Planning and Zoning Commission
Brent McLane, Planner II

Tuesday, August 6, 2019
Fairway Estates Preliminary Plat

At its July 9, 2019 regular meeting the City Council heard an appeal of the approval of the
Fairway Estates Preliminary Plat by the Planning and Zoning Commission made on June 4,
2019. During the meeting the Council voted to remand the application back to the Planning
and Zoning Commission with direction to consider either a traffic count or traffic study. In
order to discuss the traffic count or study the Planning and Zoning Commission will need to
reopen the public hearing. Additional information can also be presented by the applicant and
the public. The Planning Division requested a traffic count to be completed by the BMPO
and is included in the packet. Staff believes the proposed preliminary plat is consistent with
the principles and policies of the Comprehensive Plan. Enclosed is the draft Reason
Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards, as well as pages from the Comprehensive Plan
that deal with residential development. Staff continues to recommend approval of the
preliminary plat as it complies with the subdivision ordinance and the development standards
of the Zoning Ordinance. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Brad Cramer, Community Development Services Director
Monday, July 1, 2019
Appeal of the Preliminary Plat and Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards for Fairway Estates.

Item Description
For consideration at the July 9, 2019 regular meeting is an appeal of the Preliminary Plat and
Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards for Fairway Estates. The Planning and Zoning
Commission held a public hearing for this item at its June 4, 2019 meeting and approved the
preliminary plat unanimously with the condition that a bridge over the eastern canal to Lewisville
Highway be constructed prior to the approval of the final plat for R2 and R3A zoned areas.
Purpose
The City’s Subdivision Ordinance Section 10-1-8.B.6 provides for any aggrieved person to appeal to
the Council the decision of the Planning and Zoning Commission regarding a preliminary plat. The
Community Development Services Department received a timely appeal application of the Planning
and Zoning Commission’s approval of the Preliminary Plat. Specific concerns identified include traffic
volumes and congestion on Pevero Drive and emergency response capabilities in this area. The
appeal application states that the Fairway Estates plat should not have been approved without
requiring the developer to first build a bridge and road that connects this development area to the
adjacent Lewisville Highway, see attached.
Fiscal Impact / Financial Review
NA
Legal Review
NA
Interdepartmental Review
NA
Recommended Action
Staff recommends the following actions:
The Preliminary Plat complies with the Subdivision Ordinance.

1. To approve the Preliminary Plat for Fairway Estates with a condition that the bridge over the
eastern canal to the Lewisville Highway be constructed prior to the approval of a final plat for the R2
and R3A zoned areas.
2. To approve the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards for the Preliminary Plat of
Fairway Estates.
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June 4, 2019

7:00 p.m.

Planning Department
Council Chambers

MEMBERS PRESENT: Commissioners Margaret Wimborne, Lindsey Romankiw, Gene
Hicks, George Swaney, Joanne Denney, Brent Dixon, George Morrison. Arnold Cantu (8 present
7 votes).
MEMBERS ABSENT: Natalie Black,
ALSO PRESENT: Planning Director Brad Cramer, Assistant Planning Directors Kerry Beutler,
Brent McLane, Travis Barnes; Michael Kirkham City Attorney, and interested citizens.
CALL TO ORDER: Margaret Wimborne called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
CHANGES TO AGENDA:

None.

MINUTES: Morrison moved to approve the May 7, 2019 minutes, Hicks seconded the
motion and it passed unanimously.
Public Hearing:
1. PLAT 19-013: PRELIMINARY PLAT. Fairway Estates. McLane presented the staff
report, a part of the record. McLane briefly summarized the letters that were not included in the
packet (Shana Peterson, Kyle Hicken, Zach Bennett, Maxine Beckstead). Dixon asked how to
access the higher density triangle above this subject property. McLane indicated that there is not
a road to the property. Swaney asked about the other preliminary plats in the packet. McLane
indicated that the other preliminary plats in the packet are the previously approved preliminary
plats and the current plat is a zoomed in version, so it doesn’t have the engineering marks.
Swaney is concerned about 182 homes being built before the bridge is built across the canal.
McLane indicated that the preliminary plat meets all the requirements of the subdivision
ordinance including the required emergency access points. McLane indicated that staff debated
over the bridge, but there is no recourse with the code to prohibit the preliminary plat.
Wimborne opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Kevin Alcott, 101 Park Avenue, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Alcott stated that the
Comprehensive Plan indicates before multi-family or commercial is built there needs to be
access to an arterial. Alcott indicated that they are not intending to do multi-family and the
reason for the R-2 is the change in setbacks and the idea that the reduction in the front setback
will narrow the right of way to calm traffic. Alcott stated that they are going to try this idea in a
section zoned R-2 to move the homes closer to the front of the street in an attempt to control
traffic. Alcott stated that they have an architect working on a master plan for the area that is
designing single family homes. Alcott stated that the bridge is expensive to build and to do it
would require extension of road, utilities, etc. Alcott stated that building the bridge is nonrevenue and is not practical right now. Alcott indicated they want the bridge and are pushing that
way. Alcott indicated that the recession took out a lot of developers and made them move
forward with caution and they aren’t going to leverage up a bunch to get out ahead of
themselves. Alcott stated that the bridge is designed and at one point he was within 30 days of
releasing a contract to build the bridge when the banking crisis hit. Alcott indicated that they are
working towards the bridge, and likely have one or two divisions before they get to the bridge.

Alcott stated that he doesn’t control the traffic. Alcott believes in order to slow traffic; they have
to narrow the roads or have law enforcement present. Alcott stated that there are two access
points into the subdivision, and they have been through the plat with the fire department and
meet the requirements of the fire code. Alcott reiterated that the R-2 Zone will have single family
residential with the house pushed to the front. Alcott stated that they will not want to develop the
R3A until the bridge is in and that is a good business decision. Dixon asked what the dimensions
of the lots for the east of the golf course. Alcott indicated that the lots are approximately 810,000 ft, and he doesn’t anticipate they will be built that small, but the regulations require him
to redo a preliminary plat if they want to increase lots, so they show the lots smaller than they
expect them to be, and it will be market driven. Alcott stated that they are addressing the
diversity within the community and do not want to create exclusivity and the area has homes that
are 1600 square feet and homes that are 3-4,000 square feet.
Support: No one appeared in support
Opposition:
1. Brett Hobbs, 5060 Eaglewood, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hobbs lives on a collector street.
Hobbs indicated that there are not two access points. Hobbs stated that there are 4 access points,
but they are all on East River Road, but all those access points go through Pevero. Hobbs
indicated that they have extended Rock Hollow and Eaglewood. Hobbs stated there are currently
10 homes under construction on Rock Hollow and two at the end of Eagle Wood under
construction and 7 on Rock Hill under construction, 3 on Rock Creek. Hobbs stated that there
are already lots of cement trucks, lumber trucks, and employee traffic. Hobbs stated that you
have to go down Pevero to get to all of the current construction. Hobbs stated that people don’t
use Fairway Boulevard, they use Pevero. Hobbs believes that before any additional construction
is started, they need to have access off of Lewisville Highway. Hobbs indicated that the expense
associated with the bridge is the risk of development. Hobbs indicated that the lots are platted to
¼ acre lots and have gotten progressively smaller from the original ½ - 1/3 acre lots. Hobbs
understands that there was 10 years of no construction and the construction is now picking back
up. Hobbs is worried that if they start building now it could be 10 more years before they get a
bridge to Lewisville Highway. Hobbs asked for a road to be in place to do any additional
construction. Hobbs is concerned that they are living on a City island. Hobbs indicated that East
River Road is beat to pieces and he is unsure who cares for the road.
2. Gene Tyse, 370 Pevero, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Tyse has lived in his home for 20 years. Tyse
stated that the construction last year was a concern with safety and traffic. Tyse showed on the
map how everyone travels all down Pevero. Tyse indicated that another access point could be
through the dump. Tyse stated that if they came off Lewisville Highway, they can do all the
development without going through a residential area. Tyse stated that the extra accesses all
come down Pevero.
3. Zach Bennett, 480 Pevero, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bennett indicated he sees all of the traffic in
and out of the neighborhood. Bennett presented that the traffic all collects into Pevero and the
other access doesn’t get used hardly at all. Bennett stated he worked for a developer in Driggs
when the market crashed and there were promises that they had made and then everyone left, and
the promises left with them. Bennett is concerned and recommended that while the economy is
good and while homes are selling with potential margins in the homes the applicant should be
required to invest in the infrastructure to get the things done during the good economy.

4. Susan Phister, 5082 Jupiter Hills, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Phister lives on King’s Island.
Phister stated that Pevero takes 90% of all the traffic out of the neighborhood past Zach
Bennett’s house. Phister indicated that they get a ton of traffic zigzagging down Jupiter Hills to
Cross Creek and then out to the new construction. When Phister built she thought it would be a
quiet neighborhood. Phister is scared about the traffic and the increase of the traffic in the last
couple of years. Phister is frightened for the children riding bikes in the area. Phister stated that
the traffic goes fast in front of her home.
5. Aaron Moore, 5246 Eaglewood, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Moore is the last house before the new
construction. Moore indicated that when they extended Eaglewood all the traffic came down
Eaglewood onto Pevero and no construction workers used Crosscreek onto East River Road.
Moore stated that taking Crosscreek heading north saves him 30’. Moore stated that the new
homes for this Preliminary Plat will come off of Pevero and East River Road. Moore stated that
East River Road is all beat up. Moore stated that an additional access off Lewisville Highway
would alleviate the traffic coming down Pevero.
6. Wendy Jensen, 4670 Pevero, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Jensen is concerned with the lack of
greenspace for this development. Jensen stated that there is a possibility that the hatch pit park
will be gone and there needs to be green space in the new development. Jensen is concerned
with the consistency of lot sizes and believes the lots are getting smaller. Jensen asked where the
kids in the new development will go to school because Temple View is full.
7. Joel Goswiller 335 Pevero, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Goswiller stated that adding 182 homes
makes it impossible to safely do an evacuation from this area and there is a need for additional
space to effectively evacuate the area in a timely manner.
8. Rebecca Batt, 5070 Riverbend Way, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Batt stated that the developer
runs the HOA and is unorganized. Batt stated that the HOA just billed them for the last 2 years of
HOA fees. Batt indicated that there are major inconsistencies in how they approve the outsides
of the homes and that concerns her that the property values will drop.
9. Bryan Durtsche, Rockhill Circle, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Durtsche stated from his house to
East River Road is .95 miles. Durtsche stated that traffic is traveling a long way on the
residential collector and the more miles on crowded neighborhood roads the more issues there
will be with accidents with children, etc. Durtsche acknowledged that the bridge will be
expensive and suggested a phased approach and have a time when the bridge is built before the
180 lots are developed.
10. Lyn Rockhold, 5905 Glen Eagles Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Rockhold built 20 years ago
and has been concerned about an emergency and how people would evacuate if there was an
emergency that blocked East River Road. Rockhold asked about the dimensions of the lots.
Rockhold asked about the Zoning and whether it is R-1. Rockhold indicated that she has known
Kevin Alcott for 18 years and likes Alcott. Rockhold believes Alcott is responsible and
respectful and considers neighbors considerations and issues and Alcott developed the north end
twin homes in a nice manner while taking into consideration the comments the neighbors made,
and she respects Alcott for that. Rockhold believes that Alcott has a lot vested in the
neighborhood and will not run it down. Rockhold is concerned about the smaller lots and the
chance they can build small homes on the lots that could be a magnet for investors to come in
and create rentals. Rockhold stated that Alcott has been instrumental in working with the City to

minimize the amount of requirements based on the FAA Regulations. Rockhold has strong
feelings about traffic flow, emergency egress and believes those issues are critical. Rockhold
indicated that the 180 homes could create 360 additional cars. Rockhold believes there needs to
be access to the Lewisville Highway for safety reasons.
11. Kyle Hicken, 375 Pevero, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hicken stated that there was an incident last
year with a fire that struck the power pole above their property and caused a fire near their yard.
Hicken stated that 33rd North had the access cut off due to downed trees, so the fire trucks had to
go all the way south to 33rd, over to Lewisville Highway, up to 65th and then back down and into
his property. Hicken stated that the access point on the east side of the neighborhood is critical.
Hicken doesn’t believe the wide roads are the problem. Hicken believes the wider the road, the
easier chance a person would have to react if a child ran into the road. Hicken stated that they
have requested the City to come out and police the area. Hicken stated that it is not just the
residents it is also the construction equipment that doesn’t have time to react for anybody
walking into the street.
12. Bryan Stone, 360 Pevero, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Stone stated that everyone wants the bridge
and that would solve the problem. Stone suggested requiring the bridge be built farther south
than what is currently suggested.
13. Dennis Wilkinson, 255 Pevero, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Wilkinson stated that the population
density in this development will cause all the new development to go down Pevero. Wilkinson
indicated there are a lot of children in the area and it is unacceptable. Wilkinson stated there is
nothing worse than to have someone’s child run over by a truck. Wilkinson stated that the
construction workers seem to exceed the speed limit posted. Wilkinson stated that he has called
the City to ask police to come to the area and patrol and they are reluctant. Wilkinson stated that
a bridge makes sense due to the number of proposed homes. Wilkinson suggested directing
construction through Lewisville and not through the residential area.
Applicant: Kevin Alcott, 101 Park Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho. Alcott indicated that Pevero
Drive goes to the golf course and there is a right of way across the golf Course and Alcott
doesn’t own that property and it isn’t a subject of this action. Alcott stated that he is taking risks
in development, but the risks are predicated on rules and Ordinances and they do their job to
incorporate the City Ordinances into their project and work with those Ordinances and they
comply with those rules. Alcott stated that 20 years later he is still developing this area and they
are continuing to make good on what they said they’d do. Alcott stated that when they get to the
point in development where the bridge goes across, they will build the bridge. Alcott stated that
after the bridge is built, and they move farther up and do more development people will still
complain about traffic, and that is the price to pay for development. Alcott stated that he talks to
his contractor about traffic and safety and his contractor is good. Alcott stated the traffic
problems are a City issue. Alcott stated that when this development was started it has 128 acres
of green space in the middle and that was the intent of this development to be around the golf
course. Alcott stated that they are going to do a phased approach to get to the bridge. Alcott
indicated that they need to keep the farm operating so there is not weeds and the pivot on the
farm goes right up to the R-1 boundary. Alcott stated that the density is always under 3 lots an
acre. Alcott stated that by fire code there are two access points to the area. Alcott stated that
they aren’t going to build on 182 lots before they get to the bridge. Alcott stated that they do
have to go through a process to get to the bridge.

Dixon asked if there are utilities in Lewisville Highway. Alcott indicated that the sewer runs
down East River Road, and 15 years ago, the City asked them to build a booster station on the
corner of Pevero. Alcott showed where the water line is already connected. Dixon asked if
construction is ramping up. Alcott stated that the market is picking up without the level of
speculation built into the market and it is much more driven by buyers.
Hicks clarified and Alcott agreed that the chances of the bridge going in before there are ½ of the
lots developed is probable. Alcott indicated that there are likely 2 more phases in the area and
then they will be to the bridge, but the development is demand driven.
Dixon asked about if Alcott was intending to build private roads in the R2 and R3A. Alcott
indicated that it will be public roads and they will have a preliminary plat when it is ready.
Alcott stated they are trying a new concept with the homes closer to the street. Alcott indicated
that R3A might have higher residential later on.
Wimborne closed the public hearing.
Wimborne argued with an interested citizen and informed him to submit his additional comments
in writing.
Wimborne asked McLane to point out the two access routes and asked what constitutes a
separate and distinct access. McLane indicated that the requirement is based out of the Fire
Code and is not a traffic management code. McLane stated that the concerns the neighbors have
addressed are true, and most of the traffic does go through Pevero. McLane stated that the Fire
Code requires 2 access points if there is more than 35 units. McLane stated that the development
has access points and no where in the development has more than 35 units with less than two
access points. McLane showed the access points on the map. Wimborne asked if there is a
problem at Pevero and East River Road that doesn’t allow vehicles in, what is the second access.
McLane indicated that it would have to go around if they couldn’t get through.
Swaney asked about the calculation for two access points for every 35 units. McLane stated that
the 182 new units, plus the 100 existing units and how do they account for two access points for
300 units. McLane stated that the fire code doesn’t address the whole development, but rather
addresses it from an intersection to an intersection and do they have a route to get to the access
points. Swaney believes the theory of the fire code is that the access points are independent of
each other and these access points seem to continue to funnel into choke points. Swaney
believes the two access points are within a block of each other and they could be simultaneously
disabled and have no emergency access.
Dixon recalled a discussion with Fox Run off of York and there was a discussion about when are
the access points separate versus the same access points. Dixon recalled a discussion about
access points one on the north one on the south those are separate, however, there is a point when
the access points have less than 10-degree separation are they really separate access points.
Dixon stated that this area is the approach to the airport and this area has been identified as
potentially having a greater probability of an airplane accident and that could easily seal off both
access points. McLane recalled the discussion and indicated there was nothing in the code about
degree of separation and it was a theoretical discussion. McLane stated that the Fire Code is
interpreted by our fire department and they’ve reviewed the plat and they have been asked very

specific questions, due to the concerns that staff has with the traffic flow in this area. McLane
indicated that there was no discussion about airplane accidents.
Romankiw indicated that this is her neighborhood and lives on Glen Eagles and has been advised
by City Attorney that she doesn’t have a conflict of interest because she doesn’t have an
economic interest in the lots. Romankiw indicated that she appreciates her neighbors that spoke
thoughtfully and respectfully. Romankiw agrees with a lot of the concerns and indicated that the
HOA is a hot mess, East River Road is a disaster, Pevero’ s traffic is concerning. Romankiw
stated that she doesn’t use the Pevero access regularly and uses Fairway Boulevard as her access
point. Romankiw stated that the other access points are really isolated pockets. Romankiw stated
that this new plat would have people using Pevero. Romankiw is concerned with the emergency
egress issue. Romankiw stated that she would like to require the developer to build the bridge
before any of the lots are built, however, the Commission is constrained and bound by the law
and the decision has to be based on the Idaho Statutes, City Zoning Ordinance, Fire Code, and
Comprehensive Plan. Romankiw stated that she got no work done today because she was
reading the Statutes and the Zoning Ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan and to deny this
Preliminary Plat, they must give a very specific finding for why the plat doesn’t comply with one
of the laws. Romankiw stated that in her research, she could not find any of the criteria that the
Plat did not comply with. Romankiw indicated that she shares the concerns of her neighbors and
if it were up to her personally, she would deny the plat and require the bridge be built, but she
doesn’t believe the Commission can deny the plat.
Swaney agreed with Romankiw. Swaney stated that just they can be more stringent than the Fire
Code, and believes that there is a need to amend the City Code again to make it more
manageable for the Community Development Department and developers, and it is time to come
up with a standard and amend the Ordinance to base the number of emergency egress on
proximity. Swaney indicated that they will likely approve this plat but proposed that before the
final plat comes before the Commission, they should amend the City Ordinance so in the final
plat they can have two emergency egress that are separated from each other, and possibly a
bridge. Swaney indicated that the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria has problems as the
zoning is written wrong, and shows RP, not R1 and item 5 indicates that the bridge will be
included in the development. Swaney believes this is an inordinate number of lots that are being
serviced by 2 egresses that are very close to each other, and although they meet Fire code, then
the City needs to implement a more restrictive standard in the future.
Dixon indicated that people and property owners have rights and the purpose behind the zones
are to say what they can and cannot do with their property. Dixon indicated that if property
owners are doing things that are allowed within the zone and ordinances then the Commission
has no basis for telling them they cannot do it. Dixon indicated that the Comprehensive Plan and
Zoning Ordinance have been reworked recently and there are gaps that need to be filled. Dixon
suggested that the Commission work to plug some of the gaps in the future including some
guidance on order of development. Dixon questioned the recommendation of staff regarding the
bridge and asked about the legal basis for that recommendation. McLane indicated that there is a
policy in the Comprehensive Plan. Cramer indicted that there is a code (Subdivision Ordinance)
that gives the Commission the ability to approve a plat conditionally. Cramer read: In the event
the Commission conditionally approves a plat, it shall advise the developer in writing of the
conditions under which the approval is granted and upon the developers compliance with such
conditions and the directors written and certification thereof, the plat shall be deemed approved.

Cramer stated that the preliminary plat gives the Commission the ability if there is a code, a
direct and clear Comprehensive Plan Policy that applies, that there is a condition that is
appropriate then you can approve a preliminary plat with conditions. Wimborne clarified that the
conditions need to be based in code or guidance from the Comprehensive Plan, and not just
because they want something different. Kirkham indicated that if the Commission felt they had a
better plan and wanted to condition approval based off the Commissions “better” plan the
Commission cannot go in and redesign the plat, it has to be based on conditions in the code, or a
policy that would the justification for the condition. McLane stated that the policy referenced is
in the residential section of the Code and it reads 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 reason, larger lots necessary for higher density
housing offer opportunities for building layout setbacks and buffering with berms and fences to
minimize impact of street noises. 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. . . McLane stated that the basis for the staff’s recommendation
is so the higher density housing is not moving through the neighborhood, but rather directly from
a collector to an arterial. Dixon clarified that even though Pevero is a collector the R2 and R3A
lots should not have their traffic move through neighborhoods and rather go from collector
directly to an arterial.
Morrison moved to approve the Preliminary Plat for Fairway Estates as presented, with
staff’s recommendation placing a condition that a bridge over the eastern canal to
Lewisville Highway be constructed prior to the approval of the final plat for R2 and R3A
zoned areas, Dixon seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
Dixon moved to accept the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards for
Fairway Estates with the following changes: 4. To indicate that the property is being zoned
R1, R2, R3A; 5. Access to the development will come from a bridge built across the canal to
5th West prior to development of R2 or R3A; and II. Decision changed to indicate this is the
Preliminary Plat for Fairway Estates, Morrison seconded the motion and it passed
unanimously.

To whom it may concern, I am writing in response to the Project PLAT19-013, Fairway
Preliminary. I would like to oppose this option to extend Fairway Estates. I believe that another
entrance into this subdivision is needed. I believe that the entrance that would be best would be
coming off of Lewisville Hwy. There are already houses that have been built very close to where
they could build a road, and believe that they already have the land to do it. We here in Fairway
believe it is because of costs to built it, that they are not willing to add that to the plans. Here are
our concerns, First, Pevero Dr where most of the traffic is being diverted to go into those areas is
already too busy. Second, because of the busyness of the road with such a straight shot ,the
traffic goes way too fast. Third, This makes it unsafe for the children playing out side. Fourth, if
there does happen to be a natural disaster or some other reason in which first responders would
need to enter our sub division it is to crowded for people to leave safely, or for the first
responders to get there in a timely manner. I do not oppose the growth of the subdivion. I
actually believe growth is great, but should be handled in the right way. Here are a couple of
things i would hope you would consider before allowing this to move forward without a second
entrance. I would very much appreciate that you would put out your counters of how many
people go in and out of Pevero on a daily basis, preferably between glen eagles, and eagle wood.
I believe that you would then see that another entrance is needed, or something else to
accommodate the heavy traffic flow that this would bring. Please take this into consideration and
appreciate any consideration you could give to this matter.
Thank you so much.
Shana Peterson

Nayasha,
My apologies for not getting my comments in earlier as I have been busy with matters of the
I15/US 20 proposal to put the freeway in my backyard as well. I hope my comments can be
included in the meeting tomorrow evening.
I am deeply concerned with the developers proposal for 182 new homes that only feed through
Pevero Drive where I reside (I am at 375 Pevero Drive). While there are other entrances to
Fairway Estates, due to the nature of the design, the majority of them feed to Pevero as the
quickest way in/out of the neighborhood. There are roughly 250+ homes that use the Pevero
entrance as the sole gateway in and out. This includes homes that are built and are already platted
to be built. Adding an additional 182 homes would increase traffic by 70% or more without
providing another primary entrance/exit. We would be talking about 432 residents plus all the
large construction trucks and trailers creating major congestion on Pevero. The city planning
committee should absolutely be requiring the developer to bridge the canal out to N 5th E and
make this the primary traffic flow for all of this new development.
Should this plan be approved without requiring the developer to create a new access to N 5th E,
it could be decades before we see any relief of the growing traffic problem that exists on Pevero
Drive.
My biggest concern is regarding the safety of my 4 children between 2 and 10 years old that play
in my front yard. As it stands now, many neighbors and myself call and request the city to post
police officers to enforce 25 mph speed limits on our streets. Adding this much more traffic is
downright dangerous. I would hate to see a child get injured or killed due to this much traffic and
the rates at which people speed down this very long stretch of road.
I implore you to require the developer to bridge the canal prior to allowing 1 permit to be issued
from this requests,
Sincerely,
Kyle Hicken
375 Pevero Drive
208-821-4671

Naysha,
I would like to provide my comments regarding Fairway Estates, Plat 19-013 that is under
review in the upcoming planning meeting.
For background purposes I would like to state that I live at the corner of Pevero and 5th West in
the Fairway Estates. My primary concern with approving this development as currently
proposed is the condition that the bridge to connect the expansion to Lewisville Highway will
not be a requirement for initial approval. As it stands the intersection of Pevero and 5th West
serves as the primary outlet/entry point for approximately 256 homes / approved lots. This
currently makes the intersection very busy. The current proposal on the table would approve an
additional 182 buildable lots, with no additional outlet points, which would make the intersection
the primary point of outlet/entry for an approximate total of 438 homes / approved lots. This is a
71% increase. The additional construction traffic, including rock trucks, concrete mixers,
lowboys, material deliveries, and craftsman will also be a considerable increase in the traffic at
Pevero and 5th West.
I believe that approval of the proposed plat without an additional outlet/inlet will create a
hazardous condition for all the residents that live on Pevero Drive. As such, I ask that the
commission would make the bridge over the canal to connect to Lewisville Highway a condition
of approval for the primary phase of this plat approval. This would provide an additional
outlet/entry point for the existing neighborhood as well as provide an alternate route for
construction traffic.

Respectfully,

Zach Bennett
Mills Creek Cattle LLC
Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Kerry Beutler
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elise Miller <elisemiller5@gmail.com>
Wednesday, July 3, 2019 7:41 AM
Naysha Foster
RE: Project PLAT19-013 Appeal

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the
sender and know the content is safe.

I received a copy of the letter regarding the appeal from Allison Hicken. I would like to support that appeal, as
well as add a request from the developer to include land for a small neighborhood park. No green space has
been dedicated for a park in the entire of Fairway Estates (I have heard argument that the golf course is this
green space, but the course is littered with No Trespassing signs, so it is not usable by the community within
which it sits). I know the city (Parks and Rec) has commented that it can provide grands to cover the cost of
playground equipment and landscaping if the land is provided, so my request is simply that the developer
include a lot for the development of a park as part of the plat.
ThanksElise Miller
149 Links Wy, Idaho Falls, ID 83401
208-351-7809
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REASONED STATEMENT OF RELEVANT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS
PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR FAIRWAY ESTATES LOCATED GENERALLY SOUTH OF
E 65TH N, WEST OF N 5TH E, NORTH OF E 49TH N, AND EAST OF N 5TH W
WHEREAS, the applicant filed an application for a preliminary plat on April 23, 20 19; and
WHEREAS, this matter came before the Idaho Falls Planning and Zoning Commission
during a duly noticed public hearing on June 4, 2019; and
WHEREAS, this matter came before the Idaho Falls City Council during a duly noticed
public meeting on July 9, 2019; and
WHEREAS, having reviewed the application, including all exhibits entered and
having considered the issues presented:
I.

RELEVANT CRITERIA AND STANDARDS

1. The City Council considered the request pursuant to the City of Idaho Falls 2013

Comprehensive Plan, the City of Idaho Falls Subdivision and Zoning Ordinance, the Local
Land Use Planning Act, and other applicable development regulations.
2. The property is an approximate 87.3 acre parcel located generally south of E 65th N, west of N

5th E, north of E 49th N, and east of N 5th W.
3. The Comprehensive Plan designates this area as Low Density Residential and Higher

Density Residential.
4. The property is proposed to be zoned R1, R2, and R3A Zones. The preliminary plat includes

180 single dwelling lots and two large higher density lots. All of the proposed lots meet the
minimum requirements of the R1, R2, and R3A Zones.
5. Access to the development will come from a bridge built across the canal to 5th W., a major

arterial, and Eaglewood Drive and Pevero Drive, residential collector streets. Proposed
intersections comply with the Access Management Plan and coincide with existing alignments.
6. The preliminary plat complies with the requirements of the Subdivision Ordinance of the City

of Idaho Falls.
II.

DECISION

Based on the above Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria, the City Council of the City of Idaho
Falls approved the Revised Preliminary Plat for Fairway Estates with the condition that the bridge
to Lewisville Highway be built prior to the approval of any final plats or development of the lands
proposed for R2 and R3A zoning.
PASSED BY THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF IDAHO
FALLS
THIS_________ DAY OF ________________, 2019
_____________________________________
Rebecca L. Noah Casper, Mayor

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
PRELIMINARY PLAT
Fairway Estates
June 4, 2019
Applicant: HLE
Location: Generally south of
E 65th N, west of N 5th E,
north of E 49th N, and east
of N 5th W
Size:

87.3 acres

Lots:

Buildable: 182

Average Lot Size: 0.265
Net Density: 3.77 units/acres
Existing Zoning:
Site: R1, R2, R3A
North: P, County A-1
South: R1, County A-1
East: County A-1
West: P, R1
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Agriculture
North: Golf Course,
Residential
South: Residential
East: Agriculture
West: Golf Course,
Residential
Future Land Use Map:
Low Density Residential and
Higher Density Residential
Attachments:
1. Subdivision and Zoning
Ordinance Requirements
2. Comprehensive Plan
Policies
3. Maps and aerial photos
4. Preliminary Plat

Community
Development
Services

Requested Action: To approve the preliminary plat for Fairway
Estates.
History: The property is the remaining portion of the Fairway

Estates Subdivision. The original preliminary plat of this area
was approved in 2005 with a small modification in 2017. The
previously approved preliminary included portions of land
dedicated to low density residential, medium density
residential, professional office, and commercial spaces. There
was also a bridge required over the canal to the eastern side of
the development to provide connectivity to the Lewisville
Highway.

Staff Comments: This preliminary plat contains a similar type

of mixed use development. The Comprehensive Plan
encourages mixed use development patterns with proper
transitions and buffering as established in City Code.
However, the Comprehensive plan also states that multifamily and commercial developments should have access to
arterial roads and major collector roads so traffic should not
travel through residential neighborhoods. In light of this
policy the connection of E. Fairway Boulevard to the
Lewisville Highway will be required prior to the development
of the areas zoned R2 and R3A.
This property also falls under the Airport Overlay Zone and
meets the requirements and intents of that zone. The final plats
in this area will be required to have an Airport Disclosure
Note.

Staff Recommendation:

Staff recommends approval of the Preliminary Plat for
Fairway Estates with a condition that the bridge over the
eastern canal to the Lewisville Highway be constructed prior
to the approval of a final plat for the R2 and R3A zoned areas.
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Transportation Plan:
Residential Collectors: Eaglewood Drive
Pevero Drive
E Fairway Boulevard
All other roads are local roads.
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.

Staff Review
X
X

Lots have full frontage on, and access to, a dedicated street.

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.

X
X

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

X

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

X

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

X

Zoning Ordinance:

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
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types and sizes and neighborhood connections through paths, parks, open spaces, and streets.
(p.40)
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. (Page 67)
Residential lots adjacent to arterial streets shall have reverse frontage and deeper lots than
typical lot within the subdivision. Such lots shall have larger rear yard, or side yard setbacks,
if applicable. The zoning ordinance should be modified to require greater setbacks from arterial
streets on residential properties. The subdivision ordinance should be modified to require a
landscape buffer and uniform fencing along arterial streets. This buffer should be maintained by a
homeowners’ association. (pg. 41)
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.
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