Idaho Falls Planning Commission

Meeting Agenda

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

1. Call To Order:
2. Changes, Additions, Or Modifications To The Agenda.
3. Minutes:
3.I. November 6, 2018
4. Business:
4.I. REASONED STATEMENT FOR CUP18-008

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT. Car wash, Portion Lots 3-5 Block 1
Television Park Add Div 1. Generally south of E 12th St., west of St Clair Rd.,
north of E 17th St., and east of Juniper Dr
Documents:
REASONED STATEMENT CUP.PDF
4.II. REASONED STATEMENT FOR CUP18-009

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT. Pony Express Carwash N1/2 NW1/4
Section 36, T2N, R37. Generally south of W Sunnyside Rd., west of S
Yellowstone Ave., north of Pedersen St., and east of the Snake River
Documents:
REASONED STATEMENT CUP.PDF
4.III. PLAT17-016

FINAL PLAT. TELEVISION PARK ADDITION 1st Amended. Generally
south of E 12th St., west of St. Clair Rd., north of E 17th St., and east of S Holmes
Ave
5. Public Hearing(S):
5.I. ANNX18-016

ANNEXATION/INITIAL ZONING. West Side Annexation Initial Zoning
RE,RP,R1,R2,R3,R3A,LC,HC
Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
6. Miscellaneous:
6.I. DISCUSSION

Documents:
PC PACKET.PDF
6. Miscellaneous:
6.I. DISCUSSION

Conditional Use Permits to be heard by the Board of Adjustments
6.II. DISCUSSION

Overlay Zones for Airport

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

REASONED STATEMENT OF RELEVANT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT VEHICLE WASHING FACILITY, PORTION LOTS 3-5 BLOCK
1 TELEVISION PARK ADDITION, DIVISION 1. GENERALLY SOUTH OF E 12TH ST., WEST
OF ST CLAIR RD., NORTH OF E 17TH ST., AND EAST OF JUNIPER DR.
WHEREAS, the applicant filed an application for a Conditional Use Permit on October 1, 2018; and
WHEREAS, this matter came before the Idaho Falls Planning and Zoning Commission during a duly
noticed public hearing on November 6, 2018; and
WHEREAS, having reviewed the application, including all exhibits entered and having considered the
issues presented:

I.

RELEVANT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS

1. The Planning and Zoning Commission considered the request pursuant to the City of Idaho Falls 2013
Comprehensive Plan, the City of Idaho Falls Zoning Ordinance, the Local Land Use Planning Act,
and other applicable development regulations.
2. The property is an approximate 0.71 acre parcel located generally south of E 12th St., west of St Clair
Rd., north of E 17th St., and east of Juniper Dr.
3. The LC, Limited Commercial zone allows for a washing facility through a conditional use permit.
4. The use is consistent with other commercial uses in the area and along the 17th St. corridor.
II.

DECISION

Based on the above Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria, the Planning and Zoning Commission of
the City of Idaho Falls approved the CUP with the conditions:
1) Hours of operation 6AM-11PM
2) Expires in 1 year if construction has not been started
3) 2 years of vacancy of vehicle wash facility CUP will be revoked
4) Landscape to be installed at the same time of construction of vehicle washing facility
5) Bond with Public Works to provides City an assurance, that at the earliest point in time the permanent
removal of two curb cuts along 17th in front of the Payday Loans will be completed.
PASSED BY THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISION OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS
THIS _______ DAY OF ______________________, 2018

_____________________________________
_______________________________, Chair

REASONED STATEMENT OF RELEVANT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT VEHICLE WASHING FACILITY, M&B: APPROXIMATELY
1.63 ACRES N1/2, NW1/4, SECTION 36, T 2N, R 37E, GENERALLY SOUTH OF W
SUNNYSIDE RD., WEST OF S YELLOWSTONE AVE., NORTH OF PEDERSEN ST., AND
EAST OF THE SNAKE RIVER.
WHEREAS, the applicant filed an application for a Conditional Use Permit on October 5, 2018; and
WHEREAS, this matter came before the Idaho Falls Planning and Zoning Commission during a duly
noticed public hearing on November 6, 2018; and
WHEREAS, having reviewed the application, including all exhibits entered and having considered the
issues presented:
I.

RELEVANT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS

1. The Planning and Zoning Commission considered the request pursuant to the City of Idaho Falls 2013
Comprehensive Plan, the City of Idaho Falls Zoning Ordinance, the Local Land Use Planning Act,
and other applicable development regulations.
2. The property is an approximate 1.63 acre parcel located generally south of W Sunnyside Rd., West of
S Yellowstone Ave., North of Pedersen St., and East of the Snake River.
3. The LC, Limited Commercial zone allows for a washing facility through a conditional use permit.
4. The use is consistent with other commercial uses in the area both along Sunnyside Rd. and
Yellowstone Ave.
II.

DECISION

Based on the above Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria, the Planning and Zoning Commission of
the City of Idaho Falls approved the CUP with the conditions that hours of operation are 6AM-11PM, a 8'
masonry wall or equivalent in sound deadening be placed along boundary between multifamily and
washing Facility, and that landscape is installed at same time of construction of vehicle washing facility.
PASSED BY THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISION OF THE CITY OF IDAHO FALLS
THIS _______ DAY OF ______________________, 2018

_____________________________________
_______________________________, Chair

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
Annexation and Initial Zoning of RE, RP, R1, R3, R3A, LC, HC
West Side Area, Sections 23, 24, 26 & 27, T 2N, R 37E
November 6, 2018
Applicant: City of Idaho Falls
Location: Generally south of
Pancheri Dr., west of the Snake
River, north of W Sunnyside
Rd., and east of S 35th W

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To recommend to the Mayor and City Council
approval of the annexation and initial zoning of RE, RP, R1, R3,
R3A, LC, and HC.
Staff Recommendation: Staff recommends approval of the
annexation and initial zoning of RE, RP, R1, R3, R3A, LC, and HC.

Size:
Approx. 91.2 acres
Parcels: 39
Right of Way Parcels: 10

History: In early 2014 staff was directed to study the effects of the
city’s past policy to extend utilities outside city limits. Staff found
that approximately 300 properties receive city services outside city
Existing Zoning:
Site:
County A-1, RA-1, R-1 limits. In 2016 the City Council directed staff to begin annexation
proceedings for eligible properties receiving services. Staff has
North: R1, P, LC, HC
also received the direction to include developed enclaved
South: R1, I&M, County A-1
East:
R1, R3, LC, HC,
properties and exclude large vacant tracts of land that are being
County A-1
actively farmed or could annex in the near future as part of
West: R1, County A-1
development. The city has been systematically processing
annexations for these parcels.
Proposed Zoning:
Residential Estate, RE
Residential Park, RP
Single Dwelling Residential, R1
Multiple Dwelling Res., R3
Residential Mixed Use, R3A
Limited Commercial, LC
Highway Commercial, HC
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Residential, Public
Facility, Commercial
North:Residential, School
South: Residential, Vacant,
Commercial
East: Commercial, Vacant,
Residential
West: Residential, Commercial
Future Land Use Map:
Low and Higher Density
Residential, Estate, Commercial,
Greenbelt Mixed Use

Attachments:
1. Maps, Aerial photos
2. Annexation Plan
3. Resident Letters

Staff Comments: This area is being considered for annexation
because it is part of the approximate 300 properties that were
initially identified as eligible for annexation because they are
contiguous and have city services or agreements for services or are
enclaved. This application includes 39 private parcels and 10
right-of-way parcels with a total of approximately 91.2 acres.
Annexation: It is the policy of the state of Idaho that cities of the
state should be able to annex lands which are reasonably necessary
to assure the orderly development of Idaho’s cities in order to
allow efficient and economically viable provision of tax-supported
and fee-supported municipal services, to enable the orderly
development of private lands which benefit from the cost-effective
availability of municipal services in urbanizing areas and to
equitably allocate the costs of public services in management of
development on the urban fringe, General Provisions Idaho Statute
50-222.
This annexation is being processed as a Category “B” annexation,
but is largely made up of properties that could qualify as a
Category “A” annexation. A Category “B” annexation requires the
preparation of an annexation plan (attached) as well as a public
hearing.
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Properties can be classified as a Category “A” annexation when the annexation includes less than one
hundred enclaved residential parcels, irrespective of surface area, which are surrounded on all sides
by land within a city or which are bounded on all sides by lands within a city and by the boundary of
the City’s area of impact. Residential properties that are enclaved by the city can be processed as a
Category “A” annexation. Staff has confirmed with the City Attorney that the annexation proposal
does not need to include the entire enclaved area. The annexation can include just a portion of the
enclaved area. The proposed annexation excludes the large vacant parcels in the enclave area as
requested by the Council. In a Category “A” annexation no consent is necessary for enclaved lands.
Properties can be classified as a Category “B” annexation when the area is contiguous or adjacent to
the City and is within the City’s Area of Impact. Category “B” annexations also include properties
that have been subdivided into lots or parcels of five acres or less. The Skyline Animal Clinic on
Grizzly Avenue falls into this category as it currently only has sanitation service, but the parcel is
only .42 acres. In a Category “B” annexation implied consent to annex is given when the property is
connected to a water or wastewater collection system operated by the city if the connection was
requested in writing or was completed prior to July 1, 2008. This is true for the remaining parcels
that fall into the Category “B” designation, including those along W17th South, west of Bellin Road,
New Sweden Irrigation property and the LDS Seminary Building on Stosich Lane.
Initial Zoning: The Comprehensive Plan identifies this area largely as Low Density Residential with
Higher Density Residential, Estate, Greenbelt Mixed Uses and Commercial designations on the
fringes. The proposed initial zoning is a mix of RE, RP, R1, R3, R3A, LC, and HC. The proposed
residential zoning designations are based on the existing lot sizes of the parcels and the surrounding
zoning in the area. There are several open space parcels that are under the same ownership as a
residential property already annexed into the City and those parcels are proposed to be zoned the
same as adjoining property. There are several larger properties that are proposed to be zoned
Residential Estate. The Residential Estate Zone was created to allow for these large county lots to
transition into the City. The New Sweden Irrigation parcel, located off of W 17th South and along the
canal bank, and the LDS Seminary property located on is proposed to be zoned R1, consistent with
the Comprehensive Plan designation. The R1 Zone allows for Public Service Facilities (Irrigation
District parcel) and Religious Land Use (seminary parcel).
The animal clinic is proposed to be zoned R3A as that is the first residential zone that allows for that
use. This also helps to preserve the residential character of the neighborhood. The property west of
and adjacent to Skyline Drive is proposed to have a split zone of LC and R3. This proposed zoning
is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and current surrounding zoning. The norther portion sits
just west of existing platted lots that are also zoned LC. The Comprehensive Plan identifies higher
density uses for the remaining portion of the property. A R3 designation is considered to be a higher
density zone. The zoning designations for the freeway corridor, R3, LC and HC are also consistent
with the Comprehensive Plan or surrounding zoning designations. The small neighborhood at the
east end of the proposed annexation includes six single unit residential lots and a private street
(Pioneer Way). The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Greenbelt Mixed Use. It’s proposed
that this area be zoned R1, while not a mixed use zone, it is consistent with the developed uses of the
residential lots.
Neighborhood Meeting: Staff held a neighborhood meeting at Skyline High School on October 25,
2018 to inform residents about the annexation process and answer questions. Staff has also spoke
with and met in person with several individuals with question about the proposed annexation and the
overall process. Approximately 36 individuals attended the neighborhood meeting.
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Comprehensive Plan Policies:
Residential development should reflect the economic and social diversity of Idaho Falls.
New and existing developments should foster inclusiveness and connectivity through mixed housing
types and sizes and neighborhood connections through paths, parks, open spaces, and streets. Page 40
Higher density housing should be located closer to service areas and those streets designed to
move traffic, such as arterial streets and collectors, with access only to the collector street.
Apartments and townhouses are located adjacent to arterial and collector streets for two reasons.
Larger lots necessary for higher density housing offer opportunities for building layout, setbacks, and
buffering with berms and fences to minimize the impact of street noise. If apartments and
townhouses are located close to arterial streets, traffic from apartments will not move through
neighborhoods. However, higher density housing should still be clustered: it should not be used to
line arterial streets. Page 42
To reduce land use conflicts, existing land uses are recognized as starting points for future land
use patterns. Page 59
Encourage development in areas served by public utilities or where extensions of facilities are
least costly. Not only is a compact city convenient but the provision of public facilities is less
expensive. Growth does not always occur at the fringe of a community. Vacant lands or underutilized
parcels may redevelop to more intensive uses which use existing utilities. In the Broadway-Utah
Avenue area between I-15 and Snake River Parkway, 42 properties redeveloped in the period from
1989 to 2013, over 1,800 jobs were created, and assessed valuations increased by $141 million. The
City should continue programs which use private/public partnerships to redevelop the land inside the
City’s boundaries. Page 67
Zoning:
RE Residential Estate Zone. This zone provides a residential zone that permits the continuance of
areas which are characterized by lots of sufficient size to accommodate single dwelling units and
limited agricultural uses, including animal husbandry. The Zone is generally intended for rural
residential areas which were previously developed in the County. This zone is generally not intended
for new subdivisions within the City.
RP Residential Park Zone. This zone provides a residential zone which is representative of an
automobile-oriented, suburban development pattern and characterized by large lots. The principal use
permitted in this Zone shall be single unit dwellings.
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.
R3 Multiple Dwelling Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone which is characterized
by a variety of dwelling types with a denser residential environment. This Zone is situated along or
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near major streets such as collectors and arterials. It is also generally located near pedestrian
connections and commercial services.
R3A Residential Mixed Use Zone. To provide for a mix of uses in which the primary use of the land
is for residential purposes, but in which office buildings and certain other uses of a semi-commercial
nature may be located. Characteristic of this Zone is a greater amount of automobile traffic, greater
density, and a wider variety of dwelling types and uses than is characteristic of the R3 Residential
Zone. While office buildings and certain other uses of a semi-commercial nature may be located in
the Zone, the R3A Zone is essentially residential in character. Therefore, all uses must be developed
and maintained in harmony with residential uses. This zone should be located along major streets
such as arterials and collectors.
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.
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-ofway 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.
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Annexation Plan

West Side Annexation

I.

The Manner of Providing Tax-Supported Municipal Services to the Lands Proposed to be
Annexed
a. Fire Protection Services: All of the properties in this annexation fall within a 1.5 mile
radius of Idaho Falls Fire Station Number 5, located at southeast intersection of Bellin
Road and W 17th Street. See the attached Fire Stations and Service Boundaries Map.
b. Parks and Recreation Services: The Idaho Falls Parks and Recreation Division maintains
the City’s parks, properties, golf courses, zoo, cemeteries and other recreation facilities as
well as the City’s landscaped medians, rights-of-way, grounds for public buildings, and
storm water retention ponds. They also plant and maintain all trees, plants, and flowers
on City property and take care of playground equipment and monuments. All of the
properties in this annexation fall within a service area of a City park. See the attached
Park and Recreation Map.
c. Street Services: The properties included in this annexation are completely enclaved by
the City boundary or are contiguous to the City boundary and receive a City provided
service. As a result City maintained streets must be used for the properties to access any
services. The 2013 Background Study of the Comprehensive Plan identifies that the
Public Works Department also maintains over 300 miles of City roadways. As part of this
maintenance the Streets Division also provides snow removal. Any publicly dedicated
and accepted street within this annexation boundary will become responsibility of the
City to maintain and provide snow removal.
d. Library Services: Public libraries began in Idaho Falls in 1884 when a public reading
room containing three to four hundred volumes was opened by the Baptist Church. In
1908, this library was turned over to the City of Idaho Falls. The City created a library
board and set a property tax levy exclusively earmarked for library purposes. In 1980, the
Bonneville County Commissioners formed a Bonneville County Library District. One
year after formation, the Board contracted with the Idaho Falls Public Library to provide
free services in Bonneville County outside the City of Idaho Falls. Small library branches
supported by the library district are located at the Iona City Hall and the Swan Valley
Elementary School. As part of the annexation the properties will no longer be assessed
the Bonneville County Library District tax levy.
a. Police Protection Services: The City of Idaho Falls Police Department provides police
services within the corporate limits of Idaho Falls. The police department operates out of
a central facility located at 605 North Capital Avenue, which also houses the Bonneville
County Sheriff’s operations. The department also operates an animal control center which
was built in 1999-2000 as well as the dispatch center that serves all public safety agencies
in the City of Idaho Falls, and Bonneville County.

II.

The Changes in Taxation and Other Costs Which Would Result if the Subject Lands Were to be
Annexed
a. See attached Cost Differential Comparison sheet for rates and adjusted fees. Property
taxes and valuations will continue to be assessed by the County Assessor. Once annexed
the properties will also be assessed the City tax rate, some County taxes are no longer
applicable and will not continue to be assessed with annexation.

III.

The Means of Providing Fee-Supported Municipal Services, if any, to the Lands Proposed to be
Annexed
a. Water Services: The Idaho Falls Water Division provides water service within the
corporate limits of the City of Idaho Falls. This service consists of water supply, storage,
and distribution. There are City maintained waterlines located in W17th Street, Bellin
Road, Grizzly Ave., Saddle Lane, Stosich Lane, Skyline Drive and Pioneer Road. Many
of the properties included in this annexation already use the City’s water system and the
ones that do not will have the ability to connect to the City’s water system if the owners
decide to. Properties that do not currently have a City water service will not be required
to connect. The cost of connection to the water system would be borne by the property
owner wishing to connect. Those who currently have the City’s water service will see a
rate reduction as they are annexed.
b. Sanitary Sewer Services: The Idaho Falls Sewer Division provides wastewater service
within the corporate limits of the City of Idaho Falls. This service consists of collection,
conveyance, treatment, and disposal. Wastewater management also includes storm water
collection. There are City maintained sewer lines located in W17th Street, Bellin Road,
Grizzly Ave., Saddle Lane, Stosich Lane, Skyline Drive and Pioneer Way. Many of
properties included in this annexation already use the City’s wastewater system and the
ones that do not will have the ability to connect to the City’s wastewater system if the
owners decide to. Properties that do not currently have a City wastewater service will not
be required to connect. The cost of connection to the wastewater system would be borne
by the property owner wishing to connect. Those who currently have the City’s
wastewater service will see a rate reduction as they are annexed.
c. Garbage Collection Services: The proposed properties currently contract their own
sanitation service. Following annexation they will be served by the City’s Sanitation
Division at the standard rates.
d. Recreation Services: The Parks and Recreation Department is responsible for the
development and implementation of leisure activities for participants of all ages and
interests. These program activities take place throughout the City. They manage the Idaho
Falls Zoo, three golf courses, the Aquatic Center, the Wayne Lehto Ice Arena, the
Activity Center, and the Recreation Center. City rate discounts where applicable will be
available to the annexed properties for the recreation programs offered by the department.
e. Electric Power Services: The City of Idaho Falls has provided electrical energy services
to the residents and businesses of the City since 1900. Currently, the electric utility
service area is approximately 20 square miles and provides services to approximately
22,500 residential customers and 3,700 commercial and industrial customers. The City
owns and operates four hydroelectric generating facilities located on the Snake River.
The annexed properties that are not currently on Idaho Falls Power service will have the
option to request to switch providers. Such requests must be coordinated through Idaho
Falls Power. Properties that are annexed are eligible to receive power from Idaho Falls
Power, only if requested and approved for dis-continuation of service by Rocky
Mountain Power. Properties that are approved for disconnection from Rocky Mountain
Power will be required to participate in Rocky Mountain Power’s buyout process.
Currently Idaho Falls Power pays half of the determined buyout cost and the property
owner would be responsible for the remaining half. Properties are not required to

discontinue service with their current provider. The ultimate decision whether Idaho
Falls Power can provide service is up to Rocky Mountain Power.
IV.

The Proposed Future Land Use Plan and Zoning Designation, Subject to a Public Hearing
a. Comprehensive Plan: The properties located in this annexation area are located within the
following designations: (See attached Comprehensive Plan map) Estate, Low and Higher
Density Residential, Commercial, Greenbelt Mixed Uses and Public Facilities, Open
Spaces.
b. Zoning: The proposed zoning for each parcel is identified in the attached Zoning Map.
These zones include:
RE Residential Estate Zone. This zone provides a residential zone that permits the
continuance of areas which are characterized by lots of sufficient size to accommodate
single dwelling units and limited agricultural uses, including animal husbandry. The Zone
is generally intended for rural residential areas which were previously developed in the
County. This zone is generally not intended for new subdivisions within the City.
RP Residential Park Zone. This zone provides a residential zone which is representative
of an automobile-oriented, suburban development pattern and characterized by large lots.
The principal use permitted in this Zone shall be single unit dwellings.
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.
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.
R3 Multiple Dwelling Residential Zone. This zone provides a residential zone which is
characterized by a variety of dwelling types with a denser residential environment. This
Zone is situated along or near major streets such as collectors and arterials. It is also
generally located near pedestrian connections and commercial services.
R3A Residential Mixed Use Zone. To provide for a mix of uses in which the primary
use of the land is for residential purposes, but in which office buildings and certain other
uses of a semi-commercial nature may be located. Characteristic of this Zone is a greater
amount of automobile traffic, greater density, and a wider variety of dwelling types and
uses than is characteristic of the R3 Residential Zone. While office buildings and certain
other uses of a semi-commercial nature may be located in the Zone, the R3A Zone is
essentially residential in character. Therefore, all uses must be developed and maintained
in harmony with residential uses. This zone should be located along major streets such as
arterials and collectors.
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 nonmotorized 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.
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.

Map 23: Fire Stations & Service
Boundaries

61

Map 25: Neighborhood Park
Service Boundaries

69

Cost Differential Comparisons for City Services1
When a property is annexed, there is no requirement to connect to City water, sewer, or power. The
rates below are for information purposes only. Please contact a staff member if you would like to
discuss specific rates and fees for your property.
Tax Levy Rates2
Bonneville County:
Idaho Falls:

.004093435
.009513186

Water Rates
1” Initial Hookup Fee (If a property doesn’t already have the service):
Monthly Rate in City:
$30.10
Monthly Rate in County:
$60.20

$1,575.00

Sewer Rates
Initial Hookup Fee (If a property doesn’t already have the service):
Monthly Rate in City:
$22.80
Monthly Rate in County:
$25.80

$1,074.15

Power Rates
Monthly cost for power varies by usage. Idaho Falls Power’s residential base rate is roughly 1/3 the cost
of Rocky Mountain Power. If you would like a comparison of what your monthly bill would be if you
were an Idaho Falls Power customer, please contact Richard Malloy at 208-612-8428.
Sanitation Rates
Monthly Rate for Residential:

1

$9.45

Rates and fees are for residential use. Rates and fees may vary for commercial uses.
This is just a comparison of the City and County levy rates. When annexed, some of the levies, such as Fire
District levies, will no longer be assessed. For a full comparison of what your tax bill would be if annexed into the
City please contact the County Assessor’s office.
2

Kerry Beutler
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cindy <cindycrumley@yahoo.com>
Tuesday, October 30, 2018 2:02 PM
Kerry Beutler
Annexation Comments/Questions

Kerry,
I would like to make a comments & questions regarding the city wanting to annex our property.
As a home owner we DO NOT want the annex for our small neighborhood!
Can the city tell me why they would like to make our property a part of the City but Not the next door neighbors??
The city is wanting to annex our small neighborhood that is on Pioneer Way Road, (private drive) Idaho Falls, Idaho. How
come the city is Not wanting to add the Access Storage Unit (on Pioneer Road) that is adjoined to three of the houses on
Pioneer Way? How is this fair to all the 6 homes on this private drive?
Pioneer Way road is a private drive, if the annex goes through does it now become public road? Will the city maintain the
road & the snow removal?
As a home owner we just paid thousands of dollars to have natural gas put down our private road last year, if we are
annexed will the city reimburse us for the improvements?
Please advise to all the questions
Thank you
Cindy Crumley

1

10-29-18

Planning Commission
City of Idaho Falls
Re: Involuntary Annexation
Meeting November 06, 2018

Commissioners Black, Denny, Dixon, Foster, Cantu, Josephson, Morrison, Swaney, Wimborne, Hicks and Romankiw,

I am writing in regard to the proposed involuntary annexation of many of my neighbors on the west side near Skyline
High School.
It is alarming to hear the process and implementation of this proposed involuntary annexation. I know your
recommendation is important to the City Council and therefore ask you to consider the following points which I believe
make this particular annexation unreasonable to the homeowners and unethical in practice.

Nearly a third of these properties do not currently utilize city services of any kind, nor desire them.
The city requires the homeowner to bear the cost of running city services to their homes if they do not
currently have them available at their property. This comes at a considerable, and unreasonable cost to many of
these citizens. ($30,000 - $200,000 in multiple cases) If this same practice were to occur on my property it
would be even more. This is a burden that should not be put on any homeowner even if it can be paid over
time. Many of these homeowners are senior citizens, young families and military personnel. How would that
kind of expense fit into your financial budget?
The city has reached beyond it’s borders and taken in outlying properties and subdivisions thereby
increasing the footprint of the city and then put’s a heavy burden upon the property owners in between the old
borders and the new borders. This is not organic growth.
The city does not promise or imply that additional services will be extended except at the sole expense of
the property owners. This is unreasonable at best. How is it proper to charge for services not rendered?

I look forward to the Planning Commission meeting on November 6, 2018 and appreciate you recommending the City
Council not move forward with this annexation in it’s present form. Homeowners without city services should not be
included in this process.
Thank you,

Scott Johnson
1846 W. 17 S.
Idaho Falls, ID 83402
Bonneville County

Forced Annexation
My husband Mark Sutton and I April Sutton bought our home on 2775 w 17th s, April 0f 2017.
As we looked at this home it was older but it offered everything we wanted for our family. It came on
1.87 acres. It was in the County which allowed animals which was one of the biggest reasons we wanted
it for the 4H experience and additional livestock opportunities, 2nd it was big enough for our growing
family of 7 and 3rd it fit our budget. We did our research and knew we would be paying county taxes
which fit our budget with one income earner. Had we known we would be annex in the near future we
WOULD NOT of considered it, it would not have fit our budget. The fact the city is growing close to this
home and our home is being forced into Annexation with having no say or rights is just wrong. If the city
has been “cleaning up for 2 years” why hasn’t the public been made aware? We are a 1 income young
family, this would be costly for us to have the higher taxes, the buy out to change power if the whole
neighborhood changed. If we were expected to put in curb and gutter in the future. We did not plan for
these extra costs being FORCED onto us.
My husband could not be here tonight to stand with me on this issue as he is serving in the Idaho
National Guard and is fulfilling his obligation. First of all we love this area. We feel it is the perfect place
to raise our children. I would have no problem with annexation if it were reasonable. I think the city
classifies our 1.87 acres of an older home (fixer upper) with half of the property undeveloped for
agriculture purposes as the same as a new home in Comora Loma or Quail Ridge Estates! And should not
be taxed as such. We feel we are seen as an opportunity for the city to OUTRIGHT FORCE ANNEX us in to
increase it’s revenues to help fund it’s bad decisions in development (ie. Northgate Mile/ Holmes
renovation) Should a small family purchasing an older home (older for budgetary purposes) be subject
to the same taxes as an upscale home in a more affluent neighborhood? We see nothing wrong with
paying our dues (ie ambulance services, local police, 911, schools, etc) but should that price be 2 times
more and plus our county tax rate? Currently we pay 1200 dollars in county taxes, once forced into the
city the cost would increase to right at 4000 dollars. What do we get for our taxes? A small discount on
our water bill, with a future of more forced requirements by the city upon us (ie sidewalk, gutter,
restrictions on uses of the land **the sole reason for the purchase!! There is a reason we purchased this
property—it’s location in the county!! There is a reason you don’t find these lots in the city, they serve
an agriculture purpose in the county!!

What we do here, you don’t find in a
city. Using the land for what’s its
meant for.
Thanks
Pictures and comment provided by
Sutton
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City of Idaho Falls Planning & Zoning Commission
PO Box 50220, 680 Park Avenue
Idaho Falls, ID 83405
RE: Written comments for P&Z Commission members
To: Planning & Zoning Commission Members:
Idaho Law for Municipal Corporations 50-222, page 28, under equity states “While annexation may be
authorized under this section it also must pass the test of reasonableness.” Hendricks v. City of Nampa,
93 Idaho 95, 456 P.2d 262 (1969).
We are senior citizens who are retired and on fixed income.
 We are striving to be able to maintain a living. We are faced with many cost-of-living increases
that continually occur.
 We are not in a position to pay the unreasonable burden of the enormous costs of annexation.
We chose to live in the county. It was our long-awaited dream.
1. We purchased our home, shop and property so we could afford to live here when we retired and
had to live on fixed incomes.
 We chose this property so noise from the shop would not disturb neighbors and so we would have
adequate room to work. The shop is used almost daily.
This forced annexation will bring an unreasonable burden and a huge cost to us as senior citizens.
 The Idaho Falls Community Development Services has told us “nothing will change until there is a
change.” Depending on who initiates change, we estimate the annexation cost us of $60,000 $250,000.
 If the city decided to widen S. Skyline Drive that would be a change and would suddenly bring on
all of these costs that we would be responsible to pay at one time.
 Anyone would agree that this is unreasonable and a huge financial burden for any property
owner, especially for senior citizens.
We have not requested or consented to be annexed into the City of Idaho Falls.
1. This annexation will not provide anything for us.
2. We already have all the same services the city proposes to provide to us.
3. We have never requested city services.
4. The city cannot tell us when city services will become available.
5. No city services are available to our property at this time.
Idaho Law, Title 50 Municipal Corporations, Chapter 2, General Provisions-GovernmentTerritory, 50-222, Annexation by Cities. “Economically viable provisions of tax-supported and
free-supported municipal services, to enable the orderly development of private lands with
Benefit from the cost-effective availability of municipal services”
At this time city water is available 1000 feet from our property. At this time it will cost $46 a linear foot
for a total of $46,000.00 to get city water to the edge of our property. It will cost another $15,640.00 to
run the water down the frontage of our property. There are similar costs for power, sewer, curb and
gutter and possible sidewalks. The hookup fees from the city and the contractor fees to connect these
services are an additional $30,000. These are today’s prices. With inflation and time these costs will be
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higher. These charges to a residential owner are unreasonable! We currently have all the services that
the City offers.
Once annexed, our taxes will more than double. This adds to our financial burden and this tax is
unreasonable because we would receive no benefits from the city.
The City of Idaho Falls Community Development Services told us that the city wants us to pay our fair
share of using city roads and parks. We feel this is a weak statement to justify this annexation.
 Many out of town and out of county people use City of Idaho Falls roads. City roads are not limited
to people that are in the city.
 Every gallon of gas purchased in Idaho goes to pay for roads. The city receives a greater portion
of the gas tax than the county does.
 Roads are also supported by city and county taxes. We have paid both while living in two
residences (City of Idaho Falls & Bonneville County) the past 34 years.
On your annexation plan, you are annexing I-15 (the interstate) but you are not annexing S. Skyline Drive
in front of our home. The city told us this annexation was to “clean up the urban fringe along the
boundaries of the city.”
 Not annexing the county road in front of our home (S. Skyline Drive) creates confusion for City
and County departments. It can create a delay in emergency services if City/County departments
take time to know who is responsible to respond. If our property were annexed and if we had an
emergency on our property we would call the City of Idaho Falls. If an emergency happened on
the street in front of our home the county sheriff’s office would need to be contacted. This
complicates the situation for an emergency dispatcher, property owner, and the general public.
This is unreasonable
 Once the city annexes I-15 (the interstate) the city will become responsible for the loud noise
that comes from the freeway. This would obligate the city to treat us like other private city
residential property owners and protect our property from commercial zones with loud noise
with a 15foot soundproof wall or fence. An example would be the discussion held at the recent
P&Z Commission public hearing on the proposed car washes discussed in the November meeting.
We know of properties inside the City of Idaho Falls boundaries that have not been annexed. The
properties we know of have streets, curb, gutter, and sidewalk and city services available to connect to.
Why have these properties not been annexed?
 We do not understand why the city is targeting rural county properties on the west side of Idaho
Falls in this current annexation.
 All county properties residing within the city limits of Idaho Falls should be annexed! It is
unreasonable for them not to be. This is prejudice. Why are those property owners being
treated differently especially when the cost to them is much less?
Due to the huge financial cost of annexation and all the unreasonableness, we choose to be exempted
from this annexation.
Respectfully,
Doug & Colleen Hammon
1315 S. Skyline Drive
Idaho Falls, ID 83402

Kerry Beutler
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CenturyLink Customer <steveandlaura@q.com>
Tuesday, October 30, 2018 2:51 PM
Kerry Beutler
Unreasonable Annexation

Dear Kerry,
I am writing out of concern for the city leaders' current plan to force a mixed group of homeowners to
pay an astronomical personal cost for annexation into Idaho Falls. My husband and I are not part of
the current group of homeowners, but we live in the county and are aware that some of those now
affected will be forced to pay as much as hundreds of thousands of dollars to comply with the city
leaders' demands for connecting to city services and upgrading roads, sidewalks, curb and gutter.
Many of the homeowners have already paid tens of thousands of dollars for septic systems and wells.
Some of these owners have never had an agreement with the city or received city services. Some
properties are not contiguous to city property.
Idaho is one of only four states which still allow involuntary annexation, and it appears that Idaho
Falls leaders are taking advantage of home owners, many of whom in the current group are retired,
by serving them a we-win you-lose ultimatum, some of whom could lose their homes in the process.
These homeowners are not wealthy developers with the means to pay for such improvements. Why is
the city holding individual homeowners to the same costly requirement?
Please consider the hardship that the current annexation plan will cause for many of the homeowners
targeted. Planning and zoning should be reasonable and considerate of the people affected.
Sincerely,
Laura Herrmann
208.529.0484
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Dear Planning Commission and City Council Members:

30 October 2018

Thank you for reviewing the materials provided to you by the property owners concerning the
proposed annexation. Our comments on the proposed annexation are based on the city not
satisfying the statutory purposes of Idaho Code Local Land Use Planning and the statutory
“reasonableness” requirements defined in Idaho Statute 50-222 [Ref. 1] and related cases [Ref.
2-4].
The Idaho Code Title 67 67-6502 defines the two most important purposes of Local Land use
Planning are (a) To protect property rights while making accommodations for other necessary
types of development such as low-cost housing and mobile home parks. And (b) To ensure that
adequate public facilities and services are provided to the people at reasonable cost. We would
primarily urge each of you to evaluate the proposed annexation based on this statutory purpose
and look at the Idaho statute 50-222 and consider if all requirements have been met and if the
law has been fairly and reasonably applied. We conclude the proposed annexation fails the
reasonableness test so it is invalid and summarize the major points.
Points to consider:


City does not plan to provide sewer to our property or other property owners on Stosich
Lane included in this proposed annexation, so it is not ‘reasonable necessary…to assure
the orderly development of Idaho’s cities in order to allow efficient and economically
viable provision of tax-supported and fee-supported municipal services” 50-222(1)



The costs to homeowners to connect to city services are devastatingly high: $30,000200,000. The cost information provided by the city is misleadingly low and does not
reflect the expected out-of-pocket costs of the property owners if we request fee-based
services that city property owners receive and are paid for through city taxes. Violation of
Idaho Code 67-6502(b) and Idaho statute 50-122.



A property in the original annexation plan was removed after the city was made aware of
a notification error thus pushing our hearing back a month. A revised plan was not
submitted and per previous annexation hearings the city policy stated that the city will not
exclude any single property from a group annexation. Since the city has excluded a single
property in this group, then the city policy has changed and needs to consider each
property on its own merit.



The City developed their annexation plan and strategy 2 years ago and did not share that
with the homeowners to allow them to plan appropriately. The cost impact on a single
homeowner can be (and is in a number of cases) catastrophic, making current and long
term living costs unsustainable.



The city claims that we already use city roads and do not pay for them. We buy gasoline
and pay a gas tax which is then used for city roads. We pay state and federal taxes which
are then allocated to cities for road maintenance. The above taxes provide an equitable
and reasonable contribution for the transportation services received. Additional taxes are
inequitable and unreasonable. Violation of 50-222



City representative said that properties adjacent to private roads are not annexed because
they are problematic in getting services to those properties [5]. The city does not include
annexation of our road because it is privately owned [6]. According to the city’s
annexation policy, the City should not annex our property.



Our road, Stosich Lane, is not being annexed. Nor is the field across from our home nor
some land located west of our home. This annexation is not ‘fixing’ the problems stated
by city officials of ‘service islands’ within the city. With our road still being a private,
public-used road it will continue to be serviced by the county thus maintaining that
‘service island’. There is no reason to annex our property at this time.



City representative said, we are not pursuing neighborhoods without services. And said
there are no exceptions. BUT, this annexation has around 20% property owners with no
services. Inconsistent application of the law.



The city ‘planned’ to provide city services way outside of their annexed jurisdiction for
the past 20 years. They have created the ‘enclave’ in which we find ourselves. It is not
our fault that the plan was not orderly and well-established. We are just the fallout from
poor planning. We should not be punished for the planning commission’s actions.



The city identified 300 properties to be annexed. Why were those properties not annexed
all together? The statute provides for annexations of that size and scope (see statute p. 3
Category C) and we would submit that the intent of the statute 50-222 has been
purposefully circumvented to keep the parcels under the 100 number to avoid a category
C annexations which require a majority vote of ownership in agreement to pass. This
action violates Idaho Code 67-6502.

Sincerely,
Bruce and Mariann Hilton

References
1. I.C. § 50-222
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https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/Title67/T67CH65/SECT67-6502/

TITLE 67
STATE GOVERNMENT AND STATE AFFAIRS
CHAPTER 65
LOCAL LAND USE PLANNING
67-6502. Purpose. The purpose of this act shall be to promote the health, safety and general welfare of the
people of the state of Idaho as follows:
(a) To protect property rights while making accommodations for other necessary types of development such
as low-cost housing and mobile home parks.
(b) To ensure that adequate public facilities and services are provided to the people at reasonable cost.
(c) To ensure that the economy of the state and localities is protected.
(d) To ensure that the important environmental features of the state and localities are protected.
(e) To encourage the protection of prime agricultural, forestry and mining lands and land uses for production
of food, fiber and minerals, as well as the economic benefits they provide to the community.
(f) To encourage urban and urban-type development within incorporated cities.
(g) To avoid undue concentration of population and overcrowding of land.
(h) To ensure that the development on land is commensurate with the physical characteristics of the land.
(i) To protect life and property in areas subject to natural hazards and disasters.
(j) To protect fish, wildlife and recreation resources.
(k) To avoid undue water and air pollution.
(l) To allow local school districts to participate in the community planning and development process so as to
address public school needs and impacts on an ongoing basis.
(m) To protect public airports as essential community facilities that provide safe transportation alternatives
and contribute to the economy of the state.
History:
[67-6502, added 1975, ch. 188, sec. 2, p. 515; am. 1992, ch. 269, sec. 1, p. 831; am. 1994, ch. 245, sec. 1, p. 764;
am. 1999, ch. 396, sec. 2, p. 1100; am. 2011, ch. 89, sec. 1, p. 192; am. 2014, ch. 93, sec. 3, p. 254.]

https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/title67/t67ch65/sect67-6526/

TITLE 67
STATE GOVERNMENT AND STATE AFFAIRS
CHAPTER 65
LOCAL LAND USE PLANNING
67-6526. Areas of city impact — Negotiation procedure. (a) The governing board of each county and each city
therein shall adopt by ordinance following the notice and hearing procedures provided in section 67-6509, Idaho
Code, a map identifying an area of city impact within the unincorporated area of the county. A separate ordinance
providing for application of plans and ordinances for the area of city impact shall be adopted. Subject to the
provisions of section 50-222, Idaho Code, an area of city impact must be established before a city may annex
adjacent territory. This separate ordinance shall provide for one (1) of the following:
(1) Application of the city plan and ordinances adopted under this chapter to the area of city impact; or
(2) Application of the county plan and ordinances adopted under this chapter to the area of city impact; or
(3) Application of any mutually agreed upon plan and ordinances adopted under this chapter to the area of city
impact.
Areas of city impact, together with plan and ordinance requirements, may cross county boundaries by
agreement of the city and county concerned if the city is within three (3) miles of the adjoining county.
(b) If the requirements of section 67-6526(a), Idaho Code, have not been met, either the city or the county may
demand compliance with this section by providing written notice to the other of said demand for compliance. Once
a demand has been made, the city shall select its representative as hereinafter provided, within thirty (30) days of
said demand, and the process set forth in this subsection shall commence. The county commissioners for the
county concerned, together with three (3) elected city officials designated by the mayor of the city and confirmed
by the council, shall, within thirty (30) days after the city officials have been confirmed by the council, select three
(3) city or county residents. These nine (9) persons shall, by majority vote, recommend to the city and county
governing boards an area of city impact together with plan and ordinance requirements. The recommendations
shall be submitted to the governing boards within one hundred eighty (180) days after the selection of the three
(3) members at large and shall be acted upon by the governing boards within sixty (60) days of receipt. If the city
or county fails to enact ordinances providing for an area of city impact, plan, and ordinance requirements, either
the city or county may seek a declaratory judgment from the district court identifying the area of city impact, and
plan and ordinance requirements. In defining an area of city impact, the following factors shall be considered: (1)
trade area; (2) geographic factors; and (3) areas that can reasonably be expected to be annexed to the city in the
future.
(c) If areas of city impact overlap, the cities involved shall negotiate boundary adjustments to be
recommended to the respective city councils. If the cities cannot reach agreement, the board of county
commissioners shall, upon a request from either city, within thirty (30) days, recommend adjustments to the areas
of city impact which shall be adopted by ordinance by the cities following the notice and hearing procedures
provided in section 67-6509, Idaho Code. If any city objects to the recommendation of the board of county
commissioners, the county shall conduct an election, subject to the provisions of section 34-106, Idaho Code, and
establish polling places for the purpose of submitting to the qualified electors residing in the overlapping impact
area, the question of which area of city impact the electors wish to reside. The results of the election shall be
conclusive and binding, and no further proceedings shall be entertained by the board of county commissioners,
and the decision shall not be appealable by either city involved. The clerk of the board of county commissioners
shall by abstract of the results of the election, certify that fact, record the same and transmit copies of the original
abstract of the result of the election to the clerk of the involved cities.
(d) Areas of city impact, plan, and ordinance requirements shall remain fixed until both governing boards
agree to renegotiate. In the event the city and county cannot agree, the judicial review process of subsection (b) of
this section shall apply. Renegotiations shall begin within thirty (30) days after written request by the city or
county and shall follow the procedures for original negotiation provided in this section.

https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/title67/t67ch65/sect67-6526/
(e) Prior to negotiation or renegotiation of areas of city impact, plan, and ordinance requirements, the
governing boards shall submit the questions to the planning, zoning, or planning and zoning commission for
recommendation. Each commission shall have a reasonable time fixed by the governing board to make its
recommendations to the governing board. The governing boards shall undertake a review at least every ten (10)
years of the city impact plan and ordinance requirements to determine whether renegotiations are in the best
interests of the citizenry.
(f) This section shall not preclude growth and development in areas of any county within the state of Idaho
which are not within the areas of city impact provided for herein.
(g) If the area of impact has been delimited pursuant to the provisions of subsection (a)(1) of this section,
persons living within the delimited area of impact shall be entitled to representation on the planning, zoning, or the
planning and zoning commission of the city of impact. Such representation shall as nearly as possible reflect the
proportion of population living within the city as opposed to the population living within the areas of impact for
that city. To achieve such proportional representation, membership of the planning, zoning or planning and zoning
commission, may exceed twelve (12) persons, notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a) of section 67-6504,
Idaho Code. In instances where a city has combined either or both of its planning and zoning functions with the
county, representation on the resulting joint planning, zoning or planning and zoning commission shall as nearly as
possible reflect the proportion of population living within the impacted city, the area of city impact outside the city,
and the remaining unincorporated area of the county. Membership on such a joint planning, zoning or planning
and zoning commission may exceed twelve (12) persons, notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a) of
section 67-6504, Idaho Code.
History:
[67-6526, added 1975, ch. 188, sec. 2, p. 515; am. 1977, ch. 155, sec. 1, p. 396; am. 1979, ch. 87, sec. 1, p. 212;
am. 1993, ch. 55, sec. 1, p. 150; am. 1995, ch. 118, sec. 97, p. 506; am. 1996, ch. 116, sec. 2, p. 428; am. 1999, ch. 251,
sec. 1, p. 651; am. 2002, ch. 333, sec. 6, p. 947.]

Idaho Statutes
TITLE 50
MUNICIPAL CORPORATIONS
CHAPTER 2
GENERAL PROVISIONS — GOVERNMENT — TERRITORY
50-222. ANNEXATION BY CITIES. (1) Legislative
intent. The legislature hereby declares and
determines that it is the policy of the state of
Idaho that cities of the state should be able to
annex lands which are reasonably necessary to
assure the orderly development of Idaho’s cities
in order to allow efficient and economically
viable
provision
of
tax-supported
and
feesupported municipal services, to enable the
orderly
development
of
private
lands
which
benefit from the cost-effective availability of
municipal services in urbanizing areas and to
equitably allocate the costs of public services
in management of development on the urban fringe.
(2) General authority. Cities have the authority
to annex land into a city upon compliance with
the procedures required in this section. In any
annexation proceeding, all portions of highways
lying wholly or partially within an area to be
annexed shall be included within the area annexed
unless expressly agreed between the annexing city
and the governing board of the highway agency
providing road maintenance at the time of
annexation. Provided further, that said city
council shall not have the power to declare such
land, lots or blocks a part of said city if they
will be connected to such city only by a
shoestring or strip of land which comprises a
railroad or highway right-of-way.
(3) Annexation
classifications.
Annexations

shall be classified and processed according to
the standards for each respective category set
forth herein. The three (3) categories of
annexation are:
(a) Category A: Annexations wherein:
(i)
All private landowners have consented to
annexation. Annexation where all landowners have
consented may extend beyond the city area of
impact provided that the land is contiguous to
the city and that the comprehensive plan includes
the area of annexation;
(ii) Any residential enclaved lands of less than
one
hundred
(100)
privately-owned
parcels,
irrespective
of
surface
area,
which
are
surrounded on all sides by land within a city or
which are bounded on all sides by lands within a
city and by the boundary of the city’s area of
impact; or
(iii) The lands are those for which owner
approval must be given pursuant to subsection
(5)(b)(v) of this section.
(b) Category B: Annexations wherein:
(i)
The subject lands contain less than one
hundred (100) separate private ownerships and
platted lots of record and where not all such
landowners have consented to annexation; or
(ii) The subject lands contain more than one
hundred (100) separate private ownerships and
platted lots of record and where landowners
owning more than fifty percent (50%) of the area
of the subject private lands have consented to
annexation prior to the commencement of the
annexation process; or
(iii) The lands are the subject of a development
moratorium or a water or sewer connection
restriction imposed by state or local health or
environmental agencies; provided such lands shall
not be counted for purposes of determining the
number of separate private ownerships and platted

lots of record aggregated to determine the
appropriate category.
(c) Category C: Annexations wherein the subject
lands contain more than one hundred (100)
separate private ownerships and platted lots of
record and where landowners owning more than
fifty percent (50%) of the area of the subject
private lands have not consented to annexation
prior to commencement of the annexation process.
(4) (a) Evidence of consent to annexation. For
purposes of this section, and unless excepted in
paragraph (b) of this subsection (4), consent to
annex shall be valid only when evidenced by
written
instrument
consenting
to
annexation
executed by the owner or the owner’s authorized
agent. Written consent to annex lands must be
recorded in the county recorder’s office to be
binding upon subsequent purchasers, heirs, or
assigns of lands addressed in the consent. Lands
need not be contiguous or adjacent to the city
limits at the time the landowner consents to
annexation for the property to be subject to a
valid consent to annex; provided however, no
annexation of lands shall occur, irrespective of
consent, until such land becomes contiguous or
adjacent to such city.
(b) Exceptions to the requirement of written
consent to annexation. The following exceptions
apply to the requirement of written consent to
annexation provided for in subsection (4)(a) of
this section:
(i)
Enclaved lands: In category A annexations,
no consent is necessary for enclaved lands
meeting the requirements of subsection (3)(a)(ii)
of this section;
(ii) Implied consent: In category B and C
annexations, valid consent to annex is implied
for the area of all lands connected to a water or
wastewater collection system operated by the city

if the connection was requested in writing by the
owner, or the owner’s authorized agent, or
completed before July 1, 2008.
(5) Annexation procedures. Annexation of lands
into
a
city
shall
follow
the
procedures
applicable
to
the
category
of
lands
as
established by this section. The implementation
of any annexation proposal wherein the city
council determines that annexation is appropriate
shall be concluded with the passage of an
ordinance of annexation.
(a) Procedures for category A annexations: Lands
lying contiguous or adjacent to any city in the
state of Idaho may be annexed by the city if the
proposed annexation meets the requirements of
category A. Upon determining that a proposed
annexation meets such requirements, a city may
initiate the planning and zoning procedures set
forth in chapter 65, title 67, Idaho Code, to
establish the comprehensive planning policies,
where necessary, and zoning classification of the
lands to be annexed.
(b) Procedures for category B annexations: A
city may annex lands that would qualify under the
requirements of category B annexation if the
following requirements are met:
(i)
The lands are contiguous or adjacent to the
city and lie within the city’s area of city
impact;
(ii) The land is laid off into lots or blocks
containing not more than five (5) acres of land
each, whether the same shall have been or shall
be laid off, subdivided or platted in accordance
with any statute of this state or otherwise, or
whenever the owner or proprietor or any person by
or with his authority has sold or begun to sell
off such contiguous or adjacent lands by metes
and bounds in tracts not exceeding five (5)
acres, or whenever the land is surrounded by the

city. Splits of ownership which occurred prior to
January 1, 1975, and which were the result of
placement of public utilities, public roads or
highways, or railroad lines through the property
shall not be considered as evidence of an intent
to develop such land and shall not be sufficient
evidence that the land has been laid off or
subdivided in lots or blocks. A single sale after
January 1, 1975, of five (5) acres or less to a
family member of the owner for the purpose of
constructing a residence shall not constitute a
sale within the meaning of this section. For
purposes of this section, "family member" means a
natural person or the spouse of a natural person
who is related to the owner by blood, adoption or
marriage
within
the
first
degree
of
consanguinity;
(iii) Preparation and publication of a written
annexation plan, appropriate to the scale of the
annexation contemplated, which includes, at a
minimum, the following elements:
(A) The
manner
of
providing
tax-supported
municipal services to the lands proposed to be
annexed;
(B) The changes in taxation and other costs,
using examples, which would result if the subject
lands were to be annexed;
(C) The
means
of
providing
fee-supported
municipal services, if any, to the lands proposed
to be annexed;
(D) A brief analysis of the potential effects of
annexation upon other units of local government
which currently provide tax-supported or feesupported services to the lands proposed to be
annexed; and
(E) The proposed future land use plan and zoning
designation or designations, subject to public
hearing, for the lands proposed to be annexed;
(iv) Compliance with the notice and hearing

procedures governing a zoning district boundary
change as set forth in section 67-6511, Idaho
Code, on the question of whether the property
should be annexed and, if annexed, the zoning
designation to be applied thereto; provided
however, the initial notice of public hearing
concerning the question of annexation and zoning
shall be published in the official newspaper of
the city and mailed by first class mail to every
property owner with lands included in such
annexation proposal not less than twenty-eight
(28) days prior to the initial public hearing.
All public hearing notices shall establish a time
and procedure by which comments concerning the
proposed annexation may be received in writing
and heard and, additionally, public hearing
notices delivered by mail shall include a one (1)
page summary of the contents of the city’s
proposed
annexation
plan
and
shall
provide
information regarding where the annexation plan
may be obtained without charge by any property
owner whose property would be subject to the
annexation proposal.
(v) In addition to the standards set forth
elsewhere in this section, annexation of the
following
lands
must
meet
the
following
requirements:
(A) Property, owned by a county or any entity
within the county, that is used as a fairgrounds
area under the provisions of chapter 8, title 31,
Idaho Code, or chapter 2, title 22, Idaho Code,
must have the consent of a majority of the board
of county commissioners of the county in which
the property lies; and
(B) Property, owned by a nongovernmental entity,
that is used to provide outdoor recreational
activities to the public and that has been
designated as a planned unit development of fifty
(50) acres or more and does not require or

utilize any city services must have the express
written permission of the nongovernmental entity
owner.
(vi) After considering the written and oral
comments of property owners whose land would be
annexed and other affected persons, the city
council may proceed with the enactment of an
ordinance of annexation and zoning. In the course
of the consideration of any such ordinance, the
city must make express findings, to be set forth
in the minutes of the city council meeting at
which the annexation is approved, as follows:
(A) The land to be annexed meets the applicable
requirements of this section and does not fall
within the exceptions or conditional exceptions
contained in this section;
(B) The annexation would be consistent with the
public purposes addressed in the annexation plan
prepared by the city;
(C) The annexation is reasonably necessary for
the orderly development of the city;
(vii) Notwithstanding any other provision of this
section, railroad right-of-way property may be
annexed pursuant to this section only when
property within the city adjoins or will adjoin
both sides of the right-of-way.
(c) Procedures for category C annexations: A
city may annex lands that would qualify under the
requirements of category C annexation if the
following requirements are met:
(i)
Compliance with the procedures governing
category B annexations; and
(ii) Evidence of consent to annexation based
upon the following procedures:
(A) Following
completion
of
all
procedures
required for consideration of a category B
annexation,
but
prior
to
enactment
of
an
annexation ordinance and upon an affirmative
action by the city council, the city shall mail

notice to all private landowners owning lands
within the area to be annexed, exclusive of the
owners of lands that are subject to a consent to
annex which complies with subsection (4)(a) of
this section defining consent. Such notice shall
invite property owners to give written consent to
the annexation, include a description of how that
consent can be made and where it can be filed,
and inform the landowners where the entire record
of the subject annexation may be examined. Such
mailed
notice
shall
also
include
a
legal
description of the lands proposed for annexation
and a simple map depicting the location of the
subject lands.
(B) Each landowner desiring to consent to the
proposed annexation must submit the consent in
writing to the city clerk by a date specified in
the notice, which date shall not be later than
forty-five (45) days after the date of the
mailing of such notice.
(C) After the date specified in the notice for
receipt of written consent, the city clerk shall
compile and present to the city council a report
setting forth: (i) the total physical area sought
to be annexed, and (ii) the total physical area
of the lands, as expressed in acres or square
feet, whose owners have newly consented in
writing to the annexation, plus the area of all
lands subject to a prior consent to annex which
complies with subsection (4)(a) of this section
defining consent. The clerk shall immediately
report the results to the city council.
(D) Upon receiving such report, the city council
shall review the results and may thereafter
confirm whether consent was received from the
owners of a majority of the land. The results of
the report shall be reflected in the minutes of
the city council. If the report as accepted by
the city council confirms that owners of a

majority of the land area have consented to
annexation, the city council may enact an
ordinance of annexation, which thereafter shall
be published and become effective according to
the terms of the ordinance. If the report
confirms that owners of a majority of the land
area have not consented to the annexation, the
category C annexation shall not be authorized.
(6) The decision of a city council to annex and
zone lands as a category B or category C
annexation shall be subject to judicial review in
accordance
with
the
procedures
provided
in
chapter 52, title 67, Idaho Code, and pursuant to
the standards set forth in section 67-5279, Idaho
Code. Any such appeal shall be filed by an
affected person in the appropriate district court
no later than twenty-eight (28) days after the
date of publication of the annexation ordinance.
All cases in which there may arise a question of
the validity of any annexation under this section
shall be advanced as a matter of immediate public
interest and concern, and shall be heard by the
district court at the earliest practicable time.
(7) Annexation
of
noncontiguous
municipal
airfield. A city may annex land that is not
contiguous to the city and is occupied by a
municipally owned or operated airport or landing
field. However, a city may not annex any other
land adjacent to such noncontiguous facilities
which is not otherwise annexable pursuant to this
section.
History:
[50-222, added 2002, ch. 333, sec. 2, p. 939; am.
2008, ch. 118, sec. 1, p. 327; am. 2009, ch. 53,
sec. 1, p. 145.]
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Mariann Hilton <brucemarhilton@gmail.com>

public testimony
4 messages
Brad Cramer <BCramer@idahofallsidaho.gov>
Thu, Nov 8, 2018 at 8:43 PM
To: "brucemarhilton@gmail.com" <brucemarhilton@gmail.com>, "sjohn6220@gmail.com" <sjohn6220@gmail.com>
Just wanted to let you know I was able to ask Randy about the speaking during the “open mic” time. At this point
because the application is in process we can’t have any comment about that issue during a council meeting until
the public hearing. You can still write letters, emails, make phone calls, etc. But there will not be any comment
during other council meetings.

I’ve emailed my assistant to get a meeting scheduled with me, Kerry, legal, and public works. I anticipate that will
be early next week. If you could please outline the questions you have in an email that would be very helpful. I
think I have them down pretty well, but I want to make sure I don’t miss anything.

Thanks.

Community Development Services
Brad Cramer | Director
680 Park Avenue
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Work: (208) 612-8276
Fax: (208) 612-8520
bcramer@idahofallsidaho.gov

Brad Cramer <BCramer@idahofallsidaho.gov>
To: Mariann and Bruce Hilton <brucemarhilton@gmail.com>

Mon, Nov 12, 2018 at 8:11 AM

Thank you. I have a meeting scheduled for Wednesday with the other departments to go over these issues. I’ll
follow up with you and the Hammon’s after that.
Brad
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Sent from my iPhone
On Nov 12, 2018, at 8:52 AM, Mariann and Bruce Hilton <brucemarhilton@gmail.com> wrote:
Thanks for talking with us on Thursday and for scheduling a meeting to discuss some of our questions.
I've asked the Hammons to email you with their questions and I believe they have done that.
Our biggest concern lies with the ability of the city to provide fee-supported services to our home on Stosich Ln.
[Quoted text hidden]

Mariann and Bruce Hilton <brucemarhilton@gmail.com>
To: Brad Cramer <BCramer@idahofallsidaho.gov>

Mon, Nov 12, 2018 at 8:15 AM

Thank you for talking with us on Thursday and for scheduling a meeting to discuss our questions.
I asked the Hammons to email you separately with their questions and I believe they have done that.
Our biggest concern is in regards to how the city plans to follow the statute in providing for fee-supported services
to our property on Stosich Ln.
Paragraph III. in the Annexation Plan does tell us that the sewer is located at the top of our road but there is no
plan to get that to our home. Is the city willing to provide that service to our property? The plan reads that 'the
ones that do not (receive sewer services) will have the ability to connect to the City's wastewater system if they
owners decide to." We do not see that this is even possible for us nor is it anywhere 'reasonable' for us to do.
How does the city plan to follow the statute outlined in the annexation plan and provide this service?
We discussed the deficiency of the costs of annexation provided in the plan and asked for real costs not just the
minimal hook-up costs.
The electricity issue should be detailed as well because it's much more involved than just paying the hook-up fee.
Why was the property across from our property removed from the westside annexation?
What is the city's maintenance policy of gravel, dirt roads?
Thanks Brad.
Mariann Hilton
On Thu, Nov 8, 2018 at 9:43 PM Brad Cramer <BCramer@idahofallsidaho.gov> wrote:
[Quoted text hidden]
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Brad Cramer <BCramer@idahofallsidaho.gov>
To: Mariann and Bruce Hilton <brucemarhilton@gmail.com>
Cc: Kerry Beutler <kbeutler@idahofallsidaho.gov>

Wed, Nov 14, 2018 at 4:01 PM

Sorry	
  for	
  the	
  delay	
  in	
  ge0ng	
  this	
  back	
  to	
  you.	
  	
  	
  My	
  mee9ng	
  ended	
  at	
  3:30	
  and	
  I	
  worked	
  on	
  the	
  Hammon’s
ques9ons	
  ﬁrst.	
  	
  My	
  responses	
  to	
  your	
  ques9ons	
  are	
  below	
  in	
  red.	
  	
  	
  One	
  thing	
  I	
  want	
  to	
  re-‐emphasize	
  is	
  that
most	
  of	
  the	
  costs	
  I’ve	
  heard	
  folks	
  worried	
  about	
  do	
  not	
  apply	
  unless	
  a	
  property	
  is	
  developed.	
  	
  The	
  curb,	
  guJer,
sidewalk,	
  road	
  improvements	
  are	
  not	
  triggered	
  in	
  any	
  way	
  other	
  than	
  development.	
  	
  So	
  if	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  home	
  on
the	
  property,	
  there	
  aren’t	
  any	
  requirements	
  to	
  build	
  that	
  infrastructure	
  unless	
  there	
  is	
  development	
  or	
  if	
  the
property	
  owner	
  wants	
  to	
  do	
  it	
  for	
  their	
  own	
  reasons.	
  	
  The	
  ques9on	
  is	
  really	
  the	
  u9li9es.	
  	
  Hopefully	
  the
answers	
  below	
  help.	
  	
  I’ve	
  also	
  aJached	
  what	
  I	
  sent	
  the	
  Hammon’s	
  because	
  I’ve	
  covered	
  that	
  informa9on
there.	
  	
  

I	
  hope	
  this	
  helps.	
  	
  Let	
  me	
  know	
  if	
  you	
  have	
  more	
  ques9ons	
  or	
  if	
  we	
  need	
  to	
  discuss	
  further.	
  

Thanks.

Community Development Services
Brad Cramer | Director
680 Park Avenue
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Work: (208) 612-8276
Fax: (208) 612-8520
bcramer@idahofallsidaho.gov

From:	
  Mariann	
  and	
  Bruce	
  Hilton	
  <brucemarhilton@gmail.com>
Sent:	
  Monday,	
  November	
  12,	
  2018	
  9:15	
  AM
To:	
  Brad	
  Cramer	
  <BCramer@idahofallsidaho.gov>
Subject:	
  Re:	
  public	
  tes9mony

Thank you for talking with us on Thursday and for scheduling a meeting to discuss our questions.

I asked the Hammons to email you separately with their questions and I believe they have done that.
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Our biggest concern is in regards to how the city plans to follow the statute in providing for fee-supported services
to our property on Stosich Ln.
Paragraph III. in the Annexation Plan does tell us that the sewer is located at the top of our road but there is no
plan to get that to our home. Is the city willing to provide that service to our property? The plan reads that 'the
ones that do not (receive sewer services) will have the ability to connect to the City's wastewater system if they
owners decide to." We do not see that this is even possible for us nor is it anywhere 'reasonable' for us to do.
How does the city plan to follow the statute outlined in the annexation plan and provide this service? We
discussed this quite a bit this afternoon, and the answer is the City will treat these as it does any other
development that happens in the City. If the service is desired and is not currently in front of the property, the
individual requesting the service will have to extend the lines and pay the connection fee. If there are other
properties in between that could connect in the future, the City will collect frontage fees from those owners when
they connect and reimburse the person that paid for the lines. However, if an owner waits for other development
to occur that would construct the lines then the owner could connect and pay the frontage fee for that service.
And the fee charged is what the fee was when the lines were built. The current fee for sewer is $23.80 per foot of
frontage. So I estimated you have 217 feet of frontage which would mean if the line were built today by someone
else and you didn’t connect for 10 years, you still pay today’s fee which would be about $5,165. To your point in
your next question, though, you still have the connection fee and the costs to run the lines to your home etc. But
you wouldn’t have the cost of blasting rock, running mains, etc. Also, I would point out that extending a utility
does NOT trigger roadway improvements. So you would not have to pave the street, etc. You would be paying for
the installation of the sewer line.

Related to this, I also looked at the LID option. In order for that to work, there would have to be another
participant. We actually cannot create an LID for one property.

We discussed the deficiency of the costs of annexation provided in the plan and asked for real costs not just the
minimal hook-up costs. Hopefully the answer above provided more of this information. Based on my conversation
with Public Works I can’t provide a realistic number for what it would cost to extend the sewer line because it will
fluctuate based on all kinds of factors. It would be the best bid you received at the time you were ready to do it (if
you ever chose to). Please let me know if there is a different way I can answer this question that’s more helpful.

The electricity issue should be detailed as well because it's much more involved than just paying the hook-up fee.
The electricity does have a buy-out and conversion process. I think we discussed it a bit in our meeting, but to
summarize, once the property is annexed conversion to Idaho Falls Power can be requested. The property owner
has to contact IFP, not the other way around. IFP will do all of the leg work with Rocky Mountain Power from that
point. RMP will provide a buyout cost based on the value of the existing infrastructure and 156% of the last 18
months of power consumption by the customer and IFP will either accept it or contest it. Once the cost is
accepted, IFP will pay up to 50% of the conversion cost and work the rest of it into the power bills to the
customer. So far we have seen that even with the 50% added into the power bills, the total bill is still lower with
IFP than RMP.

Why was the property across from our property removed from the westside annexation? Because it is the same
ownership as the rest of the field and the property west of your property.

What is the city's maintenance policy of gravel, dirt roads? I’ve copied a response on this from the Street Division
Superintendent, but I did check and we are not annexing that area. It turns out it isn’t actually right-of-way. It’s a
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parcel owned by Bonneville County. It is labeled as a private street. When development occurs, it will be
annexed and maintained by the City. But at this time, it will continue to be considered a private roadway in the
County.

From Streets: Our standard procedure for unpaved street maintenance is grading in the spring as soon as
weather permits, grading once during the summer using a dust control chemical as needed, and we check them
again in the fall to see if grading is required. We do grade the streets, on request, if conditions have caused
potholes or washboarding for example a heavy rain storm or increased traffic. Speaking of Stosich Lane, our GIS
maps show the section in Bonneville County as a private road not public, we would need to verify that as we don’t
grade private roads.

Thanks Brad.

Mariann Hilton

On Thu, Nov 8, 2018 at 9:43 PM Brad Cramer <BCramer@idahofallsidaho.gov> wrote:
Just wanted to let you know I was able to ask Randy about the speaking during the “open mic” time. At this
point because the application is in process we can’t have any comment about that issue during a council
meeting until the public hearing. You can still write letters, emails, make phone calls, etc. But there will not be
any comment during other council meetings.

I’ve emailed my assistant to get a meeting scheduled with me, Kerry, legal, and public works. I anticipate that
will be early next week. If you could please outline the questions you have in an email that would be very
helpful. I think I have them down pretty well, but I want to make sure I don’t miss anything.

Thanks.
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Community Development Services
Brad Cramer | Director
680 Park Avenue
Idaho Falls, Idaho 83402
Work: (208) 612-8276
Fax: (208) 612-8520
bcramer@idahofallsidaho.gov
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annexation questions to brad_.docx
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From:
To:
CC:
Date:
Subject:

Rebecca Casper
Brad Cramer
Seth Grigg
Mar 3, 2015, 11:11 AM
Re: H0127

I really like this. It's clear and concise and if I can understand it, surely our legislators should be able
to easily.
Seth – does it pass muster with you? If so, I will make arrangements for this to be sent out. Remind
me again of who needs to see it. Was it just Wendy and Tom?
R Casper
Mayor, City of Idaho Falls
iPhone Communication–Please excuse typos.
On Mar 3, 2015, at 11:08 AM, Brad Cramer <BCramer@idahofallsidaho.gov> wrote:

Mayor and Seth

Below are some bullet points that could be used in a statement to our legislators. I tried to be short,
but I was having a really hard time being succinct. I also tried to limit the concerns to those that
relate specifically to Idaho Falls rather than all of the implications. In doing so, you’ll notice I included
some of the criticism of our own City’s growth pattern. If you don’t want to use that part, that’s fine. I
don’t want to inadvertently give support to someone who might say “they are trying to use ‘forced’
annexation to fix a problem they created.” But at the same time, I think Idaho Falls is a great
example of what happens when a city only relies on owner-requested annexations and is (or was)
willing to provide service outside its boundaries without agreements to annex upon contiguity.

I’m open to any thoughts, revisions, questions, etc.

The City of Idaho Falls is concerned about the proposed HB127 for the following reasons:

•€€€€€€€€ Where cities such as Idaho Falls and Ammon have a shared boundary, the proposed
change to the description of an enclaved property for a Category A annexation is problematic.
Properties which abut the shared boundary will never be able to be considered enclaved. Such an
approach is illogical as such properties are not enclaved merely by the determination of the boundary
by the cities rather than a logical and reasonable pattern of growth.
•€€€€€€€€ Removing the ability to consider lands of less than 100 separate private ownerships

and platted lots of record where not all owners have consented and by requiring more than 50% of
landowners of private lands to consent renders Category B annexations so ineffective as to no longer
be a realistic or viable tool. Among the reasons for concern, Category B annexations are an
important tool for cities which have extended utilities prior to requiring agreements for annexation
upon the parcel becoming contiguous with city limits. Idaho Falls finds itself in such a situation, with
nearly 300 properties currently receiving City services outside its corporate boundaries. Very few of
these have any agreements related to annexation. Of those that do, even fewer were ever recorded
and less than 20 were signed by the current property owner. Though Idaho Falls has chosen not to
use Category B or C annexations in the past, as we continue to receive criticism from the State of
Idaho, Bonneville County, and others for our growth pattern, which is full of “county islands” and unconcentrated growth, the City may begin considering utilizing this tool. However, if Category B and C
annexations are no longer a viable tool, Idaho Falls will have no option but to rely on property owners
who request annexation to the City.
•€€€€€€€€ Related to utilities, as cities grow around unincorporated areas without annexing these
parcels and providing services, other providers must continue to provide their own services to these
islands. It becomes inefficient to continue to provide electric, water, police, street maintenance, and
other services to small parcels located, in some cases, far away from a system’s main service lines.
Certainly this drives up the cost of service for other recipients. It is much more efficient and cost
effective for the surrounding city to provide those services.
•€€€€€€€€ The proposed changes continue to make annexation and the reasonable and orderly
growth required by the annexation statute more difficult. It places the fate of cities in the hands of a
few property owners rather than the community as a whole. It burdens service providers who must
continue to service enclaved properties at the expense of the rest of their customers.

Idaho Falls strongly urges you to not move this bill out of committee. It is a detrimental bill to the
future growth and economic vitality of the cities of Idaho.

Brad

