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 COUNCIL MEMBERS 

Suzanne  Nikki  Shawn  Chris  Gregory  Don  Ruth 
Hawkins  Boyd  Barigar  Talkington Lanting  Hall  Pierce 
Vice Mayor   Mayor 
 
 
 
 

5:00 P.M. 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG    
CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM 
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA  
PROCLAMATIONS:  None 
GENERAL PUBLIC INPUT 
AGENDA ITEMS Purpose By: 
I.  CONSENT CALENDAR: 

1. Request to approve the Accounts Payable for 12/20/16 through 
01/03/2017. 

2. Request to approve the December 19, 2016, City Council Minutes. 
3. Request to approve a Beer, Wine, and Liquor license transfer of 

ownership for 55 WindBreak LLC, 1749 Kimberly Road. 
4. Request to accept the Improvement Agreement for the purpose of 

developing Westpark Commercial Subdivision No. 10, A PUD.  

 
Action 
 
Action 
Action 
 
Action 

 
Sharon Bryan 
 
Sharon Bryan 
Sharon Bryan 
 
Troy Vitek 

II. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:  
1. Presentation of a Public Safety Award. 
2. Presentation reviewing the penalties for animal cruelty. 
3. Request to adopt an ordinance for a Zoning District Change and Zoning 

Map Amendment from R-4 to C-1 for 0.16 (+/-) acres of undeveloped 
property located west of 515 Washington St N.  

4. Request to accept the recommendation of the Canyon Springs Grade 
Ad Hoc Committee and direct staff to finish engineering and develop a 
funding strategy. 

5. Request to authorize modification of City Code sections related to 
driving sight obstructions.   

6. Public input and/or items from the City Manager and City Council. 

 
Presentation 
Presentation 
Action 
 
 
Action 
 
 
Action 
 
 

 
Brian Pike 
Brian Pike 
Rene’e V. Carraway-
Johnson 
 
Troy Vitek 
 
 
Jacqueline Fields 
 

III. ADVISORY BOARD REPORT/ANNOUNCEMENTS:   
6:00 P.M. 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

V. ADJOURNMENT:    
  

  

Any person(s) needing special accommodations to participate in the above noticed meeting could contact Leila Sanchez at (208) 735-7287 
at least two working days before the meeting.  Si desea esta información en español, llame Leila Sanchez (208)735-7287. 
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Public Input Procedures 

1. Individuals wishing to provide public input regarding matters relevant to the City of Twin Falls shall  
a. wait to be recognized by the mayor 
b. approach the microphone/podium 
c. state their name and address, and whether they are a resident or property owner in the City of Twin Falls, and 
d. proceed with their input. 

2. The Mayor may limit input to no less than two (2) minutes. Individuals are not permitted to give their time to other speakers. 

Public Hearing Procedures for Zoning Requests 

1. Prior to opening the first Public Hearing of the session, the Mayor shall review the public hearing procedures. 
2. Individuals wishing to testify or speak before the City Council shall wait to be recognized by the Mayor, approach the 

microphone/podium, state their name and address, then proceed with their comments.  Following their statements, they shall 
write their name and address on the record sheet(s) provided by the City Clerk.  The City Clerk shall make an audio recording of 
the Public Hearing. 

3. The Applicant, or the spokesperson for the Applicant, will make a presentation on the application/request (request).  No changes 
to the request may be made by the applicant after the publication of the Notice of Public Hearing.  The presentation should 
include the following: 
• A complete explanation and description of the request. 
• Why the request is being made. 
• Location of the Property. 
• Impacts on the surrounding properties and efforts to mitigate those impacts. 

 Applicant is limited to 15 minutes, unless a written request for additional time is received, at least 72 hours prior to the hearing, 
and granted by the Mayor. 

4. A City Staff Report shall summarize the application and history of the request. 
• The City Council may ask questions of staff or the applicant pertaining to the request. 

5. The general public will then be given the opportunity to provide their testimony regarding the request.  The Mayor may limit 
public testimony to no less than two (2) minutes per person. 
• Five or more individuals, having received personal public notice of the application under consideration, may select by 

written petition, a spokesperson.  The written petition must be received at least 72 hours prior to the hearing and must 
be granted by the mayor.  The spokesperson shall be limited to 15 minutes.   

• Written comments, including e-mail, shall be either read into the record or displayed to the public on the overhead 
projector. 

• Following the Public Testimony, the applicant is permitted five (5) minutes to respond to Public Testimony. 
6. Following the Public Testimony and Applicant’s response, the hearing shall continue.  The City Council, as recognized by the Mayor, 

shall be allowed to question the Applicant, Staff or anyone who has testified.  The Mayor may again establish time limits. 
7. The Mayor shall close the Public Hearing.  The City Council shall deliberate on the request.  Deliberations and decisions shall be 

based upon the information and testimony provided during the Public Hearing.  Once the Public Hearing is closed, additional 
testimony from the staff, applicant or public is not allowed.  Legal or procedural questions may be directed to the City Attorney. 

 
* Any person not conforming to the above rules may be prohibited from speaking.  Persons refusing to comply with such prohibitions may 

be asked to leave the hearing and, thereafter removed from the room by order of the Mayor. 
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 COUNCIL MEMBERS 

Suzanne  Nikki  Shawn  Chris  Gregory  Don  Ruth 
Hawkins  Boyd  Barigar  Talkington Lanting  Hall  Pierce 
Vice Mayor   Mayor 
 
 
 
 

3:30 P.M. - 4:45 P.M. 
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM 
 Purpose By: 
Attendees to include: 

• Members of the local Idaho Legislative Delegation 
• City of Twin Falls Council Members 
• City Staff Members 

Agenda 
• Welcome and Introductions 
• Roundtable discussion of possible upcoming issues of the 2016 

Legislative Session. 
 
 

• Discussion of local delegation’s perspective.  
• Final Thoughts. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
 
Discussion 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Led by City Staff 
Members with input 
from City Council 
Members 

Members of the Local 
Delegation 

5:00 P.M. 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG    
CALL MEETING TO ORDER 
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM 
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA  
PROCLAMATIONS:  None 
GENERAL PUBLIC INPUT 

AGENDA ITEMS Purpose By: 
I.  CONSENT CALENDAR: 

1. Request to approve the Accounts Payable for December 13-19, 2016. 
2. Request to approve the December 12, 2016, City Council Minutes. 
3. Request to approve the 2017 City Council Schedule of Regular Meetings 

& Public Hearings. 
4. Request to approve a Curb-Gutter & Sidewalk Improvement Deferral 

Agreement – 567 Jackson Street for Ronnie Johnson.   
5. Request by John Reitsma to approve a Parks In Lieu contribution for the 

Pillar Falls Plaza subdivision.   
6. Request to approve a Beer, Wine and Liquor license transfer for Paradigm 

Restaurants, LC dba Chili’s Grill & Bar, 1880 Blue Lakes Blvd. North. 
 

 
Action 
Action 
Action 
 
Action 
 
Action 
 
Action 
 
 

 
Sharon Bryan 
Sharon Bryan 
Leila A. Sanchez 
 
Troy Vitek 
 
Wendy Davis 
 
Sharon Bryan 
 
 

II. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:  
1. Request to approve Monica D’Angelo to serve as a Library Trustee. 
2. Presentation to recognize a few individuals for their outstanding service; 

and, to recognize the achievements of Jeff Miller, Dan Gould, and Will 
Blanton for completing their TFFD Level II Firefighter certifications, and 
Driver/Operator Dave Owens for completing his Fire Officer I 
certification.  

3. Request to confirm the re-appointments of Dan Brizee, Gary Bond and 
Darren Hall to the Building Department Advisory Committee. 

 
Action 
Presentation 
 
 
 
 
Action 
 

 
Tara Bartley 
Fire Chief Tim Soule 
 
 
 
 
Mayor Shawn Barigar 
 

MINUTES 
Meeting of the Twin Falls City Council 

Monday, December 19, 2016 
City Council Chambers 

305 Third Avenue East - Twin Falls, Idaho 
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4. Request to apply for a CLG grant from the ID State Historical Society for 
the development of a Historical Preservation Master Plan and reprint the 
brochures for the historic districts in Twin Falls. 

5. Presentation by Gridworks Consulting on the final draft of the Transit 
Development Plan for the City of Twin Falls. 

6. Public input and/or items from the City Manager and City Council. 

Action 
 
 
Presentation 
 

Darrell Buffaloe 
Historic Preservation 
Commission 
Ross Peterson 
Gridworks Consulting 

III. ADVISORY BOARD REPORT/ANNOUNCEMENTS:   
6:00 P.M. 

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

V. ADJOURNMENT:    
  

  

Any person(s) needing special accommodations to participate in the above noticed meeting could contact Leila Sanchez at (208) 735-7287 
at least two working days before the meeting.  Si desea esta información en español, llame Leila Sanchez (208)735-7287. 
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Present:   Shawn Barigar, Suzanne Hawkins, Chris Talkington, Greg Lanting, Don Hall, Ruth Pierce 
Absent: Nikki Boyd 
   
Staff Present:    City Manager Travis Rothweiler, Deputy City Manager Mitchel Humble, Deputy City 

Manager Brian Pike, Deputy City Clerk Sharon Bryan 
 
Legislators:  Bert Brackett, Stephen Hartgren, Clark Kaufman, Maxine Bell, Lance Clow 
 
3:30 P.M. - 4:45 P.M. 
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM 
 
 Mayor Barigar opened meeting and welcomed everyone. 
 

• Roundtable discussion of possible upcoming issues of the 2016 Legislative Session. 
 
City Manager Rothweiler reviewed City Budget, Infrastructure, and Local Option Sales Tax. 
 
Economic Development Director Murray spoke on the Downtown revitalization. 
 
City Engineer Fields spoke on Storm Water issues and funding. 
 
Police Chief Kingsbury spoke on body worn cameras policies. 
 
Other items discussed: 
Reliable nationwide body camera information 
Public access to camera footage 
Public Safety 911 Center 
Spouse benefits – PERSI 
Resort liquor licensing 
Aerial fireworks regulations 
Quality education 
Fire fighters – PERSI benefits 
PERSI System  
Renew surplus eliminator. 
Local Option building code  
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Present:   Shawn Barigar, Suzanne Hawkins, Chris Talkington, Greg Lanting, Don Hall, Ruth Pierce 
Absent: Nikki Boyd 
   
Staff Present:    City Manager Travis Rothweiler, City Attorney Fritz Wonderlich, Deputy City Manager Mitchel 

Humble, Deputy City Manager Brian Pike, Fire Chief Tim Soule, Deputy City Clerk Sharon Bryan 
 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG  
 
Mayor Barigar called the meeting to order at 5:00 P.M.  He then invited all present, who wished, to recite 
the pledge of Allegiance to the Flag. 
 
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM  
 
A quorum is present. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA – None 
 
PROCLAMATIONS:   None 
 

GENERAL PUBLIC INPUT 
I.  CONSENT CALENDAR: 

1. Request to approve the Accounts Payable for December 13-19, 2016. 
2. Request to approve the December 12, 2016, City Council Minutes. 
3. Request to approve the 2017 City Council Schedule of Regular Meetings & Public Hearings. 
4. Request to approve a Curb-Gutter & Sidewalk Improvement Deferral Agreement – 567 Jackson 

Street for Ronnie Johnson.   
5. Request by John Reitsma to approve a Parks In Lieu contribution for the Pillar Falls Plaza 

subdivision.   
6. Request to approve a Beer, Wine and Liquor license transfer for Paradigm Restaurants, LC dba 

Chili’s Grill & Bar, 1880 Blue Lakes Blvd. North. 
 

MOTION: 
 
Councilmember Talkington moved to approve the Consent Calendar as presented.  The motion 
was seconded by Councilmember Hall.  Roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor 
of the motion.  Approved 7 to 0 
 

II. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:  
1. Request to approve Monica D’Angelo to serve as a Library Trustee. 
 

Liberian Tara Bartley asked City Council to approve Monica D’Angelo to serve as a Library 
Trustee. 
 
CouncilmemberTalkington asked Monica D’Angelo how she would handle material that was profane, and 
lude and should library be a tool for censorship. 
 

 MOTION: 
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Vice Mayor Hawkins moved to approve the appointment of Monica D’Angelo to serve as a 
Library Trustee for a full term of office from January 1, 2017 through December 31, 2021.  The 
motion was seconded by Councilmember Pierce.  Roll call vote showed all members present voted 
in favor of the motion.  Approved 6 to 0 
 

2. Presentation to recognize a few individuals for their outstanding service; and, to recognize the 
achievements of Jeff Miller, Dan Gould, and Will Blanton for completing their TFFD Level II 
Firefighter certifications, and Driver/Operator Dave Owens for completing his Fire Officer I 
certification.  
 
Fire Chief Soule recognized the achievements of Firefighters Jeff Miller, Dan Gould, and Will 
Blanton for completing their Twin Falls Fire Department Firefighter Level II Certification, and 
Driver/Operator Dave Owens for completing his Fire Officer I Certification.  
 
Mayor Barigar presented Firefighters with their certificates. 
  
Chief Soule took this opportunity to recognize Deputy City Manager Brian Pike, Administrative 
Assistance Danielle Kolb, Battalion Chiefs Mitch Brookes, Ron Aguire, and Brian Cunningham 
for their outstanding service to the Department by presenting them with the Fire Chief’s challenge 
coin.   
 

3. Request to confirm the re-appointments of Dan Brizee, Gary Bond and Darren Hall to the 
Building Department Advisory Committee. 

 
Mayor Barigar asked City Council to confirm the re-appointments of Dan Brizee, Gary Bond and 
Darren Hall to the Building Department Advisory Committee. 
 

MOTION: 
 
Councilmember Talkington moved to approve re-appointments of Dan Brizee, Gary Bond and 
Darren Hall to the Building Department Advisory Committee.  The motion was seconded by 
Councilmember Hall.  Roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  
Approved 7 to 0 
 

4. Request to apply for a CLG grant from the ID State Historical Society for the development of a 
Historical Preservation Master Plan and reprint the brochures for the historic districts in Twin 
Falls. 
 
Darrell Buffaloe, Historic Preservation Commission, asked to apply for a CLG grant from the ID 
State Historical Society for the development of a Historical Preservation Master Plan and reprint 
the brochures for the historic districts in Twin Falls. 

MOTION: 
 
Councilmember Pierce moved to approve the request to apply for a CLG grant from the ID State 
Historical Society for the development of a Historical Preservation Master Plan and reprint the 
brochures for the historic districts in Twin Falls in the amount of $10,000. The motion was 
seconded by Vice Mayor Hawkins.  Roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of 
the motion.  Approved 7 to 0 
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5. Presentation by Gridworks Consulting on the final draft of the Transit Development Plan for the 
City of Twin Falls. 

 
Ross Peterson, Gridworks Consulting presented the final draft of the Transit Development Plan for 
the City of Twin Falls. 
 
City Council discussion ensued on the following: 
Lack of parking. 
Twenty-four-hour transit for high density employers. 
Groundwork that needs to be done before transit system can be developed. 
Hospital, Walmart & Winco where areas people would like transit system. 
 
City Manager Rothweiler will take these recommendations to the Strategic Plan Committee. 
 

6. Public input and/or items from the City Manager and City Council. 
 
Eric Smallwood, Twin Falls, addressed concerns he has with the newly developed URA parking 
lot use. 
 
City Manager Rothweiler reminded City Council that tomorrow from 3:30 to 6:30 at the City 
Council Chambers City will be handing out hams and turkeys to Employees. 
City Manager Rothweiler said that there is not a City Council meeting scheduled for Monday, 
December 26, 2016 and City Hall will be closed the next two Mondays. 

 
III. ADVISORY BOARD REPORT/ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
 
 Vice Mayor Hawkins reported on the Twin Falls Library activities. 
  

Deputy City Manager Brian Pike reported on the results of the Blue vs. Red competition at 
Walmart fund raiser for Salvation Army. 

 
IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None 
 
V. ADJOURNMENT:    
 
 The meeting adjourned at 6:13 PM 
 
 
 
 _______________________________ 
 Sharon Bryan, Deputy City Clerk 
 
 

 http://twinfalls.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=615 

 

 

 

 











 
 

Request: 
Consideration of a request to accept the Improvement Agreement for the purpose of developing Westpark 
Commercial Subdivision No. 10, A PUD. 

Time Estimate: 
The staff presentation will take approximately 2 minutes. 

Background: 
Prior to development, an Improvement Agreement is required. The developer is meeting that requirement 
with this document. 

Approval Process: 
Accepting the Improvement Agreement allows the developer to develop the lots. After acceptance of utilities 
or a financial guarantee provided to the City, the lots can be sold. 

Budget Impact: 
There is no significant budget impact associated with the Council’s approval of this request. 

Regulatory Impact: 
Approval of this request will allow the applicant to proceed to develop the property. 

Conclusion: 
Staff recommends that the Council approve the request and authorize the Mayor to sign the Improvement 
Agreement. 

Attachments: 
1. Improvement Agreement. 

Date:  Monday, January 3, 2017 
 
To: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From: Troy Vitek, Assistant City Engineer 
 







































 
 

 
Request 

A presentation of the City Manager’s Office reviewing the penalties for animal cruelty. 
 

Time Estimate 
The estimated amount of time this item will take is 15 minutes plus time to answer questions. 
 

Background 
The City Council listened to a presentation from a student group regarding the issue of animal cruelty.  During the 
presentation, one of the students suggested the City of Twin Falls should have a progressive or tiered penalty system 
for animal cruelty violations.   
 
Our City code provides one penalty for animal cruelty (6-2-4).  It reads, “violation of the provisions of this section is a 
misdemeanor punishable by a fine of up to three hundred dollars (300.00) and/or six (6) months in jail, or both. 
Although our code allows for one level of penalty, the Idaho Statutes provide for several additional levels of penalty 
based upon number of violations within a set time frame. 
 
Idaho Code, Title 25, Chapter 35, provides a tiered level of penalty based upon the number of violations within a set 
time frame.  The code reads: 
 

 25-3520A.  PENALTY FOR VIOLATIONS — TERMINATION OF RIGHTS. (1) Unless otherwise 

specified in this chapter, any person convicted of a first violation of a provision of this 

chapter shall be punished for each offense by a jail sentence of not more than six (6) months 

or by a fine of not less than one hundred dollars ($100) or more than five thousand dollars 

($5,000), or by both such fine and imprisonment. 
(2)  Unless otherwise specified in this chapter, any person convicted of a second 

violation of a provision of this chapter within ten (10) years of the first conviction shall 

be punished for each offense by a jail sentence of not more than nine (9) months or a fine of 

not less than two hundred dollars ($200) or more than seven thousand dollars ($7,000), or by 

both such fine and imprisonment. 
(3)  (a)  Unless the penalty is otherwise specified in this chapter, any person convicted of a 

third or subsequent violation of any of the provisions of this chapter within fifteen (15) 

years of the first conviction shall be guilty of a misdemeanor and punished for each offense 

by a jail sentence of not more than twelve (12) months or a fine of not less than five hundred 

dollars ($500) or more than nine thousand dollars ($9,000), or by both such fine and 

imprisonment. 
(b)  Any person convicted of section 25-3504A(3) or (4), Idaho Code, or any person convicted 

of a third or subsequent violation who previously has been found guilty of or has pled guilty 

to two (2) violations of section 25-3504, Idaho Code, provided the violations were for conduct 

as defined by section 25-3502(5)(a) or (b), Idaho Code, within fifteen (15) years of the first 

conviction, shall be guilty of a felony and punished for each offense by a jail sentence of 

not more than twelve (12) months or a fine of not less than five hundred dollars ($500) or not 

more than nine thousand dollars ($9,000), or by both such fine and imprisonment. All other 

violations of section 25-3504, Idaho Code, for conduct as defined by paragraph (c), (d) or (e) 

of section 25-3502(5), Idaho Code, shall constitute misdemeanors and shall be punishable as 

provided in paragraph (a) of this subsection. 

Date:  Monday, January 3, 2016 
 
To: Mayor and City Council 
  
From: Brian Pike, Deputy City Manager 
 

https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/Title25/T25CH35/SECT25-3504A
https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/Title25/T25CH35/SECT25-3504
https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/Title25/T25CH35/SECT25-3502
https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/Title25/T25CH35/SECT25-3504
https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/Title25/T25CH35/SECT25-3502


(c)  Each prior conviction or guilty plea shall constitute one (1) violation of this chapter 

regardless of the number of counts involved in the conviction or guilty plea. Practices described 

in section 25-3514, Idaho Code, are not animal cruelty. 
(4)  If a person pleads guilty or is found guilty of an offense under this chapter, the 

court may issue an order terminating the person’s right to possession, title, custody or care 

of an animal that was involved in the offense or that was owned or possessed at the time of 

the offense. If a person’s right to possession, title, custody or care of an animal is 

terminated, the court may award the animal to a humane society or other organization that has 

as its principal purpose the humane treatment of animals, or may award the animal to a law 

enforcement agency or animal care and control agency. The court’s award of custody or care of 

an animal will grant to the organization or agency the authority to determine custody, adoption, 

sale or other disposition of the animal thereafter. 
(5)  Prior to sentencing pursuant to the provisions of this chapter, the court may in 

its discretion order a presentence psychological evaluation. If the prosecutor requests a 

presentence psychological evaluation prior to sentencing, the court shall determine whether a 

presentence psychological evaluation is warranted. 
History: 

[25-3520A, added 1996, ch. 229, sec. 14, p. 749; am. 2006, ch. 170, sec. 7, p. 527; am. 

2012, ch. 262, sec. 3, p. 729; am. 2016, ch. 190, sec. 3, p. 524.] 
 
As you can see, our first violation is comparable with State Code.  What we are missing in our City Code is the ability 
to increase the penalty for subsequent violations; however, as we have utilized in other areas of criminal code, we 
could simply apply the State Code to subsequent violations of animal cruelty within the City thus utilizing the more 
severe penalties. 
 
As we have done in the past with other criminal violations, we would recommend utilizing the State Code for this 
option and not duplicating the language in our City Code.  This provides a clear direction to our citizens and staff in 
the education and enforcement of these provisions.  
 

 
Approval 

No action required.  

Budget Impact: 
No impact on our budget 
 

Regulatory Impact: 
There is no regulatory impact. 
 

Attachments:  None 
 

https://legislature.idaho.gov/statutesrules/idstat/Title25/T25CH35/SECT25-3514


















 
 

Request: 
Request Council Accept the recommendation of the Canyon Springs Grade Ad Hoc Committee and direct 
staff to finish engineering and develop a funding strategy. 

Time Estimate: 
The team presentation will take approximately 20 minutes with 30 minutes to address questions. 

Background: 
The City of Twin Falls Council created an Ad Hoc Committee on September 14, 2015 to look at options for 
the Canyon Springs Grade.  The committee was chartered by the Council which included Roles and 
Objectives for the Committee itself.  The Committee met 9 times and looked at a total of 9 alternatives.  This 
presentation will be by JUB Engineers briefly identifying all the alternatives along with the committee’s 
recommendation.  

Approval Process: 
No approval process is being requested tonight.  Upon Council Direction the staff will proceed with additional 
engineering on the council recommended alternative.  This will then be brought back to the council for later 
consideration. 

Budget Impact: 
Alternative 6 appears to address the needs and is estimated at 4.8 to 5.8 million dollars.  Funds to complete 
the design portion were previously approved by the council.  A funding strategy for construction could follow 
at a later date with council’s approval. 

Regulatory Impact: 
None 

Conclusion: 
Staff recommends the Council proceed with the recommended alternative 6, direct staff to finish 
engineering and develop a funding strategy.  This will allow staff to continue work with JUB and adjacent 
property owners on detailing Alternative 6.  The better the detail, the more accurate the construction 
estimates. 

Attachments: 
1. JUB Canyon Springs Road Project Update 

Date:  Tuesday, January 3, 2017 
 
To: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From: Troy Vitek – Assistant City Engineer 
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Canyon Springs Road Project Update| City of Twin Falls, ID 

1 | P a g e  

INTRODUCTION 

The City of Twin Falls (City) developed the “Canyon Springs Road Project Citizen Involvement Ad Hoc 
Committee Charter” (Ad Hoc Committee) on September 14, 2015 with the intent of “providing an 
effective mechanism to access community input on the identification, design, and construction of 
potential improvements” to Canyon Springs Road.   

The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the findings from the Ad Hoc Committee public 
involvement process including advisory recommendations from the Committee to the City Council. 

Ad Hoc Committee Role 

As outlined in the charter the role of the Ad Hoc Committee included: 
1. Develop design concepts regarding the roadway and associated pedestrian and cyclist access 
2. Review design data regarding the design and construction of improvements 
3. Review and recommend funding options 
4. Take public comment 
5. Review alternatives 
6. Deliberate 
7. Make presentations to community and interest groups 
8. Make recommendations to the City Council 

The following Committee members were appointed by the City Council and agreed to participate in this 
process: 

 Katie Breckenridge, Adjacent Property Owner 

 Tony Mannen, College of Southern Idaho 

 Jim Olson, Business Owner, Member of Twin Falls Rural Fire Protection District 

 Todd Schwarz, College of Southern Idaho 

 John Lezamiz, Adjacent Property Owner 

 Linda Roberts, Adjacent Property Owner / Realtor 

 Rick Novacek, Director Twin Falls County Parks and Waterways 

 Jamie Tigue, Magic Valley Trail Enhancement Committee 

 Dave McCollum, Adjacent Property Owner, Co-Owner Canyon Springs Golf Course 

City of Twin Falls Staff: Troy Vitek, P.E., Assistant City Engineer 
   Lori Williamson, City Communication Liaison 
 
Project Facilitator: Phil Kushlan – Kushlan Associates 

Consulting Engineers: Brian D. Smith, P.E. - J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc. 
   Mike Woodworth, P.E. / Kent Magleby, P.E. - STRATA, Inc.  

Project Charter Objectives 

The project charter identified five specific objectives for this project as outlined below: 

 Reconstruct existing Canyon Springs Roadway and improve drainage 

 Provide enhanced safety for pedestrians and cyclists 
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 Consider improved slope stability by the City and adjacent property owners 

 Evaluate parking 

 Provide continued access to destinations in the Canyon with appropriate widths for truck 
movements 

The initial Committee meeting was held on January 21, 2016 and the Committee met a total of nine 
times to review previously completed studies and discuss and develop a wide range of potential 
alternatives (nine in total).  Summaries of each of the nine alternatives including costs, potential benefits 
and / or construction issues, and other factors are included within this Project Update. 

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

The Ad Hoc Committee met on November 17, 2016 to complete a final review of the nine conceptual 

alternatives outlined in this report.  As a result of this meeting, the Ad Hoc Committee voted 

unanimously to recommend that the City Council approve moving forward with additional engineering 

evaluation and public involvement to construct an at grade pathway along Canyon Springs roadway 

with roadway reconstruction and rock fall mitigation for an estimated cost of $4.8 million - $5.8 

million.  It should be noted that one of the committee members, Katie Breckenridge, recused herself 

from the committee prior to the vote due to what she determined to be a conflict of interest. 

The “at grade” pathway would be constructed along the downhill side of Canyon Springs Road using 

(MSE) retaining walls to bring the pathway to grade.  Typical sections of this recommended alternative 

(along both the upper and lower limits of Canyon Springs Road grade) are shown on the following page 

in Figures 1 and 2.  A plan view of the proposed pathway is shown in Figure 3. 

The roadway would be reconstructed with a pavement section comprised of 3” pavement and 14” of 
compacted aggregate base.  The roadway grade would be revised from a “crown” to a “shed” section 
with storm water runoff diverted to a new drainage ditch adjacent to the roadway for the upper section 
of the roadway.  A concrete pan would be installed between the proposed roadway and pathway for the 
section of roadway downhill of the first hairpin curve.  Concrete catch basins would be installed at 
intermediate points along the length of the roadway and then piped to rock lined outfall locations.  
Seepage from the canyon wall would be collected in a similar manner. 

Due to the existing terrain limitations, the proposed pathway width and horizontal geometry would not 
meet AASHTO standards for bicycle pathway facilities and consequently bicycles would NOT be 
permitted on the pathway.  “Share the Road” signing and striping would be added to the roadway to 
accommodate the bicycle traffic. 

Rock fall mitigation would be achieved by rock bolting, scaling, and netting for “higher risk” rock fall 
areas along the canyon wall in accordance with recommendations from a rock fall evaluation / study 
previously completed in 2010 by STRATA Geotechnical Engineers. 

A detailed summary of this alternative (identified as Alternative 6) including additional evaluation 
criteria and information is provided on page 24 of this report. 
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FIGURE 1 – TYPICAL SECTION – RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE - UPPER ROADWAY (ABOVE UPPER HAIRPIN CURVE) 

 

FIGURE 2 – TYPICAL SECTION – RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE - LOWER ROADWAY (BELOW UPPER HAIRPIN  
CURVE) 
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FIGURE 3 – RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE - PROPOSED PLAN VIEW 

 

INSERT RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE  – THIS SHEET NEEDS TO BE 11X17 (SHAWN IS WORKING ON THIS EXHIBIT) 
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BACKGROUND AND DISCUSSION 

Canyon Springs Road provides the only direct access for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicular traffic for 
existing City facilities, parks, and other recreational opportunities on the south side of the Snake River, 
west of the Perrine Bridge.  The existing roadway averages approximately 10% in grade from the top of 
the canyon to the bottom “flat” area and includes two 180 degree “switchback” horizontal curves.  The 
roadway width ranges from approximately 22’ to 26’ and there are no existing pedestrian facilities (i.e. 
sidewalks), which forces pedestrians to use one of the vehicular travel lanes. 

Access to the canyon from this road has increased over the last several years prompting concerns from 
the City, adjacent property owners, and roadway users over potential safety and functional issues with 
the roadway as well as potential rock fall from the adjacent canyon wall. 

In addition, the City’s sanitary sewer trunk line runs down Canyon Springs Road and has limited cover 
over the top of the pipeline necessitating that any of the proposed improvements for this project take 
into consideration potential impacts to this vital infrastructure component during construction. 

Vehicular / Pedestrian Traffic Counts 

City provided traffic counts estimate an average daily vehicular count of 1,343 vehicles.  In addition, the 
City conducted pedestrian counts in July 2016 which showed an average pedestrian use of 
approximately 150 trips per day.  Many pedestrians park at existing gravel lots located at either the top 
or bottom of the grade and then walk the roadway. 

Property Ownership 

Canyon Springs Road is not dedicated right of way and the majority of the roadway is constructed within 
an existing City owned parcel located outside of City limits.  Adjacent to the canyon wall, recorded 
surveys show that the City owned parcel line along the south side of the roadway is delineated by the 
top of the canyon rim.   

A section of Canyon Springs Road near the top of the grade (approximately 1,000 linear feet in length) is 
located on a privately owned parcel of land and is used by the public and maintained by the City through 
prescriptive rights across this property. 

Rock Fall History and Previous Rock Fall Evaluations 

As reported by City maintenance crews, minor rock fall events requiring maintenance and clean up 
occur on a periodic basis along the section of Canyon Springs Road (particularly during spring and winter 
months) adjacent to the canyon wall.  A significant rock fall event occurred in 2003 that resulted in a 
temporary road closure although no additional property damage or injuries were reported as a result of 
that event.  City personnel and members of the Ad Hoc committee indicated that to their knowledge 
there have been no previous injuries and only one incident of damage to a vehicle from rock fall events.   

In 2009-2010, the City commissioned a study by STRATA Geotechnical Engineers (STRATA) to review the 
geologic conditions of the canyon wall along the upper 2,200 foot long section of Canyon Springs Road 
and to provide recommendations to help mitigate future rock fall events.  A detailed field visual 
evaluation of the canyon wall was completed as a part of this effort in addition to a review of the area 
geology and potential contributing factors to rock fall.   



Canyon Springs Road Project Update| City of Twin Falls, ID 

6 | P a g e  

A site specific database identifying a total of 44 potential rock fall locations along the canyon wall was 
prepared and evaluated potential rock fall failure mechanisms, likelihood of failure, and risk to the 
public associated with the failure.  Field observations and consultation with the City led to the 
development of an inventory of risk factors associated with potential rock fall events to identify those 
areas which appeared to pose the most substantial risk to the public and property. 

The risk factors ranged from 0 to 5, with 5 being the highest risk.  A summary from STRATA’s report of 
the description of each risk factor as well as the number of locations identified along the canyon wall for 
each of these factors is shown below in Table 1. 

TABLE 1 

Risk 
Factors 

Risk Factor Description 
Number of Identified 

Locations Along 
Canyon Wall 

0 – 1 Smaller cobbles and/or boulders with a low likelihood of reaching 
the roadway. 

5 

2 – 3 Larger boulders that would have enough momentum to roll into the 
roadway and potentially cause minor damage to the roadway and 
any passing vehicles. 

35 

4 - 5 Larger boulders / wedge failure locations that will likely reach the 
pavement and have the potential to cause significant damage to 
the pavement surface as well as significant / catastrophic damage 
to a passing vehicle. 

4 

According to the STRATA report, the City’s “preliminary” goal of this effort was to “reduce the existing 
rock fall hazard by implementing remediation efforts in areas which present the greatest overall risk to 
public safety and/or existing infrastructure.”  Based on this criteria, mitigation recommendations were 
developed for the four locations that were classified as risk factors 4 -5. 

Rock fall mitigation strategies for these four high risk areas included high scaling, rock anchors, and steel 
wire mesh netting.  The estimated rock fall mitigation costs for these (4) “higher risk” areas was 
$475,000 - $520,000.  A detailed summary of this previous rock fall history as well as the geotechnical 
engineering rock fall evaluation report and recommendations was reviewed with the Ad Hoc Committee 
members at the February 18, 2016 meeting. 

Following the September 21, 2016 advisory committee meeting, the committee asked the consultant 
design team to provide additional estimated rock fall mitigation costs for areas identified as Risk Factor 
3.  These mitigation strategies would primarily include additional rock bolting as well as installation of 
steel wire mesh netting and would result in an additional estimated construction cost of $530,000 - 
$575,000. 

  



Canyon Springs Road Project Update| City of Twin Falls, ID 

7 | P a g e  

IMPROVEMENT ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 

In conjunction with the technical information provided by the City staff and consulting engineering team 
members, the Ad Hoc Committee reviewed / developed a total of nine alternatives for potential 
improvements to address the objectives outlined in the project charter.  The alternatives ranged in cost 
from $15,000 to more than $66 million and varied significantly in the degree that each alternative met 
the overall goals and objectives of this project.  The pages that follow provide additional description of 
each of the improvement alternatives including conceptual details and drawings. 

Alternative 1 – Install Rock Fall Ditches Along the Canyon Wall with Roadway Widening / 

Sidewalks 

Following the review of the previously completed STRATA Rock Fall Evaluation Report, some concern 
was expressed by the committee that the recommended rock fall mitigation measures were limited to 
only the highest risk areas along the canyon wall (Risk Factors 4 – 5), comprising only four of the 
identified 44 rock fall hazard delineated locations.   

To address this concern, the committee requested the design team prepare a conceptual design for 
installing rock fall catch ditches along the full length of the canyon wall.  The catch ditches would range 
in width from 10’ – 20’ depending on the height of existing rock wall above the ditches.  The rock 
excavation would remove existing high risk rock fall locations.  In addition, the constructed rock catch 
ditches would provide a higher degree of rock fall protection for the entire length of roadway adjacent 
to the canyon wall for any potential future rock fall events, as opposed to installing mitigation in only 
the higher risk areas. 

In addition to construction of the rock catch ditches, this alternative would include reconstruction of the 
roadway to provide two 12’ wide lanes with 2’ shoulders (28’ total width).  Concrete curb, gutter and 
sidewalk would be constructed on the “downhill” side of the roadway to accommodate pedestrian 
access. 

Figure 4 shows a typical cross section of the upper section of this improvement including roadway width 
and proposed rock fall catch ditches.   A plan view showing this proposed alternative is shown in Figure 
5.   

Construction of this alternative would require approximately 180,000 cubic yards of rock blasting / 
excavation from the rock canyon wall.  The estimated construction cost for this alternative is $29 million 
- $39 million and would require acquisition of approximately 1.4 acres of private property to 
accommodate the rock face excavation.  In order to accommodate the width for the rock fall catch 
ditches, the top of the canyon rim would need to be excavated to within less than 20’ from some of the 
existing homes within Breckenridge Estates providing significantly less than the 100’ minimum 
recommended separation from blasting operations to existing structures. 

The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Meeting project goals for additional rock fall protection and safety 

 Dedicated pedestrian facilities along Canyon Springs Road 

 Reconstructed and widened roadway 
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The disadvantages of this alternative include: 

 Significant cost 

 Extensive blasting and excavation in close proximity to existing houses 

 Risk of damaging / closing Canyon Springs Road during construction 

 Risk from subsurface groundwater / springs behind the canyon wall during construction 

 Risk to damaging City’s sewer trunk line (shallow bury depth) during construction 

 Significant right of way acquisition and possible need to purchase homes along the canyon rim to 

accommodate blasting 

 

FIGURE 4 – ALTERNATIVE 1 - PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION A1 
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FIGURE 5 – ALTERNATIVE 1 - PROPOSED PLAN VIEW 

 

INSERT PLAN VIEW FOR ALT 1 – THIS SHEET NEEDS TO BE 11X17 (SHAWN IS WORKING ON THIS EXHIBIT) 
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Alternative 1A – Pathway Construction Along Northern Edge of Breckenridge Property with 

Rock Fall Catch Ditches 

Similar to Alternative 1, this option would install rock fall catch ditches along the roadway from a 
location near the north east corner of the Breckenridge property extending west along the canyon wall.  
This option would also include construction of a new pedestrian pathway to connect the existing paved 
pathway on the canyon rim at the eastern Breckenridge property line down into the canyon to match 
the existing roadway grade near the upper hairpin turn.  The proposed pathway would include several 
hairpin turns to maintain a maximum 10% grade from the canyon rim to the roadway. 

Figure 6 shows a typical section of the proposed improvements for Alternative 1A on the following page.  
Figure 7 shows a proposed plan view of the pathway and roadway improvements. 

Construction of this alternative would provide pedestrian connectivity to the previously constructed 
pathways along the canyon rim east and west of the Breckenridge property.  Excavation / blasting of the 
canyon wall would begin a minimum of 100’ west of the Breckenridge Estates houses to minimize 
potential impacts to those structures.  Additional rock fall mitigation measures (rock scaling, bolting, 
mesh) would be required for approximately 300’ east of the pathway construction to address those 
areas of concern. 

The roadway would be reconstructed to a minimum 28’ width and a separated pedestrian path would 
be constructed from the first Canyon Springs Road hairpin turn down to the “flat” area at the base of the 
grade. 

Construction of this alternative would require approximately 320,000 cubic yards of blasting and rock 
removal of the existing wall at an estimated construction cost of $50 million - $66 million.   

The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Meeting project goals for additional rock fall protection and safety 

 Pedestrian connectivity to existing pathways along the canyon rim 

 Dedicated pedestrian facilities along Canyon Springs Road 

 Reconstructed and widened roadway 

The disadvantages of this alternative include: 

 Significant cost relative to other options 

 Extensive blasting and excavation 

 Risk of damaging / closing Canyon Springs Road during construction 

 Risk from subsurface groundwater / springs behind the canyon wall during construction 

 Risk to damaging City’s sewer trunk line (shallow bury depth) during construction 

 Evaluation of this alternative is based on limited soils exploration and data – additional risks / 
costs may be present 
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FIGURE 6 – ALTERNATIVE 1A - PROPOSED TYPICAL SECTION 
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FIGURE 7 – ALTERNATIVE 1A - PLAN VIEW 
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Alternative 2 – Grade Separated Paved Path with Rock Fall Mitigation 

This alternative involves constructing a grade separated pathway for pedestrian use from the top of the 
grade to the lower “flat” area near the lower hairpin curve.  Due to the steepness of the existing grade 
downhill of the upper section of roadway, the pathway would be “benched” to include an 8-foot-wide 
paved walking surface installed at a maximum 10% running grade to generally match the adjacent 
roadway slope. 

The bench would be installed in a “cut” section adjacent to the upper roadway section extending from 
the canyon rim parking lot and the first switchback curve and would be located up to 15’ vertically below 
the adjacent roadway surface to accommodate the 10% maximum grade requirements.  The roadway 
would be widened to the north and west below the upper switchback curve by creating a “fill” section 
with mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) retaining walls on the downhill side of the roadway.  The MSE 
walls would utilize rock filled gabion baskets (see Figure 17) to provide a more natural look to the fill 
areas by using existing rock excavation from the site.  Typical sections and a rendering showing the 
proposed roadway improvement are shown below in Figures 8 thru 10. 

FIGURE 8 – TYPICAL SECTION – ALTERNATIVE 2 - UPPER ROADWAY SECTION ABOVE UPPER HAIRPIN CURVE 
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FIGURE 9 –TYPICAL SECTION – ALTERNATIVE 2 - LOWER ROADWAY SECTION – BELOW UPPER HAIRPIN CURVE 

 

FIGURE 10 – UPPER ROADWAY SECTION PATHWAY RENDERING 
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The primary advantage of this alternative is that “top down” construction could be used for the upper 
pathway section to potentially reduce traffic control impacts to the adjacent roadway.  It is anticipated 
that one lane of traffic could be maintained during construction with intermittent closures. This 
alternative also does not require filling on top of the existing steep and potentially unstable downhill 
slope (east of the upper hairpin curve). 

In existing rock cut areas, a vertical shotcrete wall fascia would be installed between the upper roadway 
and the path.  In areas of soil / boulder excavation, soil nailing would be used to stabilize the soil 
beneath the roadway in conjunction with the shotcrete fascia wall. 

The roadway width would be improved and revised from a “crown” to a “shed” section with storm 
water runoff diverted to a new drainage ditch adjacent to the roadway.  Concrete catch basins would be 
installed at intermediate points along the length of the roadway and then piped to rock lined outfall 
locations.  Seepage from the canyon wall would be collected in a similar manner. 

Costs for this alternative include rock fall mitigation (rock bolting, scaling, and netting / shotcrete facing) 
in accordance with recommendations from the 2010 STRATA geotechnical report for the higher rock fall 
risk areas (Risk Factors 4 – 5). 

Committee members expressed concern over potential safety issues with the path being 10’-15’ below 
the adjacent roadway due to lack of lighting and line of sight.  During winter months, the lowered 
section of the pathway would see limited sunlight and potentially freeze causing potential safety issues.  
In addition, city personnel expressed concern over long term maintenance and potential for falling 
debris from the roadway above. 

The estimated construction cost for this alternative is $5.0 million - $6.0 million. 

The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Substantially less cost than Alternatives 1 and 1A 

 Meets most of the project goals and objectives 

 Separation of pedestrians from vehicular traffic 

 Separation of pedestrians away from potential rock fall events on the upper section of the 
roadway 

 Rock fall mitigation for vehicular traffic at higher risk portions of the canyon wall 

 Reconstructed and widened roadway with drainage improvements 

The disadvantages of this alternative include: 

 Bicycles would not be allowed on the pathway due to steepness of grade and horizontal curvature 
at upper hairpin curve 

 Possible freezing concerns for separated path below north side of roadway 

 Lighting / Safety concerns for separated path below roadway due to lack of visual sight lines 

 Potential maintenance concerns from City staff for separated pathway 

 Alternative does not address lower rock fall “Risk Categories” (0-3) along Canyon Wall as identified 
in the previously completed STRATA Geotechnical report 
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Alternative 3 – Install “Natural” Surface Grade Separated Pedestrian Nature Trail 

Improvements 

This alternative is similar to Alternative 2 and involves constructing a grade separated bench for 

pedestrian use.  The bench would include an 8’ wide natural or gravel walking surface with a grade that 

more closely matched the existing topography instead of attempting to match the maximum 10% grade 

of the adjacent roadway. 

The trail would have an overall “average” slope from top to bottom of 10%, however, there would be 

sections within the trail with grades of approximately 20%.  This design approach is consistent with Federal 

Highways Administration (FHWA) recommendations for rural recreational trails in mountainous areas. 

This alternative increases steepness for areas of the pathway enabling reduction in excavation and rock 

removal quantities and costs for the pathway construction, particularly on the section between the 

canyon rim and the first switchback curve.  The pathway would still be grade separated but not to the 

extent of Alternative 2 with a maximum wall height of approximately 7’.  Costs for pathway paving would 

also be eliminated. 

Improvements for the lower section of pathway, roadway reconstruction, drainage, and rock fall 

protection outlined in Alternative 2 would be the same for this alternative.  As a result of the reduced rock 

removal, excavation, and paving, the estimated construction cost for Alternative 3 is $4.5 million – 5.0 

million. 

The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Substantially lower costs than Alternatives 1 and 1A 

 Meets several project goals and objectives 

 Separation of pedestrians from vehicular traffic 

 Separation of pedestrians away from potential rock fall events on the upper section of the 
roadway 

 Rock fall mitigation for vehicular traffic at higher risk portions of the canyon wall 

 Reconstructed and widened roadway with drainage improvements 

The disadvantages of this alternative include: 

 Pathway would have an approximate 20% grade in locations 

 Pathway is not paved which would likely require additional long term maintenance 

 Bicycles would not be allowed on the pathway due to steepness of grade and horizontal 
curvature at upper hairpin curve 

 Possible freezing concerns for separated path below north side of roadway 

 Lighting / safety concerns for separated path below roadway due to lack of visual sight lines 

 Potential maintenance concerns from City staff for separated pathway 

 Alternative does not address lower rock fall “Risk Categories” (0-3) along Canyon Wall as 
identified in the previously completed STRATA Geotechnical report 
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Alternative 4 – Canyon Springs Roadway Reconstruction and Rock Fall Mitigation Only (No 

Pedestrian Improvements) 

Alternative 4 would include a full reconstruction of Canyon Springs Road from the upper gravel parking 

area to the lower hairpin curve.  The roadway would be constructed to a uniform 28’ width to provide 

two 12’ travel lanes with 2’ paved shoulders on each side.   

The roadway would be improved and revised from a “crown” to a “shed” section with storm water 
runoff diverted to a new drainage ditch adjacent to the roadway.  Concrete catch basins would be 
installed at intermediate points along the length of the roadway and then piped to rock lined outfall 
locations.  Seepage from the canyon wall would be collected in a similar manner. 

Costs for this alternative include rock fall mitigation (rock bolting, scaling, and netting / shotcrete facing) 
in accordance with recommendations from the 2010 STRATA Geotechnical Report for the higher rock fall 
risk areas (Risk Factors 4 – 5). 

The reconstructed roadway would be wider in most locations than the current roadway configuration, 

however, no additional pedestrian improvements would be included as a part of this alternative.  A 

typical section showing Alternative 4 is shown on the following page in Figure 11.  The estimated 

construction cost for Alternative 4 is $1.4 million – $1.7 million. 

The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Lower construction costs relative to previous alternatives 

 Rock fall mitigation for the higher risk portions of the canyon wall 

 Reconstructed and widened roadway with drainage improvements 

The disadvantages of this alternative include: 

 No additional pedestrian improvements are included for the roadway as a part of this 
alternative 

 Alternative does not address rock fall “risk categories” (0-3) along Canyon Wall as identified in 
the previously completed STRATA Geotechnical report 

 Does not meet overall project goals 
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FIGURE 11 – ALTERNATIVE 4 - ROADWAY TYPICAL SECTION 
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Alternative 5 – Pathway Location West of Twin Falls Road and Gun Club 

Alternative 5 involves constructing a pathway immediately west of the Twin Falls Rod and Gun Club from 
the existing rim path down to the canyon floor.  The pathway would terminate at Canyon Springs Road 
near the City’s wastewater treatment plant.  An aerial location of the proposed improvements and a 
photograph of the existing slope in this location are shown below in Figures 12 and 13.  Figure 14 shows 
a plan view of the proposed pathway alignment. 

FIGURE 12 – ALTERNATIVE 5 - PROPOSED LOCATION 
  
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 13 – ALTERNATIVE 5 - VIEW FROM CANYON SPRINGS ROAD 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The upper portion of the pathway would involve significant rock excavation of the existing canyon wall 

and would include rock fall ditches along the pathway length to mitigate against potential rock fall 

events.

WWTP 
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FIGURE 14 – ALTERNATIVE 5 - PLAN VIEW 

 



Canyon Springs Road Project Update| City of Twin Falls, ID 

21 | P a g e  

The existing steep ‘talus’ slope beneath the canyon rock wall would require the pathway to be 

constructed on fill sections supported by gabion basket MSE retaining walls.  The gabion baskets would 

be filled with portions of the blasted canyon wall to provide a more natural look while also minimizing 

the need to import fill material.  Cross sections of the proposed pathway in the canyon wall excavation 

and talus fill portions are shown below in Figures 15 thru 17. 

FIGURE 15 – TYPICAL SECTION – ALTERNATIVE 5 - UPPER PATHWAY ROCK CUT 
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FIGURE 17 – EXAMPLE GABION RETAINING WALL 
 

FIGURE 16 – TYPICAL SECTION – ALTERNATIVE 5 - LOWER PATHWAY FILL SECTION WITH GABION RETAINING WALLS 
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The estimated construction cost for implementing this alternative is $9.5 million - $11.4 million.  Costs 

associated with this improvement are limited to construction of the new pathway only and do not 

include additional costs for roadway improvements and rock fall mitigation to the Canyon Spring Road 

grade (See Alternative No. 4). 

The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Lower costs than Alternatives 1 and 1A 

 Separation of pedestrians from vehicular traffic and connectivity to an existing pedestrian trail 
along the canyon rim 

 Closer pedestrian connectivity to Auger Falls Park 

 Implementation of this alternative would likely reduce the number of pedestrians currently using 
Canyon Springs Road grade 

The disadvantages of this alternative include: 

 Cost is more than most of the other options 

 Does not meet most of the project goals and objectives 

 Bicycles would not be allowed on the pathway due to steepness of grade and horizontal curvature 
at pathway hairpin curves 

 Costs for improvements to Canyon Springs Road are not included in this alternative  

 Parking is limited at the top of the canyon rim near the gun club.  The closest parking is near 
Washington Avenue, east of the gun club 
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Alternative 6 – At Grade Pathway along Canyon Springs Roadway with Roadway 

Reconstruction and Rock fall Mitigation 

Alternative 6 proposes to construct an “at grade” pathway along the downhill side of Canyon Springs 

Road using mechanically stabilized earth (MSE) retaining walls to bring the pathway to grade.  

Construction sequencing of the pathway would be similar to what was proposed for alternatives 2 and 3 

and would require “top down” excavation adjacent to the roadway to reach competent base material 

with adequate width to support the pathway.  The excavated area would then be backfilled and retained 

with either block faced or rock filled gabion basket walls to provide a stable support for the new path 

location.  Typical sections of this proposed alternative (along both the upper and lower limits of Canyon 

Springs Road grade) are shown on the following page in Figures 18 and 19. 

Construction of this alternative would address several of the potential safety concerns expressed by 

both the Ad Hoc committee and City staff related to a pathway being below grade adjacent to the 

roadway.  The pathway would be separated from traffic with a crash rated concrete barrier or similar 

guard railing. 

The roadway would be improved and revised from a “crown” to a “shed” section with storm water 
runoff diverted to a new drainage ditch adjacent to the roadway for the upper section of the roadway.  
A concrete pan would be installed between the proposed roadway and pathway for the section of 
roadway downhill of the first hairpin curve.  Concrete catch basins would be installed at intermediate 
points along the length of the roadway and then piped to rock lined outfall locations.  Seepage from the 
canyon wall would be collected in a similar manner. 

Rock fall mitigation would be achieved by rock bolting, scaling, and netting in accordance with 
recommendations from the 2010 STRATA Geotechnical Report for the higher risk areas. 

The estimated construction cost for implementing this alternative is $4.8 million - $5.8 million. 

The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Relative cost is lower than other options 

 Meets all project goals and objectives 

 Separation of pedestrians from vehicular traffic 

 Separation of pedestrians away from potential rock fall events on the upper section of the 
roadway 

 Pedestrians would be at the same grade as adjacent traffic  

 Rock fall mitigation for vehicular traffic at higher risk portions of the canyon wall 

 Reconstructed and widened roadway with drainage improvements 

The disadvantages of this alternative include:  

 Bicycles would not be allowed on the pathway due to steepness of grade and horizontal 
curvature at upper hairpin curve 

 Alternative does not address lower rock fall “Risk Categories” (0-3) along Canyon Wall as 
identified in the previously completed STRATA Geotechnical report 
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FIGURE 18 – TYPICAL SECTION – ALTERNATIVE 6 - UPPER ROADWAY (ABOVE UPPER HAIRPIN CURVE) 

 

FIGURE 19 – TYPICAL SECTION – ALTERNATIVE 6 - LOWER ROADWAY (BELOW UPPER HAIRPIN  
CURVE) 
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Alternative 7 – Install Signing to Prohibit Pedestrian Use of Canyon Springs Grade 

This alternative involves installation of signage along the length of Canyon Springs Grade to prohibit 
pedestrian use of the roadway.  The estimated cost of this alternative is $15,000 - $20,000.  
Enforcement to prohibit pedestrian use would be required from the Twin Falls County Sheriff’s 
department. 
 
The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Minimal cost 

The disadvantages of this alternative include: 

 Does not meet project goals and objectives 

 Difficult to enforce this alternative and it is anticipated that pedestrians would continue to 
attempt to use the grade  

 This alternative does not address potential rock fall issues along the canyon wall or needed 
improvements to Canyon Springs Road and would likely need to be installed in conjunction with 
Alternative 4 

 Pedestrian access to canyon amenities would be eliminated potentially impacting tourist 
/economic development opportunities in the future 

Alternative 8 – Install Traffic Signal at Top and Bottom of Grade 

This alternative involves installation of a timed traffic signal at the top and bottom of the Canyon Springs 
Road Grade which would limit vehicular traffic to one way / one lane.  The existing roadway width would 
remain the same but could be striped to provide a pedestrian “path” within the existing roadway prism 
adjacent to the one-way vehicular traffic. 
 
The traffic signal system would be similar to the vehicular system used to access the Snake River Canyon 
on the north side of the river near the Blue Lakes Country Club.  The signal timing would be set to allow 
for larger trucks and queues of cars to navigate the approximately 3,000 feet of steep and winding 
roadway from the top of the canyon to the lower “flat” hairpin turn.  Traffic queueing computations 
have not been completed, however it is anticipated that this timing combined with the current traffic 
volumes would result in significant queues (particularly at the top of the canyon rim).  These queues 
would potentially block existing residential driveways as well as create issues with the Canyon Springs 
Road / Fillmore intersection. 
 
The estimated cost for installation of a traffic signal is $400,000.  This cost does not include additional 
roadway reconstruction improvements or any rock fall mitigation and would likely need to be 
constructed in conjunction with and in addition to Alternative 4 to address those issues. 
 
The advantages of this alternative include: 

 Lower cost than most of the other alternatives 

 Separate facility for pedestrians / vehicles 

The disadvantages of this alternative include: 

 Alternative does not meet project goals and objectives 

 Implementation of this alternative would create significant delays to vehicular traffic 

 Traffic queues at the top of the grade would have a potential negative impact on adjacent 
residential driveways and traffic operations at the Fillmore Road intersection  
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IMPROVEMENT ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY / RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 

A summary of the evaluated alternatives that have been developed to date as a part of the Ad Hoc 
Committee meetings as well as previously completed technical evaluations are presented in the table 
below. 

TABLE 2 – IMPROVEMENT ALTERNATIVE SUMMARY 

ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION ESTIMATED COST 

1 Rock Fall Ditches Along Canyon Springs Road $29M - $39M 

1A 
Pathway Construction along Northern Edge of Breckenridge 
Property with Rock Fall Catch Ditches 

$50M - $66M 

2 
Grade Separated Path with Rock fall Mitigation (paved with 
maximum 10% grade) 

$5.0M - $6.0M 

3 
Grade Separated Path with Rock fall Mitigation (unpaved 
“natural” with maximum 20% grade) 

$4.5M - $5M 

4 
Canyon Springs Roadway Reconstruction and Rock fall Mitigation 
Only (no pedestrian improvements) 

$1.4M - $1.7M 

5 Pathway Location West of Gun Club $9.5M - $11.4M 

6 
At Grade Pathway along Canyon Springs Roadway with Roadway 
Reconstruction and Rock fall Mitigation 

$4.8M - $5.8M 

7 Signing to Prohibit Pedestrian Use of Canyon Springs Grade $15,000 - $20,000 

8 Install Traffic Signal at Top and Bottom of Grade $400,000 

Recommended Alternative 

The Ad Hoc Committee met on November 17, 2016 to complete a final review of the nine conceptual 

alternatives outlined above.  As a result of this meeting, the Ad Hoc Committee voted unanimously to 

recommend that the City Council approve moving forward with additional engineering evaluation and 

public involvement to construct Alternative 6 - At grade pathway along Canyon Springs roadway with 

roadway reconstruction and rock fall mitigation for an estimated cost of $4.8 million - $5.8 million. 

The costs outlined for Alternative 6 include rock fall mitigation for the higher risk areas of the canyon 

wall (Risk Factors 4-5).  The Committee recommended that the City continue to work with the 

consultant team to evaluate additional potential rock fall hazards along the wall and implement 

additional mitigation techniques in other areas as funding allows.   

Report Caveats 

1. Conceptual Level Costs:  The costs for all of the evaluated alternatives were based on 

conceptual level engineering as well as experience working in the Twin Falls area with roadway 

construction projects.  However, due to the unique nature of the Canyon Springs Roadway and 

the limited soils data and testing that was available during the completion of this initial 
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evaluation, additional geotechnical engineering field investigation and laboratory testing is 

recommended to verify the engineering assumptions used to develop Alternative 6. 

 

2. ADA Compliance:  Due to the steepness of the existing Canyon Springs Roadway grade, none of 

the proposed pathway alternatives would meet the maximum 5% running grade access criteria 

outlined for federal accessibility guidelines for accessible routes for people with disabilities.   

 

3. “The United States Access Board Guidelines and Standards for Pedestrian Accessibility Routes 

Within Public Rights of Way” acknowledge that achieving the maximum 5% running grade is 

impractical in certain instances and offer the following guidance: 

 

Section R202 – Alterations and Elements Added to Existing Facilities states: 

“Where existing physical constraints make it impractical for altered elements, spaces, or 

facilities to fully comply with new construction requirements, compliance is required to the 

extent practical within the scope of the project.”   

In addition, Section R302.5 states:  

“Where pedestrian access routes are contained within a street or highway right-of-way, the 

grade of the pedestrian access route is permitted to equal the general grade established for the 

adjacent street or highway, except that where pedestrian access routes are contained within 

pedestrian street crossings a maximum grade of 5 percent is required.  This is consistent with the 

AASHTO “Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets” which recommends that the 

sidewalk grade follow the grade of adjacent roadways…” 

4. Funding / Additional Public Outreach:  The Ad Hoc Committee also recommended that the City 

continue to pursue additional public input and funding options for this recommended 

alternative.  Public outreach programs including open houses, informational charrettes, 

individual meetings with other adjacent property owners, as well as focused outreach to other 

recreational users of the roadway were discussed. 

 



 
 

 
Request: 

Authorize modification of City Code sections related to driving sight obstructions. Sections could include 9-3-2 Intersections, 
9-9-16 Obstruction to Vision at Intersections, Alleys and Driveways and 9-9-19 Obstruction of Traffic Control Signs.   

Time Estimate: 
The presentation will take approximately 15 minutes.  

Background: 
City Code 9-9-16 makes provision to keep intersections, alleys and driveways free from sight obstructions. Site plans 
and sign permits are reviewed for compliance with this Code. This section and Section 9-9-19 are based on AASHTO 
Geometric Design policy that may have been modified since the Code section was adopted. 
 
 In addition, Section 9-9-16 and 9-9-19 appear to presume that the intersections are perpendicular or very close to it. 
Our reality, however, is that some streets have substantial but curvature and signs, placed in compliance with the 
Code, can cause sight obstructions.  
 
This situation may be exacerbated by Code section 9-3-2 which states that drivers will approach and pass through 
uncontrolled intersections at 20 mph. With a statutory speed limitation such as Code 9-3-2, sight obstruction distances 
can be specified without using a table. Section 9-9-16 uses a defined distance. If we acknowledge that “no one” 
complies with the Code by approaching uncontrolled intersections at 20 mph, then revising Code 9-9-16 (and possibly 
9-9-19) to address different approach speeds would be helpful to the driver.  
 
Finally, the Code talks about measuring distances from the roadway edge. Most of the time, this provides for sufficient 
safety. However, staff has encountered a few situations where pedestrians/sidewalks become an important additional 
consideration. 
 
Staff would like to propose modifications to the Code that address the (posted) speed of the roadway and, if necessary 
update the Code to meet current roadside safety considerations, as well as consideration of pedestrian visibility. The 
Building Department publishes a pamphlet to help the community place fences (which do not require a building permit) 
in a way that complies with the Code. This document may need to be modified as a result of changes to the Code.  
 

Approval Process: 
 Staff needs to evaluate whether or not proposed changes could impact Title 12 before delineating the approval process.  
Budget Impact: 

Staff time to consider the Code amendment.  
Regulatory Impact: 

Code modification is intended to alter, but not increase, the review and compliance efforts. 
Conclusion: 

Staff recommends that the Council authorize staff to propose modifications to the City Code related to visual obstruction 
for the driver.  

Attachment: 
Code Sections and potentially helpful photos 

Date:  Tuesday, January 3, 2016 
 
To: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From: Jacqueline D Fields, City Engineer 
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