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Attached is a request from Bonneville County for reconsideration by the Planning and Zoning
Commission of its January 9, 2018 decision regarding the revised preliminary plat for Park Place.
Specifically, the request refers to the decision not to have the subdivision connect to Fox Run Drive.
The right to reconsideration is established din Idaho Code 67-6535(2)(b). The request for
reconsideration must identify specific deficiencies in the decision based on facts from the
established record. No new information, including public testimony or written comment may be
introduced as part of the reconsideration process. Upon reconsideration, the Planning and Zoning
Commission’s decision may be affirmed, reversed or modified and a written decision provided
within 60 days of receipt of the request.

Attachments: Bonneville County Reconsideration Letter
Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards
Commission Minutes from January 9, 2018
Staff Report
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Brad,
I wish to appeal the decision of the Planning Commission recommendations on Park Place Subdivision Preliminary
Plat. This subdivision needs its roads to connect with Fox Run Drive which was platted in the Holden Place
Subdivision. The Holden Place Subdivision was platted with the full intent that it connect to the lands to the north
when they were developed creating a road network. If it were the county’s intent to terminate this road it would
have only have been allowed to be a maximum of 400’ in length and it would have had a permanent cul-de-sac.
The Planning Commission did not follow the recommendations of the city planning staff nor the
recommendations of the city public works department recommendations to connect to this road. Those
recommendations were made based on sound design standards and practice. The Commission did not follow
guidelines for creating road networks that tie into other platted and developed roads. Just recently the
Commission connected a commercially developed subdivision to the residential Crestwood Lane which was a
narrow right of way and a very narrow paved section in compliance with creating a road network. The commission
also connected to Handly Ave. Both of which were county subdivisions. The commission also recommended
connection to both roads in the counties Hallmark Subdivision. It would appear that the commission is being
either inconsistent or arbitrary in having made this recommendation. I cannot think of an instance where the
commission has allowed a developer within the city to not connect to another platted city street.
The City and County Planning Commissions just recently met over many months trying to come to terms over
development within the impact area. My recollection was that there was agreement that we would tie city and
county developments together and had agreed that there was very little if any difference between our standards.
This decision if allowed to stand would represent a major setback in that understanding.
The comment that the street would be too long and create a raceway was flawed in that the Planning Commission
approved Maggie Drive in this same plat which has the same layout as would Fox Run, one cannot be good
planning and the other one bad planning.
The Commission’s recommendation to not connect the road and create an escape route by placing breakaway
bollards at the end of the road is not safe and would not be used by emergency service vehicles as has been
acknowledged by the fire department officials on previous occasions. The fire department will not drive their
equipment through a barricade.
To claim that the Fox Runs 60’ right of way and 28’ of pavement could not handle the traffic load is flawed in that
it easily can meet engineered design standards. The city public works department would not have recommended
connection to the road if it were deficient. The arterial roads 5th West and 65th South which these subdivisions
connect to are only a 28' wide pavement road. They handle several times more traffic hourly than this subdivision
road would see daily. They are both rated at a service level “A”.
Decisions such as this need to be made more on good design practice, creating road networks, tying
developments together creating neighborhood’s instead of islands and following the recommendations from the
Cities professionals and not to be swayed by the last ones in or the not in my back yard groups.
Steven Serr
Bonneville County
Zoning Administrator

Wimborne moved to approve the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards
for the Preliminary Plant for Carlyle- Erma Subdivision, Morrison seconded the motion
and it passed unanimously.
3. PLAT 17-030: PRELIMINARY PLAT. Park Place Revised Preliminary Plat. Beutler
presented the staff report, a part of the record. Beutler clarified that there are only 75 buildable
lots with 84 total lots. Black confirmed that the two streets in the far-right hand corner where the
two cul-de-sacs are will not go out Zachary and will go across the canal and to 65th. Beutler
stated that they can go out Zachary if they needed to. Beutler stated that the connection from
Zachary to 65th is no longer there, but they will connect to Zachary on the north end. Beutler
stated that Maggie Drive and a connection through Bingham Drive down and out to Park will
take the residential traffic out. Hicks asked if there is any access onto 65th. Beutler indicated
that Maggie Drive will have access to 65th. Dixon asked why they are making Maggie the
connection instead of the temporary connection that would follow the guidelines of the Access
Management Plan spacing. Beutler stated that Zachary is not a 70’ right of way and originally in
2005 the residential collector was intended to be Maggie. Hicks asked how many units are in the
division. Beutler indicated 75 residential units, but they will not all have to go to Maggie to get
access to the street network, they can use Bingham. Hicks asked about the hill on 65th and the
road that is planned to dump into 65th in that general area. Beutler stated that they will have to
design that access with 65th to address sight distance issues. Hicks stated that they need to think
of a better way to come out of the subdivision. Hicks asked if there would be another hearing
before this becomes final. Beutler stated that the final plat doesn’t have a public hearing. Beutler
stated that the final plat would have the engineering and street design. Hicks asked if they can
recommend that something other than the norm can be suggested. Beutler stated that the
engineer’s office is reviewing this for safety. Beutler stated that 65th is still a County road section
and as that road is annexed into the City and as is warranted, it will be developed as an arterial
street with two travel lanes in each direction. Dixon asked if it will be 3 travel lanes. Beutler
stated that is possible. Beutler stated that it will be part of the strategic belt loop around the City.
Cramer stated that the Commission does have the ability to condition its approval not to the
extent that it might be contrary to what engineering standards are. Dixon asked what the right of
way is for York. Beutler indicated that it is 110 or 114. Beutler indicated that Chris Canfield
from Public Works is in attendance. Black asked if the City is planning any parks in the area.
Beutler indicated that he is not aware of any plans for a community park. Beutler stated that the
largest green spaces in the plat are two storm ponds and the City’s well spot. Dixon asked if the
hill breaks at the east edge of the Fox Run lots. Beutler agreed with Dixon. Dixon asked if Fox
Run meets York at the top or the bottom or of the hill. Beutler stated that as you get to the end of
Fox Run and approach 65th there is a ramp up, but you end up at the bottom of the hill on 65th.
Dixon suggested having public works talk about if that access is far enough east for safety.
Wimborne stated that Zachary is farther away from the hill and maybe could be used. Dixon
asked about the length of the farthest east cul-de-sac. Beutler stated that it is not less than 400’
and the limit on the length of a cul-de-sac is 600’. Dixon stated that the previous preliminary
showed development to the north and this one doesn’t. Dixon stated that there isn’t a way to get
east from the northern part of the subdivision. Dixon stated that he is concerned that Fox Run
will end up like Crestwood with a County road section on one end and City Road section on the
other and traffic that funnels down to the County road to get to the arterial. Dixon stated that the
flip side is Stone Run Lane that would have the same problem as Stone Brook with long lanes
and speeding. Dixon suggested instead of a T intersection on the west end of Fox Run have it be

an elbow, so it can’t go north, and everybody would naturally come down Maggie with no reason
to go to Fox Run, but that would put more traffic on the one single drive and makes more of a
Stone Brook situation. Beutler stated that the previous plat showed agricultural land and then
north of the ag land was Carriagegate. Beutler stated that the most recent development with
Carriagegate was two access points into the middle agricultural ground. Beutler stated that the
previous plat would have shown multiple access points going into the agricultural ground to the
north. Wimborne stated that the previous plat had no outlet going east back to 5th. Beutler stated
that there is a lot of land between Park Place and Carriagegate and if that land is going to be
developed there must be some sort of road network that would go east to Park Place or
potentially to the west. Beutler stated that one issue with having only one access to the north if
this one is eliminated then you would only have 30 lots before you need a secondary access, and
that creates an issue for emergency response. Beutler stated that there is a storm pond that will
create a bend in the road, Maggie Drive will go up another block and make a bend, so you don’t
end up with a long street network. Dixon asked if the County has weighed in on the connection
of Fox Run on the north end. Beutler stated that he has not heard anything from the County this
time, but previous meetings and preliminary plats in 2003 and 2005, the County stated that Fox
Run drive was a dead end and was meant to continue and connect. Dixon asked if there is a
length limit where they need to connect eventually for emergency access. Beutler stated that
they have discussed with the County that their standards are the same as City and Fox Run is a
long street with no turn around which would violate City standards.
Chris Canfield, Public Works. Dixon asked about the safety of the access given the potential
future development of the width of the main arterial; and whether it would make sense to have a
light. Canfield stated that regarding the location the City Engineer did a field review with a
proposed access location and it made the most sense at the location of where they are showing
Maggie Drive for the connection to be made. Canfield stated that the right in and right out
concept that Hicks suggested, is something that had been discussed by the City Engineer, and as
the road comes into the City it would be strongly evaluated for right in and right outs on various
driveways where necessary for safety concerns. Dixon asked if that would cause people to go
down Fox Run to turn left. Canfield stated that likely Maggie would be named as the residential
collector and Maggie would be maintained as the full access and Fox Run would be turned into a
right in and right out. Dixon asked if that would require a light at the collector. Canfield stated
that lights would be evaluated when necessary. Canfield stated that the vicinity of 5th West to
Maggie compliments a potential signal location. Wimborne asked why Maggie is a better choice
than Zachary. Canfield stated that Maggie can be built to be a 70’ right of way where Zachary is
only a 60’ right of way as well as the balance between the location of Maggie and 5th West and
your major cross streets that are coming into York.
Dixon opened the public hearing.
Applicant: Laeth Sheets, Horrocks Engineers, 901 Pier View Drive, Suite 205, Idaho Falls,
Idaho. Sheets clarified that they chose Maggie and not Zachary for 5th West and the separation
from major intersections. Sheets stated that the steep hill is not compliant for a big enough road
for vertical curve, so it would be flattened out and the vertical curve would have to be addressed
at the point that it is widened. Sheets stated that they came into the City and they only wanted to
do Division 4 and build from Brigham Drive. Sheets stated that they added the two entrances,
so they didn’t have a problem with how far they could develop. Sheets stated that they proposed
emergency access and followed suit with the original preliminary plat. Sheets stated that the

trend they are doing with new development is lower density, as the original preliminary plat had
93 lots, so it was reduced by approximately 24%. Sheets stated that the geography will create a
kink in Maggie, and Fox Run would go up, hook left and then go north. Sheets stated that there
is a main trunk sewer line that runs through Brigham and continues through the right of way that
runs over to the regional lift station. Sheets stated that they will build the storm pond to City
standards and they can work through who owns and maintains it. Sheets stated that there is a
regional transition line for power line that runs through the development and they are providing
sufficient easements for Idaho Falls Power to accommodate the lines. Sheets stated that there is
an existing irrigation ditch and the home owner that is concerned about the ditch will continue to
receive his water per State Statute, and if there is anything above and beyond what he has been
doing will have to be maintained by the HOA. Sheets stated that the order of the divisions being
built is to ensure that they will always have the secondary access.
Morrison asked how many meetings they have had with the surrounding areas. Sheets stated that
they have not had any meetings and they have had neighbors come in and discuss questions with
them about the irrigation ditch. Sheets stated that they have read through the notes and the main
concern with the neighbors appears to be Fox Run connection and trying to avoid that. Sheets
stated that they will do whatever the City requires of them. Hicks asked when they will start
building. Sheets stated that they are working on the design for Division 4 right now and the
anticipated design would start building in the spring. Sheets stated that the development will
give better access to the main utilities for the City. Hicks asked how they will flow with the
phases. Sheets stated that they will do Division 4 immediately and in the future, it is unsure how
they will move forward. Hicks asked if they anticipate having the subdivision done before 65th
becomes a main artery, and if so, then he is still concerned about the safety of the access onto
65th. Sheets stated that residential peaks are not as high from a traffic standpoint, and he will
follow direction from City staff for the connection. Sheets stated that he understands Hicks
concern and they are doing things such as slowdown lanes. Sheets stated that they are dedicating
more right of way than the current road has and that will allow space to do stuff to help people
merge.
Black indicated that they always recommend that the developers meet with the neighbors to
attempt to avoid any problems. Black asked about the square footage of the homes. Sheets
stated that the developer he is working with is not building houses, they are building lots to sell.
Sheets stated that the lot accommodates a home with a 3-car garage and larger footprint. Black
recommended that they look for additional green space in the northern section to make a park.
Dixon stated that when they are putting development up against large County lots they attempt to
not have a lot of little broken up lots next to it, and it appears that they have added one lot on
Division 4 on the section that borders the County lots. Sheets stated that they will follow the
recommendations of the commission and reduce things if needed. Dixon stated that on the east
side they have gone from 2 buildable lots to one storm pond. Sheets stated that evaluating the
regional storm area and it was necessary to reduce the lots.
Support of Application: None.
Opposed to Application:
Larry Hobbs, 6199 Fox Run Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hobbs built in 1997. Hobbs enjoys
the quiet and good neighbors. Hobbs stated that the original design was supposed to be large

acreage, and the comprehensive plan designed this area as low density in conjunction with
connecting Fox Run, and the intent was to only support the low-density traffic. Hobbs stated that
the current design of Fox Run is not in compliance with the City’s fire code as it is only 28’ wide
and should not be an access road. Hobbs stated that the residents of Fox Run Drive are not
opposed to development but want Fox Run to only be emergency access with restraints to stop
through traffic. Hobbs stated that Maggie will be a safer connection to York Road than Fox Run.
Hobbs reiterated that the residents on Fox Run are in unanimous agreement that Maggie Drive be
the designated access road and that the connection between Fox Run Drive and Brigham Drive
be an emergency access with appropriate traffic stops and not used for through traffic. Hobbs
read a letter from the residents of Fox Run that indicated that they would like to have Fox Run
not be a through street and for emergency access only. Hobbs stated that humans take the path of
least interference and he believes that people coming from the north will not go to Maggie Drive
if they have access to Fox Run. Hobbs stated that he has been coming east on York and making a
left-hand turn and had people pass on the left-hand side going up the hill; and have people
coming west turning right and as they slow to turn you about get rear ended by people from Park
Road intersection. Hobbs stated that the speed limit is just a recommendation and people go
faster than 50. Hobbs stated that their concern is the problem accessing and egressing 65th South
and they are adamant about not putting more traffic through Fox Run than necessary.
Jim Bradley, 6111 Fox Run Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Bradley stated that his property is the
north most property on Fox Run next to the 6 lots. Bradley stated that there is no green space
and no buffer for the larger lots against the subdivision and he would like to see more buffer.
Doug Metcalf, 6439 Fox Run Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Metcalf stated that his house is the
first one on the corner of the east side of Fox Run and York Road. Metcalf stated that he is a
first responder and is concerned with all the extra traffic. Metcalf showed where the bus stop is
on 9th West and Fox Run and there are numerous times that people are not paying attention
approaching that bus stop. Metcalf stated that the extra traffic and the straight County road
would be dangerous. Metcalf stated that at peak am and peak pm hours there will be a lot of
extra traffic going through Fox Run Drive and the speed will be greater than 25mph. Metcalf
stated that he agrees as a first responder that you must have access to subdivision, and there are
areas all over the City that has emergency access points with gates and bollards and emergency
personnel have a key to open the gate and get in to help the public. Metcalf stated that there will
be 3 access points onto 65th South with Fox Run, 9th West and Maggie all in a small area.
Metcalf indicated that if they block off Fox Run it will lessen the impact on 65th West. Metcalf
stated that he looked up the Fire Code and the Fire Code stated that they can have gates and
make it only emergency access. Metcalf stated that he is opposed to having Fox Run be an
access point and prefers it only be for emergency access.
Joseph Giebel, 864 West 65th South, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Giebel stated that he did speak with
Horrocks Engineering as he has a water right that he was concerned about. Giebel showed
where his head gate is. Giebel stated that he wants to make sure his water right is ensured
pursuant to the State Statute. Giebel stated that there should be a better solution to Maggie Drive
such as a one-way access. Giebel stated that as he pulls out of the driveway your view is
obstructed each direction by transmission high lines and the hill. Giebel strongly suggested that
they consider some form of recommendation for future development that has a one-way access
point that gives access to the subdivision but takes into consideration the obstruction of view.

Black asked if a traffic light would alleviate Giebel’s concerns. Giebel stated that it would
alleviate his concern as you would have to decelerate. Wimborne noted that planning staff did
forward Giebel’s letter outlining his concerns on the irrigation.
Allen Beck 6157 Fox Run Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Beck stated that coming up Fox Run has
a steep grade and, so you are coming up Fox Run Drive at a grade and when you look to the east
you cannot see a car coming and the snow in the winter is hard to get traction. Beck stated that
what Hobbs stated is true and the cars drive about 65mph. Beck asked if there was a meeting
with the developer and the neighborhood. Black stated that she asked if the builder had met with
the neighborhood and he hadn’t, but had met individually with some neighbors. Black indicated
that they recommend to the developers that when they are developing large areas that they meet
with the neighbors.
Larry Hobbs 6199 Fox Run Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho. Hobbs stated that he is confused about
the pond as the drainage is to the south, and wants to know how the water gets to the drainage
pond.
Applicant: Laeth Sheets, Horrocks Engineering, 901 Pier View Drive, Idaho Falls, Idaho.
Sheets stated that it is flat up on the top and the way you get away with the ponds where you
don’t think they can is with pipes under-ground. The pond will be 6+feet deep. Sheets stated that
the whole area does drain to the area with the pipes and goes under the big rise. Sheets stated
that the pipes stay deep enough to get to the pond. Sheets stated that the questions regarding
safety is where they will follow the City’s recommendations of what to do on 65th. Sheets stated
that they cannot change the County road.
Black asked if the final plat will contain the Connecting Our Pathways. Sheets stated that per
staff requirement they will have to provide access roads on both sides and they will provide an
access path easement so that it can be built at some point and that will be on both sides of the
canal.
Dixon asked why the middle division will be the last one as it is the collector for all the other
divisions. Dixon suggested they review that order. Dixon stated that the wider road is going to
attract the traffic and a safer intersection to York will make people go to the safer intersection to
exit as it is above the hill and a more engineered development consistent with the road. Sheets
stated Brigham Drive is a residential collector and that will give them two options. People who
live on 5th will head east. Dixon stated that the people that want to go south they go west to get
that way. Sheets stated that when a signal is warranted for the intersection it will be another
incentive for people to stay off Fox Run Drive because the lighted intersection will be the safer
and easier option to exit the subdivision.
Dixon closed the public hearing.
Wimborne stated that she is struggling. Wimborne stated that she understands the City is always
changing and the Commissioners must balance the future needs of the City as developments
expand and new development occurs. Wimborne stated that she is concerned about the
connection with Fox Run. Wimborne stated that although it makes sense on paper, the way the
neighborhood is designed the people who will feel the burden of the expansion are the people
that live in Fox Run neighborhood. Wimborne stated that the construction starting with phase 4
the shortest distance to get to 65th is going to be through Fox Run. Wimborne stated that there is

no idea what the development to the north will look like. Wimborne stated that if the Fox Run
connection is established likely ½ of the 90 lots will be going through Fox Run because its easier
than going up and over onto Brigham and Maggie. Wimborne stated that Maggie wont’ be
developed until the end of the division and some habits of exiting off Fox Run will be
entrenched, and people won’t break the habit and use Maggie. Wimborne stated that as Park
Place has been developed they have had plans for access in different places. Wimborne stated
that as part of the conversations there should be some discussion about an access north that
exited out onto 5th. Wimborne stated that for the foreseeable future Fox Run will be the easiest
access. Wimborne added that Fox run is not designed for that type of traffic.
Black read from the previous Minutes for the Preliminary Plat and agreed with the statement that
“Staff was concerned that Fox Run Drive was not constructed to be a residential collector to
serve 329 homes …”
Dixon stated that he was on the Planning Commission at that time and it dates back to some
City/County interaction including Moana Loa Lane (east) where the residents didn’t want to
connect to the City connection, and since that time the County has come back and asked the City
to complete the road at City cost. Dixon stated that in some circumstances the County has come
back and wanted the connection as it wasn’t a cul-de-sac, it was a dead end intended to continue
on. Dixon wanted to know what the County officials position was on this item.
Swaney stated that he appreciates there were people from Fox Run that came to voice their
concern. Swaney stated that the developer needs to consider Fox Run as well as the
development to the east, because even if things work out the best, you will be funneling traffic to
the east to 5th West and the people in that neighborhood will be just as concerned about the
traffic in their areas. Swaney stated that the City highly recommends that the developer do
public outreach with the surrounding communities that will be impacted. Swaney stated that the
testimony from the first responder (Metcalf) he had sited the code that allowed for innovative
approaches to the management of roadways to still allow for emergency response to be effective.
Swaney stated that the developer has stated that whatever the City comes up with they are
willing to do, either block it off, connect the road, or do an innovative approach that satisfies
both needs. Swaney stated that if they approve the application, that one of the recommendations
needs to be that the developer work with the City Engineer and public works to come up with a
method to satisfy both the needs of the City and consult with the County.
Morrison stated that with the first division being the northern most piece construction traffic will
go through Fox Run. Morrison stated that if they close off Fox Run to only emergency vehicles
then the traffic will go through the neighborhood, which is also a problem.
Dixon stated that the in the north-west area if they did a required jog to the east before you hit
the second north road, then people coming south would either go east or west to get to York and
if the way to the east is a wider road, and potentially a light they will funnel that direction.
Dixon stated that you could go further by making the road be on a diagonal sloping to the
southeast rather than a north south road, so as they come into the intersection they are already
facing east. Dixon stated that they need to figure out a way to not make the natural flow of traffic
to go down Fox Run.

Black asked Dixon if the Commission would then deny this preliminary plat and have them reroute the road system versus approving it with the access taken away on Fox Run. Dixon stated
that motions can be contingent upon conditions.
Josephson moved to approve the Revised Preliminary Plat for Park Place Subdivision with
a recommendation that the Fox Run Drive be limited to an emergency access easement
only, Cantu seconded the motion.
Hicks stated that their charter is to approve or deny or approve with recommendations. Hicks
stated that approval of the action is fine, but as part of the approval he suggests that the City and
County over a given period do a complete evaluation of the existing roadways and connecting
roadways to the facility to assure in the interim period between the time that it goes into
operation and 65th becomes a main arterial that the safest means of access and egress from the
subdivision to 65th is completed. Hicks thinks the City and County can work together to find a
solution. Dixon asked if Hicks comment was a condition to the motion or a different action.
Hicks stated that he wants a condition to the Motion that the City and County come up with a
plan recognizing that this is going into place that improves the access/egress of this area. Black
stated that they cannot hold up development waiting on the County and the City to work
together.
Swaney stated that the Commission is dealing with the preliminary plat and that deals with
existing circumstances of York (65th S) and as Black suggested the City and County do not
always work well together, and they need to deal with the preliminary plat that is in front of them
and make this recommendation and this preliminary plat functioning.
Wimborne noted that while they should encourage City and County to work together, the trust
must be placed in the Community Services Department as well as Public Works to make sure
that every development that gets approved has the safest egress/access. Wimborne stated that it
is unnecessary to make a stipulation on the City to work with the County to make a safe
access/egress, as that is always the obligation no matter how many people turn out for a public
hearing.
Black stated that the motion is to approve the preliminary plat with the access to Fox Run as
emergency use only. Black stated that she would like to see them going north and looking east
to re-work some of the access and look at the roads to see how to send traffic other areas, besides
Brigham Drive.
Morrison called the question.
The Motion passed 7- 2. Denney and Hicks Opposed the motion.
Denney opposed the motion. Denney stated that the current design of Fox Run Drive is not
compliant with the Fire Code and needs a second connection to become compliant. Denney
stated that the road was not a cul-de-sac it was meant to continue through. Denney stated
that as the City becomes more contiguous with Fox Run they will likely be annexed and
this is part of the City’s progression. Denney hopes that the light will go in eventually,
however the property to the north will be developed and they need access points, as many
as possible to disburse the traffic throughout the neighborhoods.

Hicks opposed the motion. Hicks stated that his concern is the access/egress to the area and
he recognized that the actions by the City Agency’s will take place, and he believes that
they are putting a lot of people in a dangerous situation, and he feels the City and County
need to put more effort into coming together to fix the problem.
Dixon reiterated that the motion passed 7-2, and the Motion was to approve the
preliminary plat as it was presented, with the exception that the connection to Fox Run be
for emergency access only.
Dixon stated that the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards, Item No. 6 needs
to be modified to reflect the emergency access. Wimborne added that the number of buildable
lots needs to be corrected from 84 lots to 75 lots.
Morrison moved to approve the Reasoned Statement of Relevant Criteria and Standards
with the changes to Item No.4 to change the number of buildable lots from 84 to 75; and
Item No. 6 to reflect the emergency access for Fox Run only, Wimborne seconded the
motion and it passed unanimously.
Dixon called for a 5-minute recess.
Business.
1. PLAT 17-031: FINAL PLAT. Jackson Hole Junction Subdivision. Beutler presented the
staff report, a part of the record. Dixon asked if Side Hill canal has an easement for access.
Beutler stated that they are not asking for any type of pathway easement along the canal. Beutler
stated that it was discussed and determined that there is pathway farther east along Pioneer on the
east side of the canal. Beutler stated that they feel it is safer to encourage the pathway traffic to
proceed south down Pioneer and connect with the pathway along Sunnyside. Dixon asked why
Lot 12 on the southwest end is covering a portion of Pioneer Road. Beutler stated that the
roadway is owned by ITD and there is no intent for the road to be through the lot. Beutler stated
that this area is part of the State ownership, but the road and pavement right of way is outside of
the platted boundaries. Beutler stated that when you see it labeled as Pioneer it is just the
expanded lot or right of way that ITD has possession of. Beutler stated that the City is working
with ITD to have the property deeded to the City. Beutler stated that the road right of way will
not change much and the alignment will stay the same. Dixon asked if all the residences will be
gone. Beutler agreed that most of the residences are already moved. Dixon asked about Lot 11,
that is north of 12. Beutler stated that lot will be part of a future detention pond and the
detention facility will take in the triangular lot (11) as well as a portion of the Pioneer Road
Right of way that will be deeded to the City. Dixon asked if the access to the lots on the west and
the north will be via Pioneer. Beutler stated that Pioneer will be a right in and right out at
Sunnyside. Dixon asked if Pioneer will be developed to City standards. Beutler agreed that for
portions of the development both sides of Pioneer will be developed to City Standards. Black
asked Beutler to point out where all the sidewalks will be. Beutler indicated that the main one
will be along the platted road and along Sunnyside, and Pioneer drive will also have sidewalk.
Beutler added that as each lot develops with commercial site plan review they will see whether
they need interconnective sidewalks through each of the lots. Black clarified and Beutler agreed
that the sidewalks will only be along Gateway Drive. Beutler stated that on a final plat you will
only see the public improvements and most of the improvements will come with individual lots
as you see lot development through the site plan review.

Applicant: Laeth Sheets, Horrocks Engineers, 901 Pier View Drive, Suite 205, Idaho Falls,
Idaho. Sheets stated that Pioneer used to come through and hug tight where the actual overpass
road went separate from it, and now the road lands out farther. Sheets stated that they are
working to get that transferred to the City, so they can use it for a pond for joint storage for
development and Pioneer Road. Sheets indicated that they are doing larger sidewalks that are
like Snake River Parkway. Sheets stated that Pioneer will have sidewalks as well for
interconnectivity. Sheets stated that the site plan will be on a case by case basis for connectivity.
Dixon asked if each lot will have a separate detached building or are they larger buildings that
cross over lots. Sheets stated that in this stage they are doing bigger lots with one use (possibly
multiple buildings) and they are providing access per the City requirements and utility
connections (power/sewer). Sheets stated that they will have the access drive that will be
developed first. Sheets stated that the HC-1 Zone gives them flexibility to do a variety of things.
Swaney moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat for
Jackson Hole Junction as presented, Black seconded the motion and it passed unanimously.
2. PLAT 17-032: FINAL PLAT. Spring Creek Addition Division No. 3. First Amended.
Beutler presented the staff report, a part of the record. Dixon confirmed and Beutler agreed that
there is the necessary buffering with the existing residential.
Applicant: Declined.
Wimborne moved to recommend to the Mayor and City Council approval of the Final Plat
for Spring Creek Addition Division No. 3, First Amended, Hicks seconded the motion and
it passed unanimously.
3. Election of Officers. Swaney stated that the nominating committee has been deficient in its
efforts and proposed to present at the next meeting a slate of proposed officers. Swaney will be
calling people to ensure they will accept a nomination between now and the next meeting.
Miscellaneous.
Work Session: Revised Zoning Ordinance and Zoning Map Discussion. Cramer stated that they
haven’t talked about the areas in the City that have to be rezoned due to the new Zoning
Ordinance. Cramer showed maps showing how the rezone will affect the City. Cramer stated
that they have scheduled 3 public out reach meetings. Cramer stated that they will be ready to
bring the Code and rezone to the Commission in March. Cramer stated that they are removing a
lot of zones and any property that has a zone that is being removed must be rezoned. Cramer
stated that the staff did land use studies with spacial analysis to ensure that they don’t create a lot
of non-conforming lots. Cramer showed a map with the current zoning ordinance, a map that
shows the zones that are being removed, and a map that shows what staff is recommending as
additional rezones and then a final product.
Dixon asked about areas that have lots that will fall into both zones like R-1 and RP. Dixon
asked what the reason is for the minimum lot size. Cramer stated that R-1 has a minimum of
6,000 with no maximum and it has become the catch-all. Cramer stated that if they have a
minimum lot size in the RP that is less than the R-1 then the RP will migrate to the catchall.
Cramer stated that they are trying to provide distinction between the zones. Cramer stated that
the park section they are grappling with. Cramer stated that private parks don’t have the zone

and they will remain R-1. Cramer stated that the park zone is a City zone for its properties for
parks and open space. Cramer stated that he talked to the Parks director and will discuss it with
Dixon after the meeting. Cramer stated that R-1 has become the catchall and a lot of the other
zones do not get used. Cramer stated that the 1st map shows parcels that must be rezoned if the
code is passed as written. Cramer stated that it is a lot of C-1 that is changing to LC. Cramer
stated that nothing will change for the property owner. Cramer stated that the GC Zone and RPA
is going away. Cramer stated that there is big support for the parks zone and the zoning includes
storm ponds that are City owned. Cramer stated that he is discussing with parks and rec writing
better standards for the storm ponds because they must be provided, so they might as well be a
functional amenity. Cramer stated that the brown is the traditional neighborhood and they have
done some comprehensive land use studies and surveys because they wanted to defend the
traditional neighborhood zone that allows residential and commercial. Cramer stated that
visually you can see a difference in the final neighborhood and you can see a difference between
parks and a difference between the two commercial zones instead of the list of 5 that was
previously used. Cramer stated that they took the professional business zone and the medical
service zone and married them. Black asked where employment centers are at. Cramer stated
that it is not a zone and it would be a mix of PB and C-1 or CC. Cramer stated that the CC zone
that is downtown they are trying to move into other areas. Dixon asked if with these changes
they can move pawn shops other places in the City. Cramer stated that unless they change the
zoning ordinance that is correct, so if they don’t want pawn shops in other places of the City they
need to change the code. Cramer asked if anything is concerning any of the Commissioners.
Romankiw stated that the legend in the new proposed map seems to have more zones rather than
less. Cramer explained that some are not new zones and they are just being identified because
they are removing the PUD and it is highlighted differently on the map. Cramer also explained
that the proposed legend shows both old and new zones. Black stated that she really likes it and
it tells a better story of the City. Dixon asked about R & D and R&D-1 and stated that the
university is the same thing as R&D and so that is education. Cramer stated that might be a
naming issue. Cramer stated that when R&D was originally written it specified that universities
would be in that zone. Cramer stated that specifically for University Place and CEI that are
zoned R-1, if they want to do anything they have to get a CUP because of the R-1 Zoning.
Cramer stated that the City wants to support the universities and make it easier for them to
expand and build and give them a zone that lets them be an allowed use instead of a conditional
use. Wimborne asked what the process is if the zone that you live in is going to change. Cramer
stated that when you are dealing with this many parcels you don’t have to follow the same
standards for notification. Cramer stated that they are debating what they will do, but all they are
required to do is buy some block ads in the newspaper and post the site, but they are struggling
with how to do that. Cramer stated they are debating still what to do. Wimborne asked why the
area around IF Highschool is considered a traditional neighborhood but Tendoy isn’t. Cramer
stated that they are not because the lack of grid and lack of alleys. Dixon asked if it limits their
ability to sell the property or redevelop or are they a grandfathered use within the new zone.
Cramer stated that they’d be allowed in the new zone. Black asked how the form based code is
working downtown. Cramer stated that they don’t know yet. Cramer stated that it is approved,
but it’s a proposed rezone because it must be rezoned to the form based. Cramer complimented
the Commission on their discussions and the professionalism they maintain during meetings, and
thanked them for all their work. Dixon asked, and Cramer agreed that public outreach is the next
step. Dixon asked what the next step is on area of impact. Cramer stated that they need to train

the new council and meet with the County and get it done. Cramer stated that they do have to
have a public hearing. Wimborne suggested that depending on the March Agenda doing a
second meeting because once it gets to 9 or 9:30 people are less productive. Cramer asked if the
general preference is to have a separate meeting for the Zoning Amendment. Wimborne stated
that its hard to say how many hearings is too many because you don’t know how much
discussion will surround an item. Dixon stated that he thinks this item needs its own meeting.
Wimborne stated that its easier for her to process something this big in a separate meeting.
Cramer stated that Spring Break is the 3rd week in March and that would rule out a few people
including Cramer. Cramer indicated that he would send out dates for possible second meeting.
Dixon Adjourned the meeting.
Respectfully Submitted
Beckie Thompson, Recorder

IDAHO FALLS PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT
PRELIMINARY PLAT
Park Place Revised Preliminary
January 9, 2018

Community
Development
Services

Applicant: Horrocks
Engineering

Requested Action: To approve the revised preliminary plat for the
Park Place Subdivision.

Location: Generally south

of W 49th S extended, west
of S 5th W., north of W
65th S and east of S 15th
W.

History: Two previous preliminary plats have been approved for
this area. The first in 2003 and the second in 2005. The 2003
Preliminary Plat was never acted on. The 2005 Park Place
Preliminary Plat had divisions 1 through 3 developed until this time.
The proposed Preliminary Plat is a revision of the 2005 Park Place
Preliminary Plat.

Size: 32.2 acres
Lots: 84
Buildable Lots: 75

Comprehensive Plan: The comprehensive plan designates this area
as low density the proposed land use and densities for this
preliminary plat conform to the comprehensive plan.

Net Density: 3.75 lots per acre

Existing Zoning:
Site: R-1, R-2A, R-3A
North: R-1
South: R-1, County A-1
East: R-3
West: County A-1
Existing Land Uses:
Site: Vacant
North: Agricultural
South: Residential &
Agricultural
East: Residential & Vacant
West: Residential &
Agricultural
Future Land Use Map:
Low Density Residential
Attachments:
1. Maps
2. Aerial photos
3. Plat
4. Previous Public Hearings
5. Letters

Staff Comments: The property is currently zoned R-1, R-2A, and
R-3A. The preliminary plat includes 75 buildable lots. All of the
proposed lots will meet the minimum requirements of the zoning
ordinance. The preliminary plat is proposed to be completed in four
divisions.
Maggie Drive will be built as a residential collector right-of-way for
the development. There has been a lot of discussion regarding the
access points along 65th South. There is a conflict in the Access
Management Plan between the spacing of Maggie Drive from the
intersection of Park Road and its distance from Fox Run Drive. It
has been determined that the location of Maggie Drive will provide
the safest access point.
There will be a connection to Brigham Drive and Zachary Drive
from the built division, with Brigham Drive being a residential
Collector. There has also been much discussion about the
connection of the Preliminary Plat to Fox Run Drive. Initially the
applicant submitted the plat without a connection, but rather an
emergency access road. During the City review process it was
determined that a connection here should be made. A connection
was always a part of the original intent of the design of Fox Run
Drive as it dead ended without any turnaround. The original
Preliminary Plat in 2003 showed this connection as well. There is
also a safety concern for emergency access without a connection.
The current design of Fox Run Drive is not compliant with the Fire
Code and needs a second connection to become so. As this area
continues to grow and the properties along Fox Run Drive come
into the City providing this connect will also be needed for services
such as sanitation and snow removal.
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Recognizing that this will have an impact on the residents of Fox Run Drive the future development to the
north of this Preliminary Plat needs to be designed to minimize the utilization of this road. The Fox Run
Drive connection will also provide a route for those residents to exit onto Park Road without having to
make the difficult turn onto 65th South. Providing a wider collector along Maggie Drive will help promote
traffic to use that road as well. The location of Maggie Drive will also provide a safer connection to 65th
South.
A multi-use path easement will be provided along both sides of the Gustafson Lateral Canal.
Staff Recommendation: Staff has reviewed the preliminary plat and recommends approval of the
preliminary plat.
Subdivision Ordinance: Boxes with an “X” indicated compliance with the ordinance
REQUIREMENTS
 Purposes listed in Section 10-1-1 as follows:
Building envelopes sufficient to construct a building.
Lot dimensions conform to the minimum standards of Zoning Ordinance.
Lots have full frontage on, and access to, a dedicated street.
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.
The alignment and width of previously platted streets shall be preserved unless
topographical conditions or existing buildings or structures required otherwise.

Staff Review
X
X
X
X
NA

X
X
X
There are some minor
adjustments that will be
made to accommodate
this.
X
X
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X

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

Residential Collector:
Maggie Drive
A Portion of Brigham
Drive
Local Street:
Brigham Drive
Fox Run Drive
Zachary Drive
Cole Court
Deakon Court

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN:
Definition for the land use categories on the Map; Low density residential

Single family homes on individual lots at a density of 7 units or less per net acre. This area may
include detached homes or homes which share a common wall, open space, or other common
facilities.
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. (p. 40)
Bikeways should tie residential neighborhoods to schools, shopping, and employment. Bikeways
offer an alternative to the automobile and provide transportation facilities for those unable to drive,
primarily the youth of the City. (p.43)

ZONE REQUIREMENTS:
10-3-10: R-1 RESIDENCE ZONE
(A) General Objectives and Characteristics.
The objective in establishing the R-1 Zone is to provide a residential environment within the City
which is characterized by somewhat smaller lot widths, and a somewhat denser residential
environment than is characteristic of the RP-A Residence Park Zone. Also characteristic of this
Zone are residential amenities adequate to maintain desirable residential neighborhoods. The
principle permitted uses in the R-1 Residence Zone shall be one (1) family dwelling and certain
other public facilities which are necessary to promote and maintain stable residential neighborhoods.
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In order to accomplish the objectives and purposes of this Zoning Code and to promote the essential
characteristics of this Zone, the following regulations shall apply in the R-1 Zone:
(B) Use Requirements.
The following uses shall be permitted in the R-1 Zone:
(1) Any use permitted in the RP Residence Park Zone, and in the RP-A Residence Park Zone.
(2) Home occupations.
(3) Cemeteries, when approved by the Planning Commission as a conditional use.
(4) Day Care Centers when approved by the Planning Commission and City Council as a conditional
use.
(5) Single-family attached dwellings when found to be in accordance with the Special Provisions
Regarding Single-Family Attached Dwellings subsection and approved by the Planning
Commission and Council as a conditional use.

(C) Area Requirements.
An area of not less than six thousand square feet (6,000 ft²) shall be provided and maintained for
each dwelling. No minimum area shall be required for other main buildings, except as may be
required for conditional uses permitted in the Zone.
(D) Width Requirements.
The minimum of any building site for a dwelling shall be fifty feet (50’) measured at the building
setback line.
(E) Location of Buildings and Structures.
(1) Setback. All buildings shall be set back a minimum distance of thirty feet (30’) from any public
street, except as herein provided and required under the provisions of this Zoning Code.
(2) Side Yards. For main buildings there shall be a side yard of not less than eight inches (8”) for
each foot of building height, except that no side yard shall be less than seven feet (7’) six
inches (6”). Side yard requirements for accessory buildings shall be the same as for main
buildings, except that no side yard shall be required for accessory buildings which are located
more than twelve feet (12’) in the rear of the main building.
Single-family attached dwellings shall have no side yard setback requirement at the property
line separating the attached or party wall or walls; however, all accessory buildings shall
comply with the setback requirements set forth above.
(3) Rear Yards. For main buildings there shall be a rear yard of not less than twenty-five feet (25’)
on both interior and corner lots. For accessory buildings, no rear yard shall be required, except
where an alley is located at the rear of a lot, in which case a three foot (3’) rear yard is
required.

(F) Height Requirements.
No building shall be erected to a height of greater than two (2) stories. Roofs above the square of the
building, chimneys, flagpoles, television antennas, church towers, and similar structures not used for
human occupancy, are excluded in determining height.
(G) Size of Building.
No requirement.
(H) Lot Coverage.
The total area of structures on a lot shall not exceed forty percent (40%) percent of lot area.
(I) See Supplementary Regulations.
(J) Special Provisions Regarding Single-Family Attached Dwellings:
(1) All lots upon which a single-family home attached dwelling is located shall have frontage upon
and vehicular access to a dedicated street.
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(2) No single-family attached dwelling shall be located above another dwelling unit, either in whole
or part.
(3) Each single-family attached dwelling shall have at least one direct pedestrian access from the
interior of the dwelling to the exterior boundaries of the lot and no pedestrian access may be
held in common with another single-family dwelling unit.
(4) No more than three (3) single-family dwellings may be attached together.
(5) Except as noted below, a single-family attached dwelling shall have no facilities or property in
common with another single-family attached dwelling and all dwellings shall be structurally
and functionally independent from each other. All single-family attached dwellings shall have
separate electrical service, water service lines and sanitary sewer service lines. Common
facilities or property are allowed for the following:
(a) Common party walls constructed in accordance with the Uniform Building Code.
(b) Foundations supporting attached or party walls.
(c) Flashing at the termination of the roof covering any attached walls.
(d) Roofs.
(e) Vehicular access to a dedicated street from off-street parking facilities or garages.
(6) No building permit shall be issued for the construction of a single-family attached dwelling
unless a common facilities or party wall agreement for Declaration of Condominium has been
filed with the Bonneville County Recorder’s Office for each such dwelling which shares
common facilities with another unit. Such agreement shall include a legal description of the
lots sharing common facilities and shall allocate responsibility as between the owners of such
lots for the use, maintenance, and ownership of all common facilities.
(7) All single-family attached dwellings shall meet the dwelling unit separation requirements of the
officially adopted and applicable building codes of Idaho Falls.
(8) Any lots upon which a single-family attached dwelling is located need not comply with R 1
Residence Zone’s Area Requirements and Width Requirements, provided such lot complies
with R-1 Residence Zone Location of Buildings provisions and the side yard requirements of
the R-1 Residence Zone’s Special Provisions Regarding Single-Family Attached Dwellings.
(9) The net density of single-family attached projects shall not exceed seven (7) units per acre. The
area within public rights-of-way shall not be included in the calculations for net density.
(10) When applications for single-family attached dwellings are submitted for conditional use
review, a plat, site plan showing the location of proposed buildings, driveways, sidewalks, and
other improvements, and preliminary elevations of the proposed buildings shall be submitted.
(11) The side yard adjacent to detached single-family homes shall be fifteen feet (15’).

10-3-12: R-2A RESIDENCE ZONE
(A) General Objectives and Characteristics.
The objective in establishing the R-2A Residence Zone is to designate appropriate areas within the
City where the residential density is limited to eight (8) families on any given lot. In general, this
Zone is situated in the central part of the City where the need for rental units is greatest, and along
major streets on the borders of neighborhoods.
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In order to accomplish the objectives and purposes of this Zoning Code, and to promote the essential
characteristics of this Zone, the following regulations shall apply in the R-2A Zone:
(B) Use Requirements.
The following uses shall be permitted in the R-2A Zone:
(1) Any use permitted in the RP, RP-A, R-1 and R-2 Zones.
(2) Rest homes for not more than ten (10) guests.
(3) Foster family care homes.
(4) Single-family attached dwellings.
(5) Residence courts containing not more than eight (8) dwelling units. Apartment buildings
containing not more than eight (8) dwelling units.
(6) Wall signs showing only the name and address of the building, not to exceed ten percent (10%)
of total area of building front and directional signs not to exceed two square feet (2 ft²) in area
and maximum height four feet (4’) feet above grade to top of sign.

(C) Area Requirements.
An area of not less than five thousand square feet (5,000 ft²) shall be provided and maintained for
each one-family dwelling; six thousand square feet (6,000 ft²) for a two-family dwelling; and seven
hundred and fifty additional square feet (750 ft²) for each unit above two (2) dwelling units. For rest
homes, an area of at least six thousand square feet (6,000 ft²) shall be provided, plus two square feet
(2 ft²) of lot area for each square foot of floor space in the building in excess of one thousand square
feet (1,000 ft²).
(D) Width Requirements.
The minimum of any building site for dwellings shall be fifty feet (50’) measured at the building
setback line, and sixty feet (60’) for units with two (2) or more dwellings. The minimum width for
any building site for a rest home or other main building shall be sixty feet (60’) feet, plus five feet
(5’) feet of additional width for each one hundred square feet (100 ft²) of floor area devoted to
bedrooms for the accommodation of guests or roomers.
(E) Location of Buildings.
(1) Setback. All buildings shall be set back a minimum distance of twenty feet (20’) from any public
street, except as herein provided and required under the provisions of this Zoning Code.
EXCEPTION: On a side street where a maximum of two (2) lots face the street, a setback of
not less than fifteen feet (15’) is permitted on the side street. (See also, Supplementary
Regulations to Zones.)
(2) Side Yards. For main buildings there shall be a side yard of not less than eight inches (8”) for
each foot of building height, except that no side yard shall be less than seven feet (7’), six
inches (6”). Side yard requirements for accessory buildings shall be the same as for main
buildings, except that no side yard shall be required for accessory buildings which are located
more than twelve feet (12’) in the rear of the main building.
EXCEPTION: Single-family attached dwellings shall have no side yard setback requirement at
the property line separating the attached or party wall or walls; however, all accessory
buildings shall comply with the setback requirements set forth above.
(3) Rear Yards. For main buildings there shall be a rear yard of not less than twenty-five feet (25’)
feet on both interior and corner lots. For accessory buildings no rear yard shall be required,
except where an alley is located at the rear of a lot, in which case a three foot (3’) rear yard is
required.
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(F) Height Requirements.
No building shall be erected to a height greater than twenty-five feet (25’). Roofs above the square
of the building, chimneys, flagpoles, television antennas, church towers, and similar structures not
used for human occupancy, are excluded in determining height.
(G) Size of Building.
No requirement.
(H) Lot Coverage and Landscaping.
(1) Maximum Lot Coverage. Lot coverage, including all area under roofs and paved surfaces,
including driveways, walks, and parking areas, shall not exceed eighty percent (80%) of the
total lot and parking area. The maximum lot coverage of single-family attached dwelling units
shall be sixty-five percent (65%) for interior lots and fifty percent (50%) for corner lots. The
remaining lot area shall be landscaped in accordance with Landscaping subsection of this
Zoning Code.
(2) Lot Coverage Exemption. The landscaped area on a lot will be considered to include such hardsurface outdoor recreation facilities as tennis courts, basketball courts, shuffleboard courts, and
swimming pools, provided that:
(a) The hard-surface outdoor recreation facilities make up no more than forty percent (40%) of
the required landscaped area, and
(b) Those facilities are available for the use of all residents of the development.
(3) Required Buffers. Wherever a development in the R-2A Zone adjoins land zoned RP, RP-A, R-1
or RMH, or unincorporated land designated for single family residential use in the City's
comprehensive plan, a minimum ten foot (10’) wide landscaped buffer shall be provided. This
buffer may be included in the twenty percent (20%) percent minimum landscaped area
required in A. above.

(I) See Supplementary Regulations to Zones.
(J) Special Provisions Regarding Single-Family Attached Dwellings
(1) All lots upon which a single-family home attached dwelling is located shall have frontage upon
and vehicular access to a dedicated street.
(2) No single-family attached dwelling shall be located above another dwelling unit, either in whole
or in part.
(3) Each single-family attached dwelling shall have at least one (1) direct pedestrian access from the
interior of the dwelling to the exterior boundaries of the lot and no pedestrian access may be
held in common with another single-family dwelling unit.
(4) No more than eight (8) single-family attached dwellings may be attached together.
(5) Except as noted below, a single-family attached dwelling shall have no facilities or property in
common with another single-family attached dwelling and all dwellings shall be structurally
and functionally independent from each other. All single-family attached dwellings shall have
separate electrical service, water service lines and sanitary sewer service lines. Common
facilities or property are allowed for the following:
(a) Common party walls constructed in accordance with the Uniform Building Code.
(b) Foundations supporting attached or party walls.
(c) Flashing at the termination of the roof covering over any attached walls.
(d) Roofs.
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(e) Vehicular access to a dedicated street for off-street parking facilities or garages.
(6) No building permit shall be issued for the construction of a single-family attached dwelling
unless a common facilities or party wall agreement or Declaration of Condominium has been
filed with the Bonneville County Recorder’s office for each such dwelling unit which shares
common facilities with another unit. Such agreement shall include a legal description of the
lots sharing common facilities and shall allocate responsibility as between the owners of such
lot for the use, maintenance and ownership of all common facilities.
(7) All single-family attached dwellings shall meet the dwelling unit separation requirements of the
officially adopted and applicable building code of Idaho Falls.
(8) Any lots upon which a single-family attached dwelling is located need not comply with R-2A
Residence Zone’s Area Requirements and Width Requirements provided such lot complies
with the provisions of R-2A Residence Zone’s Location of Buildings requirements.
(9) When preliminary and final plats for single-family attached dwellings are submitted for review, a site
plan showing the location of proposed buildings, driveways, sidewalks, or other
improvements shall be submitted with the plat.

10-3-14: R-3A RESIDENCE ZONE
(A) General Objectives and Characteristics.
The objective in establishing the R-3A Residence Zone is to establish an area within the City in
which the primary use of the land is for residential purposes, but in which office buildings and
certain other type 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 R-3 Residence Zone. While office buildings and certain other uses of a
semi-commercial nature may be located in the Zone, the R-3A Zone is essentially residential in
character; therefore, all uses must be developed and maintained in harmony with residential uses.
Also, while a greater volume of automobile and pedestrian traffic is characteristic of this Zone,
attractive lawns, shrubs, trees, both on the street and around the buildings, is also characteristic of
this Zone.
In order to accomplish the objectives and purposes of this Zoning Code and to promote the
characteristics of this Zone, the following regulations shall apply in the R-3A Zone:
(B) Use Requirements.
The following uses shall be permitted in the R-3A Zone:
(1) Any use permitted in the RP, RP-A, R-1, R-2, R-2A and R-3 Residence Zones.
(2) Off-street parking areas constructed in accordance with 4-23 for the use of adjacent and/or
permitted uses.
(3) Office buildings for professional persons, such as doctors, dentists, accountants, attorneys,
architects, and branch banks.
(4) Beauty salons, barber shops, and nail salons.
(5) Clinics and hospitals for the treatment of humans.
(6) The dispensing by or under the supervision of a professional pharmacist licensed by the State of
Idaho of prescriptive or non-prescriptive medicines, drugs, orthopedic appliances or medical
supplies for the treatment of human illness, disease or injury, excluding the sale of goods or
commodities for general hygiene, diet, cosmetic or other general health purposes.
(7) Mortuaries and funeral parlors (subject to approval of the Planning Commission).
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(8) Pet care clinics within a completely enclosed building but with no boarding or grooming of
animals except as a use incidental to medical or surgical treatment.
(9) Non-flashing free standing pole signs advertising the services performed within the building, not
to exceed two-hundred square feet (200 ft²) maximum and not to exceed fifteen feet (15’)
above grade to top of sign; and wall signs showing the name and address of the building, not to
exceed ten percent (10%) of the total area of the building front.
(10) Directional signs not to exceed two square feet (2 ft²), also signs advertising the use of a lot for
parking space, provided the signs advertising such use shall not exceed eight square feet (8 ft²),
and shall not be constructed to a height greater than four feet (4’).
(11) Other uses which have been ruled by the Council to be similar to the uses herein above listed.

(C) Area Requirements.
An area of not less than five thousand square feet (5,000 ft²) shall be provided and maintained for
dwellings, boarding houses, lodging and rooming houses, rest homes and child care centers. No
development in this Zone shall exceed a gross density of thirty-five (35) dwelling units per acre.
(D) Width Requirements.
The minimum width of any building site for a main building shall be fifty feet (50’), measured at the
building setback line, except that the minimum width of a lot for mortuaries shall be one hundred
feet (100’).
(E) Location of Buildings and Structures.
(1) Setback. All buildings shall be set back a minimum distance of fifteen feet (15’) from any public
street, except as herein provided and required under the provisions of this Zoning Code.
(2) Side Yards For Main Buildings. There shall be side yards of not less than six feet (6’). Side yard
requirements for accessory buildings shall be the same as for main buildings, except that no
side yard shall be required for accessory buildings which are located more than twelve feet
(12’) in the rear of the main building.
(3) Rear Yards. There shall be a rear yard of at least twenty-five feet (25’) feet for all residential
buildings and at least ten feet (10’) for all non-residential buildings, except as herein provided
and required under the provisions of this Zoning Code.

(F) Height Requirements.
There shall be no height requirements, except as limited by yard requirements.
(G) Size of Buildings.
No requirements.
(H) Lot Coverage and Landscaping.
(1) Maximum Lot Coverage. Lot coverage, including all area under roofs and paved surfaces,
including driveways, walks, and parking areas, shall not exceed eighty percent (80%) of the
total lot area. The remaining lot area (at least twenty percent (20%) of the total lot area) shall
be landscaped. See the Landscaping subsection of this Zoning Code for general landscaping
requirements.
(2) Lot Coverage Exemption. The landscaped area on a lot will be considered to include such hardsurface outdoor recreation facilities as tennis courts, basketball courts, shuffleboard courts, and
swimming pools, provided that:
(a) The hard-surface outdoor recreation facilities make up no more than forty percent (40%) of
the required landscaped area, and
(b) Those facilities are available for the use of all residents of the development.
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(3) Required Buffers. Wherever a development in the R-3A Zone adjoins land Zoned RP, RP-A, R1, or RMH, or unincorporated land designated for single family residential use in the City's
comprehensive plan, a minimum ten foot (10’) wide landscaped buffer shall be provided. This
buffer may be included in the twenty percent (20%) percent minimum landscaped area
required in A. above.

(I) See Supplementary Regulations for Zones.

Page 10 of 10

From: Joseph Giebel <josephgiebel@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, January 08, 2018 9:47 PM
To: Kerry Beutler
Subject:
Plat17-30 Park Place
Kerry I would be sending this Brent Mclane but I do not have his email address. I am Joe Giebel my wife
and I own 864 W 65th South in Bonneville county. This property is zoned A-1 for Bonneville County. I
have the following issues to raise for the proposed Plat17-30
My property has the only water right remaining in this property from the head gate in the NE corner of the
proposed development. This ditch servicing my property is extremely long. This right has been in place
since 1902 as confirmed by the Idaho irrigation district and is protected by several state irrigation
laws. Provisions for access to operate and maintain this ditch have to be afforded by law. This ditch
access did not appear on the recent version of drawings submitted by Horrocks Engineering. Now with
an open ditch maintenance is relatively straight forward additional bridges or syphon connections for
example would make maintenance more costly and time consuming than currently designed and as
water right legally protects. Any proposed modifications will have to ensure usage and maintenance is
preserved as good as it is today or better.
Please enter this into the record
I will also be at the meeting to discuss
Joe Giebel
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