff is
pushing an agenda and not listening to all the comments. Dixon felt there was too much Buss
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Phrases throughout the documents. Dixon listed some phrases and the number of times they
were referenced throughout the documents, including complete streets. Dixon indicated that
there are some cross sections south of Pancheri there are streets that allow parking and travel
lanes, but they do not allow for other things that complete streets include, such as bike lanes, etc.
Dixon referenced a letter in the packet where other people commented on that problem. Dixon
referenced a comment about “painted bike gutters” used as bike paths. Dixon feels that there is a
point where you need to separate those different modes of travel, and maybe they don’t belong
on the same right of way. Dixon stated that this area does not have the large high rises that are
depicted in the missing middle housing report. Dixon feels that if they reference those
apartments, it makes the middle housing more identifiable. Dixon feels that the concepts in the
missing middle housing section are some of the most enjoyable areas of town, including some of
the small developments that have courtyard developments. Dixon stated that walkable centers is
mentioned 91 times and in warmer climates it makes more sense, but some things in this plan are
more forced rather than realizable. Dixon suggested rather than force things in because it is the
buzz word of the day, instead look for what would make sense. This is an automobile
community and that comes through in the back part of the report. Dixon went on Google to look
at where things were walkable and where things were not. Dixon stated that there is not a single
sidewalk from the Grand Teton Mall out to a road, other developments do have sidewalks down
through the development to get out to the major road. Things like that will improve walkability
as parking lots are not a safe area for pedestrians. Dixon feels overall the document is much
different from previous plans and much more visionary, and that is good. Dixon feels that there
is room for improvement specifically in the action areas with respect to the zones and making the
specific to the zones. Dixon stated that the document needs tuning and clean up.
Hicks agrees that this Plan is visionary. Hicks hopes politics doesn’t get in the way of making it
work. Hicks felt the action areas were specific to Downtown. Hicks stated that overall it is a
great document. Hicks stated that it is long, but a lot of people aren’t going to read it. Hicks
hopes they continue to get input and have this be a living document. Hicks stated that he likes
the stress put on infill and reducing the size of the footprint of the overall City. Hicks stated that
if anything had emphasis it would be the traffic plan and the footprint, even more so than the
bicycle path.
Romankiw likes the document and feels good work was put into it. Romankiw likes the
background in this document as to how the plan was created and the history of the city and the
demographics in the different areas. Romankiw likes that the survey results are in the
appendices so that anyone can see the information gathered. Romankiw likes the references to
the other document in Section 2. Romankiw stated that this is an aspirational document and she
noticed that it was explained several times that it doesn’t have enforceability. Romankiw stated
that as a lawyer she appreciates the explanation of the legal framework and a reminder of what
the Plan is supposed to be, it is not law, it is not code, and a lot of people misunderstand that.
Romankiw feels that this document will set up the City to do well over the next ten years.
Cantu expressed his appreciation for the hard work of the staff and others involved. Cantu stated
that with increased population comes increased traffic, and congestion and noise. Cantu stated
that none of these things have been addressed, but he feels the plan overall is good and will lead
in the right direction. Cantu stated that walkability mentioned needs to be looked at more.
Cantu stated that he likes the breakdown of the 5 areas.
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Morrison stated that the last Comprehensive Plan process was long and painful, and this process
seemed to go better easier and the way they went about it was better. Morrison has shared
comments with the staff. Morrison feels staff has incorporated everyone’s comments and
suggestions. Morrison likes measurable goals so they can see if they are making “progress”.
Morrison stated that it is a visionary document, and it is written in understandable language.
Morrison stated that this Plan will be useful and make Planning Commission easier. Morrison
feels it will be easy to keep updating over time and could come more frequently than anticipated
because of the growth patterns.
Wimborne pointed out that although the objectives are the same in the different areas and
possible repetitive, she likes that by doing those by areas, the staff has identified specific issues
in specific neighborhoods. Wimborne gave an example of lack of walkable centers, is addressed
differently in Area 1 vs. Area 2 or 3. Wimborne stated that although it seems there is repetition,
the thing that is different is staff has gone deeper, like clearly identifying where commercial
nodes need to be located, and that wouldn’t happen if the community wasn’t divided into specific
areas.
Dixon stated that he felt it was good when they identified something specific such as in Area 2,
they talk about local improvement districts as a tool for improving alleys, or construct 5th and 6th
Streets on street bikeway from Boulevard to Holmes. Dixon feels that is very specific and the
public can comment on that specifically, however other things are the same statement from one
area to the next and there is nothing that focuses in on why that area. Dixon is wanting to see
comments specific to the area, and the general comments to multiple areas should be covered in
the general part of the document.
Applicant: Brad Cramer, City of Idaho Falls. Cramer stated that they will keep coming up
with ideas to engage with the ag community and he is open to ideas on how to do that. Cramer
stated that the ag meeting was in the late spring/early summer, and they were concerned that it
could be right in the middle of planting season. Cramer stated that they had contacted 2
individuals noted in the emails, and asked who they thought should be contacted, but those
weren’t the only 2 people that were contacted. Cramer stated that they will keep trying. Cramer
thanked the Historic Preservation Committee to get the timelines and history of the City. Cramer
stated that walkability areas as a parking tool, is an action item that to review, and a lot of the
actions within the plan will state “explore”, “review”, “consider”, because while somethings
were clear, there were a lot of things that weren’t clear, and so the direction to the staff is to
explore deeper. Cramer stated that there is a Plan for the Northgate and 1st Street Corridor that is
online currently, and the City recognizes that there needs to be reinvestment in the area. Cramer
stated that it remains to be seen how this Plan will impact the location for the water tower and
that decision as made prior to the Plan coming out. Cramer stated that they do need more work
on low/moderate income housing. Cramer stated that they are trying to partner with the
Community Development Block Grant Program on more items to expand their capacity to deal
with housing issues. Cramer asked Dixon to send the red pen/general edits to him. Cramer
stated that they did have the document reviewed by a retired schoolteacher, and not everything
was caught. Cramer stated that the 5 areas were expected to have some more specific than other,
and some of the areas don’t make total sense together, including Area 4. Cramer stated that they
have done specific area plans and those take an enormous amount of work with the community
that they didn’t have the capacity to do. Cramer stated that the goal is to start having the
conversation and anything that was clear is where you see the specific actions, however the
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general comments indicate something that they need to go into more. Cramer wanted to make
sure that the generic phrase was listed so the community knew they would continue to talk with
them. Cramer stated that they will check the maps and there have been edits going on since
Dixon has seen the maps. Cramer stated that they have listened to a lot of comments but have
not made all of the changes. Cramer stated that missing middle housing and figuring out where
to have it make sense is still an important thing to keep working on and taking the report and
applying it to this community is important. Cramer stated that the mall was built in 1984 and
there were very few zoning standards, and there was no pedestrian consideration, and later on
more businesses have sidewalks because the Plan stated to make the community more walkable,
so the codes required pedestrian access. Cramer stated that Plans are supposed to work that way
and find the generic and funnel it down to the specific until it becomes a way of doing business
in Idaho Falls. Cramer acknowledges that pedestrian access could be better, and they will
continue to work on it and have conversations regarding it. Cramer stated that City Council just
approved $4+million grant to go towards developing a public transportation, and they will be
posting a position for a transportation director to get that system up and running. Cramer stated
that it was clear from the community that Public transportation is needed in this town. Cramer
stated that not everyone drives and not everyone has cars, and their voices need to weigh into the
Plan, and public transportation and walkability is part of that voice. Cramer understands the
need for both bike/pedestrian paths, and parking. Cramer is not saying that bike/pedestrian is the
most important thing to focus on, but for decades cities like Idaho Falls have done all their
planning around the car and that is why there is sprawl. Cramer stated that they are trying to
bring bike/pedestrian transportation up to a level playing field with the automobile. Cramer
stated that they constantly allow subdivisions to be built without a good bike/pedestrian
connection and sidewalks don’t count they are designed around roads and roads are for cars and
are not the most connective or convenient route. Cramer stated that the Connecting the
Community Plan shows bike/ped network that works for someone on foot or bike. Cramer
stated that the community wants better walkability/bike path, and it was a loud and clear voice,
not a buzz word. Cramer stated that they are going to take that general sentiment and funnel it
down to a requirement. Cramer hopes that the feeling that the staff was just pushing an agenda is
a minority feeling. Cramer and all staff took pride in listening and that is hurtful feedback to get
the sentiment that they are not listening and rather pushing an agenda. Cramer stated that a
struggle in any effort of engagement is they find that they have to find a balance, and some of the
comments that they might not use, are because they don’t reflect what has been heard from
others. Cramer explained that if they hear everyone wants to drive, from one voice, but 100’s of
voices says not everyone wants to drive, they have to figure out how to reconcile those two
opinions. Cramer stated that they are not pushing an agenda and have made a lot of changes to
fall into place with the voices they have heard.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Wimborne stated that the logical next step is to forward the document to City Council and those
minor edits and redline comments can be done. Wimborne stated that the Plan represents months
of work and 100’s of voices and also reflects other plans, proposal, and documents that have
guided the City and have been referenced in this Plan. Wimborne feels that the next step is to go
to City Council.
Romankiw agrees with Wimborne and feels that it should go to City Council with the redline
edits that are grammatical and/or readability issues.
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Morrison feels that with a few edits made it could move to City Council. Morrison stated that
they could add and subtract to this document for weeks, but the work that has gone into the
document is comprehensive and it is close enough that it can be presented to City Council, and
they can work with it.
Hicks understands that they want this completed by the end of the year. Hicks stated that that
gives them 2 months. Hicks stated this is the first public hearing and there were a lot of good
comments and in addition to the emails that he has seen. Hicks feels that there are areas that
need edits and suggests that they take the information from tonight’s meeting and all of the
comments from the public and ask staff to incorporate those comments and come back in
November with a more readable document. Hicks feels it would be a cleaner, more presentable,
more complete document if they incorporated some of tonight’s comments.
Wimborne stated that it is important to incorporate the thoughts and comments from the public,
but we need to make sure that those are weighted against the other comments and thoughts that
have been received over the last few months. Wimborne feels that the comments discussed
tonight is reflected in the Plan. Wimborne agrees that there is some editing that needs to be done,
but if they wait until December to get it to City Council, it won’t get voted on until January or
February and another month or two is not going to radically change the Plan. Wimborne
suggested having edits reviewed but doesn’t feel that any thing has been raised tonight that
would change the Plan substantially.
Denney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Imagine IF
Idaho Falls Comprehensive Plan with the suggested edits, Morrison seconded the motion.
Hicks asked if that motion is stating that they will incorporate all comments made? Dixon stated
that he understands that it would be all things that could be incorporated for the next City
Council meeting. Denney agreed. Wimborne clarified that Denney stated edits and that includes
grammar, style and items that Commissioner Dixon has brought up and they should be reviewed.
Dixon attempted to restate the Motion to reflect Denney’s intention. A Motion to forward the
document to the Mayor and City Council with this Commission’s recommendation for approval,
buy prior to sending it to the Mayor and City Council, they will make clean up edits and
incorporation of some of the comments from the public that can be done in that time frame.
Denney agreed.

Dixon called for roll call vote: Wimborne, yes; Denney, yes; Hicks, no; Romankiw, yes;
Cantu, yes; Morrison, Yes. The motion passed 5-1.
Gene Hicks opposed the motion for reasons previously stated.
Cramer indicated that the Plan is scheduled to go before City Council on December 9, 2021.
Next Meeting November 2, 2021.
Dixon adjourned the meeting at approximately 8:30 p.m.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder
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STAFF REPORT
Annexation and Initial Zoning of HC
Quail Drive Right of Way
SW ¼ or Sec 9, T2N, R38 E
November 9, 2021

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Connect
Engineering

Requested Action: To recommend approval of annexation and initial
zoning of HC, Highway Commercial to the Mayor and City Council.

Project Manager: Caitlin
Long

Staff Comments: The property is located north of Lincoln Rd, east of
Quail Dr, south of N Yellowstone Hwy, west of Pinewood Dr. This
annexation request is for a change in alignment of Quail Dr. to
accommodate future development south of Lincoln Rd. The change for
Quail Dr. requires the road right-of-way to be annexed into the city. A
right of way plat has also been submitted for the Quail Dr. Right-of way adjustment. Quail Dr. was an unbuilt county right-of-way that was
part of the city-initiated annexations in the area.

Location: Generally,
north of Lincoln Rd, east
of Quail Dr, south of N
Yellowstone Hwy, west of
Pinewood Dr.
Size: Approximately 0.586
acres
Zoning:
Existing: County RA-1
North: County RA-1
South: County R-1/LC
East: HC
West: HC/County A-1
Proposed Zoning: HC
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Ag
North: Ag
South: Ag/Commercial
East: Ag
West: Ag/Commercial

Annexation: This is a Category “A” annexation as it is requested by
the property owner. The property is contiguous to City limits on the
west property line and within the Area of City Impact. Annexation of
the property is consistent with the policies of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.
Initial Zoning: The proposed zoning is HC, Highway Commercial.
The Comprehensive plan identifies this property as Commercial. The
HC Zone is consistent with the surrounding parcels.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the annexation
and initial zoning of HC as it is consistent with the policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Future Land Use Map:
Commercial
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
2. Zoning Information
3. Maps & Aerial Photos
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Design of future streets and improvement to existing streets should correspond with planned land
use type and intensity of development. (pg. 80)
Zoning Ordinance:
11-3-5: PURPOSE OF COMMERCIAL ZONES

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

Page 2 of 2

Proposed Land Use Classification

RE

RP

R1

R2

TN

RMH

R3

R3A

Religious Institution*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

P

P

Residential Care Facility
Retail

P*

C2

School*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Short Term Rental*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Transite Station

P

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

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

Proposed Land Use Classification
Accessory use*

PB

CC

Commercial
LC

P

P

P

HC

PT

P

P

Accessory use, Fuel Station*

P

P

P

Accessory use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Bed and Breakfast*

P

P

P

Boarding /Rooming House

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Outdoor*
Animal Care Clinic*

P
P

Animal Care Facility*

P

Building Material, Garden and Farm
Supplies

P

P

Cemetery*

C2

C2

C2

Club*

P

P

P

Communication Facility
Day Care, all Types*

P

Drinking establishment
Drive-through Establishment *

P

P

P

P

P

P

P
P*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, accessory unit *

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, multi-unit*

P

P

Dwelling, single unit attached

P

P

Dwelling, single unit detached

P

Dwelling, two unit

P

Eating establishment

P

P

P

P

P

Eating Establishment, limited

P

P

P

P

P

Financial Institutions

P

P

P

P

P

Entertainment and Cultural Facilities

P

P

P

P

P

TITLE 11 COMPREHENSIVE ZONING
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Proposed Land Use Classification

PB

CC

LC

HC

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Equipment Sales, Rental and Services
Food Processing, small scale

P

Food store
Health Care and Social Services

PT

P

Higher Education Center
Home Occupation*

P

P

P

P

P

Hospital*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Industry, craftsman

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

C2

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Industry, light
Information Technology

P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Live-Work*

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Mortuary
Parking Facility

P

Pawn Shop

P

Personal Service

P

Professional Service

P

Planned Unit Development*

P
P

P

C3

C3

P
C3

Public Service Facility*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

P

Recreation Vehicle Park*

P

Religious Institution*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Retail

P

P

P

P

School*

P

P

P

P

Short Term Rental*

P

P

Residential Care Facility

P

P

Fuel Station

P

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

C2

P

P

Storage Facility, Indoor

P

P

P

Storage Facility, Outdoor

P

Storage Yard*

P

Transit Station

P

Vehicle and Equipment Sales

P

P

P

P

Vehicle Body Shop
Vehicle Repair and Service

P
P

Vehicle Sales, Rental and Service

P

Vehicle Washing Facility

C2

P

P

C2

P

P

(Ord. 3210, 8-23-18) (Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3233, 12-20-18) (Ord. 3277, 10-10-19)
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STAFF REPORT
Annexation and Initial Zoning of LC, Limited Commercial, R1,
Single Dwelling Residential and R2, Mixed Residential
Approx. 55.02 acres in the NW ¼ of Section 29, T2N, R38E
November 9, 2021
Applicant: Horrocks
Engineers
Project Manager: Naysha
Foster

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of annexation and initial
zoning of LC, Limited Commercial, R1, Single Dwelling Residential,
and R2, Mixed Residential to the Mayor and City Council.

Size: Approximately 55.02
acres

Staff Comments: The property is located southeast from Home
Depot, along S Holmes and E 25th. Holmes is a principle arterial and E
25th is a Collector. The property is currently farmed. The property will
need to be platted before development occurs. Water, sewer and power
are easily accessible from various locations. Utilities are located in S
Holmes, E 25th, Jenny Lee and Mojava St. There is also two water lines
stubbed to the north portion of the property. One is located on the west
side of Apple Athletic Club and the other is on the east side of Apple
Athletic Club.

Zoning:
Existing: County R-2
North: LC, R3A & PB
South: P, R1 & R2
East: R1
West: LC, R2, & TN

Annexation: This is a Category “A” annexation as it is requested by
the property owner. The property is within the Area of City Impact and
is surrounded by City limits. Annexation of the property is consistent
with the policies of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. The proposed
zoning is also compatible with the surrounding zoning and existing
land uses.

Proposed Zoning: LC, R1,
R2

Initial Zoning: The proposed zoning is LC on the majority of the west
side of the property with R2 on the east of Jennie Lee Dr as extended
and a 5’ x 15’ strip of R1, Single Dwelling Residential directly south
of where Mojave St terminates. The LC is a commercial zone that
allows smaller scale retail and other services which supply the daily
needs of residents. This zone is usually located on major streets
contiguous to residential uses making it easily accessible for pedestrian
to walk or use non-motorized vehicles. The LC Zone also allows a
wide variety dwelling types under the R3A requirements, allowing up
to 35 units per net acre.
The R2 is a mixed residential use allowing up to 4 attached units per
structure. R2 is a medium density zone allowing 17 units per net acre.
This zone is also located near commercial services.

Location: Generally, north
of E 25th St, east of S
Holmes Ave, south of E
17th St, west of Craig St.

Existing Land Uses:
Site: Ag
North: Commercial
South: Park & Residential
East: Residential
West: Residential
Future Land Use Map:
Commercial and Higher
Density
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
2. Zoning Information
3. Maps & Aerial Photos

The R1 zone is a low density residential zone for single dwelling units.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the annexation
and initial zoning of LC, R2 and R1 as it is consistent with the policies
of the Comprehensive Plan.
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Residential development should reflect the economic and social diversity of Idaho Falls. (p.
38)
Reduce land use conflicts, existing land uses are recognized as starting points for future
development patterns. (p. 66)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities
are least costly. (p. 67)
Zoning Ordinance:
11-3-5 PURPOSE OF COMMERCIAL ZONES
LC Limited Commercial Zone. This zone provides a commercial zone for retail and service uses
which supply the daily household needs of the City’s residents. This Zone is usually located on major
streets contiguous to residential uses. This zone is characterized by smaller scale commercial uses
which are easily accessible by pedestrians and non-motorized vehicles from the surrounding residential
neighborhoods, although larger scale developments such as big-box stores may still serve as anchors.
Connectivity is provided with walkways that provide access to and through the development site.
Parking for vehicles is understated by the use of landscaping, location, and provision of pedestrian
walkways to the businesses.
11-3-3: PURPOSE OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES

R3A Residential Mixed Use Zone. To provide for a mix of uses in which the primary use of the
land is for residential purposes, but in which office buildings and certain other uses of a semicommercial nature may be located. Characteristic of this Zone is a greater amount of automobile
traffic, greater density, and a wider variety of dwelling types and uses than is characteristic of the
R3 Residential Zone. While office buildings and certain other uses of a semi-commercial nature
may be located in the Zone, the R3A Zone is essentially residential in character. Therefore, all
uses must be developed and maintained in harmony with residential uses. This zone should be
located along major streets such as arterials and collectors.
R2 Mixed Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone characterized by smaller lots
and dwellings, more compact and denser residential development; and higher volumes of
vehicular and pedestrian traffic than are characteristic of the RE, RP and R1 Zones. The principal
uses permitted in the R2 Zone shall be one (1), two (2), three (3), and four (4) dwelling units.
This zone is also generally located near limited commercial services that provide daily household
needs.
R1 Single Dwelling Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone which is
representative of a less automobile-oriented, more walkable development pattern, characterized
by somewhat smaller lot widths; and a somewhat denser residential environment than is
characteristic of the RP Residential Park Zone. The principal uses in the R1 Residential Zone
shall be single detached and attached dwelling units. This zone is also generally located near
limited commercial services that provide daily household needs.
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Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

RE

RP

R1

R2

TN

RMH

R3

R3A

Religious Institution*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

P

P

Residential Care Facility
Retail

P*

C2

School

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Short Term Rental*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Transite Station

P

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18)

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

Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation
Accessory Use*

PB

CC

Commercial
LC

P

P

P

HC

PT

P

P

Accessory Use, Fuel Station*

P

P

P

Accessory Use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Bed and Breakfast*

P

P

P

Boarding /Rooming House

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Outdoor*
Animal Care Clinic*

P
P

Animal Care Facility*

P

Building Material, Garden and Farm
Supplies

P

P

Cemetery*

C2

C2

C2

Club*

P

P

P

Communication Facility
Day Care, all Types*

P

Drinking Establishment
Drive-through Establishment *

P

P

P

P

P

P

P
P*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, Accessory Unit *

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, Multi-Unit*

P

P

Dwelling, Single Unit Atached*

P

P

Dwelling, Single Unit Detached

P

Dwelling, Two Unit

P

Eating Establishment

P

P

P

P

P

Eating Establishment, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

Financial Institutions

P

P

P

P

P

Entertainment and Cultural Facilities

P

P

P

P

P
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Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

PB

CC

LC

HC

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Equipment Sales, Rental and Services
Food Processing, Small Scale

P

Food Store
Health Care and Social Services

PT

P

Higher Education Center
Home Occupation*

P

P

P

P

P

Hospital*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Industry, Craftsman

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

C2

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Industry, Light
Information Technology

P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Live-Work*

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Mortuary
Parking Facility

P

Pawn Shop

P

Personal Service

P

Professional Service

P

Planned Unit Development*

P
P

P

C3

C3

P
C3

Public Service Facility*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

P

Recreation Vehicle Park*

P

Religious Institution*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Retail

P

P

P

P

School

P

P

P

P

Short Term Rental*

P

P

Residential Care Facility

P

P

Fuel Station

P

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

C2

P

P

Storage Facility, Indoor

P

P

P

Storage Facility, Outdoor

P

Storage Yard*

P

Transit Station

P

Vehicle and Equipment Sales

P

P

P

P

Vehicle Body Shop
Vehicle Repair and Service

P
P

Vehicle Sales, Rental and Service

P

Vehicle Washing Facility

C2

P

P

C2

P

P

(Ord. 3210, 8-23-18) (Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3233, 12-20-18) (Ord 3277, 10-10-19)
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11-2-5: ALLOWED USES IN INDUSTRIAL AND SPECIAL PURPOSE ZONES.
Table 11-2-3: Allowed Uses in Industrial Zones
P = permitted use. C1 = administrative conditional use. C2 = Planning Commission conditional use. C3 = City Council conditional
use. A blank denotes a use that is not allowed in that zone.
*Indicates uses that are subject to speciﬁc land use provisions set forth in the Standards for Allowed Land Uses Section of this
Chapter.

Industrial
Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation
Accessory Use*

LM

I&M

P

P

Special Purpose
R&D
P
P

Accessory Use, Fuel Station*

P

P

P

Accessory Use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

Airport

P

Agriculture*

C2

P

C2

Agriculture Tourism

C2

P

C2

Amusement Center

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

Amusement Center, Outdoor*

P

P

Adult Business*
Animal Care Clinic*

C2

P
P

P

Animal Care Facility*

P

P

Artist Studio

P

P

Auction, Livestock

C2

Building Contractor Shop

P

P

Building Material, Garden and
Equipment

P

P

Cemetery*
Club*

C2
P

P

Communication Facility

P

P

Correctional Facility or Jail

C2

P

Day Care*

P

P

Drinking Establishment

P

P

Drive-through Establishment*

P

P

Dwelling, Accessory Unit*

P

P

Eating Establishment

P

P

Eating Establishment, Limited

P

P

Equipment Assembly and Sales

P

P

Financial Institution

P

P

Food Processing, Small Scale
Processing With or Without Sales

P

P

Food Products, Processing, With or
Without Retail Sales

P

Food Store

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

P

P
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Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

LM

I&M

Health Care and Social Services

R&D

P

P

Higher Education Facilities

P

Hospital*

C2

Industry, Craftsman

P

Industry, Heavy

P
C2

C2

P
P

Industry, Light

P

P

Information Technology

P

P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Medical Support Facilities

P

Parking Facility

P

P
C2
P

P

P

Park and Recreation Facility*

P

Pawn Shop

P

P

Personnel Service

P

P

Professional Service

P

P

P

Public Service Facility*

P

P

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

Railroad Freight Terminal and Station

P

Recreational Vehicle Park*

C2

Research and Development Business

P

P

P

Retail

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P

P

P

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

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3233, 12-20-18)
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STAFF REPORT
Rezone from R2, Mixed Residential to LC, Limited Commercial
R3A, Residential Mixed Use to LC, Limited Commercial, PB, Proffesional
Business Office to R2, Mixed Residential and R1, Single Dwelling Residential to
R2, Mixed Residential, Approximately 3.079 total acres, SW ¼, NW ¼, Sec 29, T
2N, R 38E
November 9, 2021

Applicant: Horrocks
Engineers
Project Manager:
Naysha Foster
Location: north of E
25th St, east of S
Holmes, south of E 17th
St, west of Craig St.
Size: 3.079 acres
Zoning:
North: LC
South: P, R1, & R2
East: TN
West: R1
Existing Zoning:
R3A, PB, R1 & R2
Proposed Zoning:
LC & R2
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant
North: Commercial
South: Park &
Residential
East: Residential
West: Residential

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the rezone of approximately
0.818 acres from R2 to LC, 1.658 acres from R3A to LC, 0.379 acres from PB
to R2, and 0.224 acres from R1 to R2.
History: The property along the north was annexed in October of 1979. The
property to the west was annexed in December of 2018. None of these
properties have been platted at this point. Properties will need to be platted
prior to development.
Staff Comments: The property is located southeast from Home Depot,
along S Holmes and E 25th. Holmes is a principle arterial and E 25th is a
Collector. The property is currently farmed. Water, sewer and power are
easily accessible from various locations. The LC is a commercial zone that
allows smaller scale retail and other services which supply the daily needs
of residents. This zone is usually located on major streets contiguous to
residential uses making it easily accessible for pedestrian to walk or use
non-motorized vehicles. The LC Zone also allows a wide variety dwelling
types under the R3A requirements, allowing up to 35 units per net acre.
The R2 is a mixed residential use allowing up to 4 attached units per
structure. R2 is a medium density zone allowing 17 units per net acre. This
zone is also located near commercial services.

Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the proposed rezone
from R3A, PB, and R1 to LC and R2 as it is consistent with the policies of the
Comprehensive Plan and the surrounding zoning and uses in the area.

Future Land Use
Map: Commercial &
Higher Density
Attachments:
1. Comprehensive
Plan Policies
2. Zoning
Information
3. Maps and Aerial
Photos

Page 1 of 3

Rezoning
Considerations:

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

Criteria for Rezoning Section 11-6-5(I)
of Ordinance
The Zoning is consistent with the
principles of City's adopted
Comprehensive Plan, as required by Idaho
Code.
The potential for traffic congestion as a
result of development or changing land use
in the area and need that may be created
for wider streets, additional turning lanes
and signals, and other transportation
improvements.
The potential for exceeding the capacity of
existing public services, including, but not
limited to: schools, public safety services,
emergency medical services, solid waste
collection and disposal, water and sewer
services, other public utilities, and parks
and recreational services.
The potential for nuisances or health and
safety hazards that could have an adverse
effect on adjoining properties.
Recent changes in land use on adjoining
parcels or in the neighborhood of the
proposed zoning map amendment.
Zoning Application Questions:
Explain how the proposed change is in
accordance with the City of Idaho Falls
Comprehensive Plan.
What changes have occurred in the area to
justify the request for rezone?
Are there existing land uses in the area
similar to the proposed use?
Is the site large enough to accommodate
required access, parking, landscaping, etc.
for the proposed use?

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

A change in zoning designation for the 3.079 total acres
will not affect the potential traffic generation in the area.

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

Staff is not aware of any potential nuisances or health
and safety hazards as a result of the zone change.
Property north on Jennie Lee was changed to R3A and is
being developed as higher density residential. The
property to the south is pending annexation and mixed
residential and commercial zoning designations.
Applicant’s response:
Adds commercial and residential zones adjacent to
existing commercial and residential zones.
Annexation
Yes
Yes

Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Residential development should reflect the economic and social diversity. (p 39)
Higher density housing should be located closer to service areas and those streets designed to move
traffic, such as arterial streets and collectors, with access only to the collector street. (pg. 39)

Page 2 of 3

Plan for different commercial functions. (p. 46)
Develop nodes of clustered development. ( p.67)
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities are least
costly. (p. 67)
Zoning:
11-3-3: PURPOSE OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES

R2 Mixed Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone characterized by smaller lots
and dwellings, more compact and denser residential development; and higher volumes of
vehicular and pedestrian traffi c than are characteristic of the RE, RP and R1 Zones. The
principal uses permitted in the R2 Zone shall be one (1), two (2), three (3), and four (4) dwelling
units. This zone is also generally located near limited commercial services that provide daily
household needs.
11-3-5: PURPOSE OF COMMERCIAL ZONES

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

Page 3 of 3

Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

RE

RP

R1

R2

TN

RMH

R3

R3A

Religious Institution*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

P

P

Residential Care Facility
Retail

P*

C2

School

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Short Term Rental*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Transite Station

P

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18)

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

Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation
Accessory Use*

PB

CC

Commercial
LC

P

P

P

HC

PT

P

P

Accessory Use, Fuel Station*

P

P

P

Accessory Use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Bed and Breakfast*

P

P

P

Boarding /Rooming House

P

P

P

Amusement Center, Outdoor*
Animal Care Clinic*

P
P

Animal Care Facility*

P

Building Material, Garden and Farm
Supplies

P

P

Cemetery*

C2

C2

C2

Club*

P

P

P

Communication Facility
Day Care, all Types*

P

Drinking Establishment
Drive-through Establishment *

P

P

P

P

P

P

P
P*

P

P

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, Accessory Unit *

P

P

P

P

Dwelling, Multi-Unit*

P

P

Dwelling, Single Unit Atached*

P

P

Dwelling, Single Unit Detached

P

Dwelling, Two Unit

P

Eating Establishment

P

P

P

P

P

Eating Establishment, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

Financial Institutions

P

P

P

P

P

Entertainment and Cultural Facilities

P

P

P

P

P

TITLE 11 COMPREHENSIVE ZONING
10

Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

PB

CC

LC

HC

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Equipment Sales, Rental and Services
Food Processing, Small Scale

P

Food Store
Health Care and Social Services

PT

P

Higher Education Center
Home Occupation*

P

P

P

P

P

Hospital*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Industry, Craftsman

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

C2

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Industry, Light
Information Technology

P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning
Live-Work*

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Mortuary
Parking Facility

P

Pawn Shop

P

Personal Service

P

Professional Service

P

Planned Unit Development*

P
P

P

C3

C3

P
C3

Public Service Facility*

C2

C2

C2

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

P

Recreation Vehicle Park*

P

Religious Institution*

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

P

Retail

P

P

P

P

School

P

P

P

P

Short Term Rental*

P

P

Residential Care Facility

P

P

Fuel Station

P

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

C2

P

P

Storage Facility, Indoor

P

P

P

Storage Facility, Outdoor

P

Storage Yard*

P

Transit Station

P

Vehicle and Equipment Sales

P

P

P

P

Vehicle Body Shop
Vehicle Repair and Service

P
P

Vehicle Sales, Rental and Service

P

Vehicle Washing Facility

C2

P

P

C2

P

P

(Ord. 3210, 8-23-18) (Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3233, 12-20-18) (Ord 3277, 10-10-19)
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11-2-5: ALLOWED USES IN INDUSTRIAL AND SPECIAL PURPOSE ZONES.
Table 11-2-3: Allowed Uses in Industrial Zones
P = permitted use. C1 = administrative conditional use. C2 = Planning Commission conditional use. C3 = City Council conditional
use. A blank denotes a use that is not allowed in that zone.
*Indicates uses that are subject to speciﬁc land use provisions set forth in the Standards for Allowed Land Uses Section of this
Chapter.

Industrial
Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation
Accessory Use*

LM

I&M

P

P

Special Purpose
R&D
P
P

Accessory Use, Fuel Station*

P

P

P

Accessory Use, Storage Yard*

P

P

P

Airport

P

Agriculture*

C2

P

C2

Agriculture Tourism

C2

P

C2

Amusement Center

P

P

Amusement Center, Indoor Shooting
Range*

P

P

Amusement Center, Outdoor*

P

P

Adult Business*
Animal Care Clinic*

C2

P
P

P

Animal Care Facility*

P

P

Artist Studio

P

P

Auction, Livestock

C2

Building Contractor Shop

P

P

Building Material, Garden and
Equipment

P

P

Cemetery*
Club*

C2
P

P

Communication Facility

P

P

Correctional Facility or Jail

C2

P

Day Care*

P

P

Drinking Establishment

P

P

Drive-through Establishment*

P

P

Dwelling, Accessory Unit*

P

P

Eating Establishment

P

P

Eating Establishment, Limited

P

P

Equipment Assembly and Sales

P

P

Financial Institution

P

P

Food Processing, Small Scale
Processing With or Without Sales

P

P

Food Products, Processing, With or
Without Retail Sales

P

Food Store

P

P

Fuel Station, Super

P

P
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P
P

P
P

Proposed Land Use Classiﬁcation

LM

I&M

Health Care and Social Services

R&D

P

P

Higher Education Facilities

P

Hospital*

C2

Industry, Craftsman

P

Industry, Heavy

P
C2

C2

P
P

Industry, Light

P

P

Information Technology

P

P

Laundry and Dry Cleaning

P

P

Lodging Facility

P

Medical Support Facilities

P

Parking Facility

P

P
C2
P

P

P

Park and Recreation Facility*

P

Pawn Shop

P

P

Personnel Service

P

P

Professional Service

P

P

P

Public Service Facility*

P

P

C2

C2

Public Service Facility, Limited

P

P

P

P

Public Service Use

P

P

P

P

Railroad Freight Terminal and Station

P

Recreational Vehicle Park*

C2

Research and Development Business

P

P

P

Retail

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P
P

P

P

P

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

(Ord. 3218, 9-13-18) (Ord. 3233, 12-20-18)
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September 29, 2021
City of Idaho Falls
Planning Division
680 Park Avenue
Idaho Falls, ID 83405
SUBJECT:

Rezone Narrative for Apple Development

Dear Planning Division,
On behalf of Wasatch Development Group, Horrocks Engineers is submitting a rezone application for the
Apple Development project. The site’s current comprehensive plan map designation is Commercial and
Higher Density Residential. The rezone area is generally located in the Northeast corner of Holmes
Avenue and 25th Street in Idaho Falls and consists of 3.084 acres.

PROPOSED PROJECT
We are requesting a rezone of the following parcels: RPA00008293918, RPA00008293649,
RPA00008294278, RPA00008294236, and RPA00008294243. There will be 0.818 acres rezoning from R2
to LC, 1.658 acres rezoning from R3A to LC, 0.379 acres rezoning from PB to R2, and 0.224 acres
rezoning from R1 to R2. A zoning exhibit has been attached to this application.

EXISTING LAND USES
The existing land use of the site is primarily agricultural.

ADJACENT PROPERTY USES AND ZONE
North: Limited Commercial (LC) and Residential Mixed-Use (RMU)
East: Single Dwelling Residential (R-1)
South: Parks and Open Space, Single Dwelling Residential (R-1), and Mixed Residential (R-2)
West: Traditional Neighborhood (TN)

PROPERTY USE
The anticipated use of the overall project site is Commercial/Office and Multi-Family Dwelling. The area
of the overall site (60 acres) is large enough to accommodate the required access, parking, landscaping,
setbacks, etc. for the proposed uses.

COMPLIANCE WITH COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
This project speaks to several Land Use Goals and Objectives shown below, from ensuring that the design
is consistent and compatible with the adjacent properties to complying with the existing pattern of
development.
208-522-1223| Horrocks.com
2194 Snake River Pkwy., Suite 205, Idaho Falls, ID 83402

The City of Idaho Falls Comprehensive Plan states that,”…When we look at transition areas, we need to
consider commercial or industrial areas as well as residential areas.” The proposed project does just that
by encompassing both commercial and residential areas. By doing this, we are creating an environment
where people can live within walking distance to work and nearby amenities.
This project meets several of the implementation strategies for the Transition Areas:
1: Understanding the demand for retail in the region.
 This project will include retail facilities.
2. Explore creative solutions for these vacant properties.
 This project offers a creative solution to a mostly vacant property by bringing multiple uses
into one area.
3. Create a node of higher density housing and mixed uses to provide a ready market and to add interest
to our arterial streets.
 Our request to rezone parcel to the R2 zone would allow for higher density housing.
Additionally, higher density housing is planned for a portion of the LC zone.

JUSTIFICATION FOR REZONE
Several parcels that are part of this project have been submitted to be annexed into the City of Idaho
Falls. The site also falls in line with existing development and zones.

CONCLUSION
Horrocks Engineers is pleased to submit this Rezone Application and associated documents to the Idaho
Falls Planning Division for review. We feel this project adequately meets the goals and objectives of
Idaho Falls’ Comprehensive Plan.
If you have any questions regarding this submittal, please contact Caden Fuhriman at (208) 709-4295.
Thank you,

Kindi Moosman
Planner
P: 435-669-4579 | E: kindi.moosman@horrocks.com

208-522-1223| Horrocks.com
2194 Snake River Pkwy., Suite 205, Idaho Falls, ID 83402
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STAFF REPORT
Annexation and Initial Zoning of R2, Mixed Residential and the
Airport Overlay Limited Development Zone
Approx. 12.146 acres in the E ½ of the SW ¼ of
Section 15, T 2N, R 38E
November 9, 2021

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Habitat for
Humanity

Requested Action: To recommend approval of annexation and initial
zoning of R2, Mixed Residential to the Mayor and City Council.

Project Manager: Naysha
Foster

Staff Comments: The property is located west of the Soccer Complex
on Broadway. The property is currently farmed and will need to be
platted before development occurs. City utilities are within
approximately 200 feet to this property.

Location: Generally, north
of Broadway, east of N 35th
W, south of Stella Dr, west
of Old Butte Rd.
Size: Approximately
12.146 acres
Zoning:
Existing: County A-1
North: County A-1
South: County A-1
East: County A-1 & City
R1
West: County A-1
Proposed Zoning: R2
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Ag / Residential
North: Ag
South: Ag
East: Park
(Soccer Complex)
West: Ag
Future Land Use Map:
Low Density & Parks and
Recreation

Annexation: This is a Category “A” annexation as it is requested by
the property owner. The property is within the Area of City Impact and
contiguous to City limits along the east property line. Annexation of
the property is consistent with the policies of the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.
Initial Zoning: The proposed zoning is R2, Mixed Residential with the
Airport Overlay Zone. This residential zone is a medium density zone
that allows 17 units per acre. It is characterized by smaller lots and
dwellings. This zone allows up 1, 2, 3 and 4 attached dwelling units.
The R2 zone is generally located near limited commercial services and
has higher vehicular and pedestrian traffic than lower density zones.
Broadway is a principle arterial and is constructed to carry high
volumes of traffic. The Comprehensive Plan identifies this property as
Parks and Recreation, with Low Density, Commercial and
Employment Center in the area. The R2 Zone is consistent with the
policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
There are LC and R3A Zoning and developments in the vicinity that
allow similar or compatible uses consistent with the R2 designation.
The location of this property is in the Limited Development
designation of the Airport Overlay Zone, which allows dwelling units.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the annexation
and initial zoning of R2 as it is consistent with the policies of the
Comprehensive Plan.

Attachments:
1. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
2. Zoning Information
3. Maps & Aerial Photos
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:

Residential development should reflect the economic and social diversity of Idaho Falls. (p.
38)
Reduce land use conflicts, existing land uses are recognized as starting points for future
development patterns. (p. 66)

Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities
are least costly. (p. 67)

Zoning Ordinance:
11-3-3: PURPOSE OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES
R2 Mixed Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone characterized by smaller lots and
dwellings, more compact and denser residential development; and higher volumes of vehicular and
pedestrian traffic than are characteristic of the RE, RP and R1 Zones. The principal uses permitted in
the R2 Zone shall be one (1), two (2), three (3), and four (4) dwelling units. This zone is also generally
located near limited commercial services that provide daily household needs.
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STAFF REPORT
FINAL PLAT
Amerigas Propane L.P.
November 9, 2021

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Ellsworth &
Associates, PLLC

Requested Action: To recommend approval of the final plat
for Amerigas Propane L.P. to the Mayor and City Council.

Project Manager: Caitlin
Long

Staff Comments: This parcel was annexed in December
2019 with a larger City-Wide initiated annexation for nonresidential parcels that had city services. It was zoned with
the initial zoning of LM. This final plat has two lots with
the intent to sell the second lot to the business to the south.
Lot 1 will have no direct access to Holmes Ave. Access for
Lot 1 will come from the current access point of the parcel
to the south and an access across Lot 2 with a cross access
easement.

Location: Generally, north of
E Anderson St, east of N
Holmes Ave, south of Pop
Kroll Way, west of Hemmert
Ave
Size: 4.634 Acres
Lots: 2
Avg Lot Size: 2.317 Acres
Existing Zoning:
Site: LM
North: County IM-1
South: HC
East: HC/County IM-1
West: LM

Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the final plat
and finds it complies with the Subdivision Ordinance and is
consistent with the development standards of the LM Zone.
Staff recommends approval of the plat.

Existing Land Uses:
Site: Commercial
North: Residential/Industrial
South: Commercial
East: Commercial/Vacant
West: Commercial
Future Land Use Map:
Highway-Related Industrial
Attachments:
1. Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinance Requirements
2. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
3. Maps and aerial photos
4. Final Plat
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Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes with an “X” indicated compliance with the ordinance
REQUIREMENTS
Requirements listed in Section 10-1:
Building envelopes sufficient to construct a building.
Lot dimensions conform to the minimum standards of Zoning Ordinance.
Lots have full frontage on, and access to, a dedicated street.

Staff Review
X
X
X

Residential lots do not have direct access to arterial streets.
Direct access to arterial streets from commercial or industrial lots shall be permitted only
where it can be demonstrated that:
1) The direct access will not impede the flow of traffic on the arterial or otherwise create
an unsafe condition; 2) There is no reasonable alternative for access to the arterial via a
collector street; 3) There is sufficient sight distance along the arterial from the proposed
point of access; 4) The proposed access is located so as not to interfere with the safe and
efficient functioning of any intersection; and 5) The developer or owner agrees to provide
all improvements, such as turning lanes or signals, necessitated for the safe and efficient
uses of the proposes access.
Adequate provisions shall be made for soil preservation, drainage patterns, and debris
and waste disposal and collection.
Sidelines of lots shall be at, or near, right angles or radial to the street lines. All corner
lots shall have a minimum radius of twenty feet on the property line.
All property within the subdivision shall be included within a lot or area dedicated for
public use.
All corner lots zoned RP through R-3, inclusive, shall be a minimum of ten percent larger
in area than the average area of all similarly zoned lots in the plat or subdivision under
consideration.
All major streets in subdivision must conform to the major street plan of the City, as set
forth in Comprehensive Plan.

N/A
X

The alignment and width of previously platted streets shall be preserved unless
topographical conditions or existing buildings or structures required otherwise.

N/A

Residential lots adjoining arterial streets shall comply with: 1) Such lots shall have
reverse frontage on the arterial streets, 2) such lots shall be buffered from the arterial
street by any effective combination of the following: lot depth, earth berms, vegetation,
walls or fences, and structural soundproofing, 3) Minimum lot depth shall be 150 ft
except where the use of berms, vegetation, and structures can be demonstrated to
constitute an effective buffer, 4) Whenever practical, existing roadside trees shall be
saved and used in the arterial buffer, 5) Parking areas shall be used as part of the arterial
buffer for high density residential uses, 6) Annexation and development agreement shall
include provisions for installation and continued maintenance of arterial buffers.

N/A

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

No New Streets

X
X
X
N/A
N/A
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Subdivision Ordinance:
Section 10-1-9A
(9) If the final plat conforms to the provisions of this Chapter and all other applicable State or Federal
laws, or local ordinances, the Council shall approve the final plat and authorize the Mayor and Clerk to
sign the original plat.
Zoning Ordinance:
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.

Comprehensive Plan Policies:

Lands served by railroad/airport facilities and near or adjacent to State highways shall be
retained for industrial development. (pg. 52)
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