
 

 

COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
SHAWN    LANCE   DON   GREGORY    JIM    REBECCA   CHRIS 

 

BARIGAR   CLOW   HALL   LANTING    MUNN, JR.  MILLS SOJKA  TALKINGTON 
Council-Elect              Vice Mayor  Mayor 

 
 

 
 

 
 

5:00 P.M. 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG  
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF 
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:   
PROCLAMATIONS: None. 

AGENDA ITEMS Purpose By: 
I. 

1. Consideration of accounts payable for January 24 – February 6, 2012. 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 

2. Consideration of the January 23 and January 26, City Council Minutes. 
3. Consideration of the request for approval of the final plat for Eldridge Commercial 

Condominiums Subdivision, c/o Ken Edmunds. 
4. Consideration of the Final Plat of WS& V Subdivision – A PUD, 19.31 (+/-) acres consisting 

of 5 lots and property located between the 1300-1450 blocks of Field Stream Way and 
Creekside Way, c/o Doug Vollmer on behalf of W.S.&V., LLC. 

Action 
 

Staff Report 
Sharon Bryan 
L. Sanchez 
Renée Carraway 
 
Renée Carraway 
 

II. 
1. Consideration of a request to award the bid on the Oregon Trail Youth Complex Restroom to 

Peterson Brothers Construction. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

2. Consideration of a request to approve a Zoning Title Amendment which would amend Twin 
Falls City Code 10-4-22.3(H) “Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines” as they exist 
or as amended when reviewing for a Certificate of Appropriateness, c/o Historic Preservation 
Commission, Darrell Buffaloe, Chairman (app. 2492)   

3. Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission to grant a 
Special Use Permit to install and operate an aerial tour business on a southeast portion of 
the Canyon Springs Golf Course within the Snake River Canyon in the City’s Area of Impact.  
Appellant:  John T. Lezamiz. TABLED FROM THE JANUARY 23, 2012 AGENDA.  

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

 
Action 
 
Action 
 
 
 
Action 
 
 
 
 

 
Dennis Bowyer 
 
Kelly Weeks 
 
 
 
Mitch Humble 
 
 
 

III.  ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS:  
IV.   

1. Consideration of a request to set new Recreation Fees for the Twin Falls Parks & Recreation 
Department. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS:              6:00  

2. Consideration of an appeal by Jeffrey E. Rolig on behalf of Allen Nagel/All State Auto Sales, 
Inc, regarding the Planning and Zoning Commission’s decision on December 28, 2011, 
specific to three (3) conditions of approval of a Special Use Permit to allow an expansion by 
more than 25% of an existing automobile dealership and including up to four (4) display pad 
sites on property located at 284 Washington Street North. (app 2494) 

 
Public Hearing 
 
Public Hearing 

 
Dennis Bowyer 
 
Renée Carraway 
 

V. ADJOURNMENT:  
 

 to Executive Session 67-2345(1)(c) To conduct deliberations concerning 
 labor negotiations or to acquire an interest in real property which is not owned by a public 
 agency. 

 
 

*Any person(s) needing special accommodations to participate in the above noticed meeting 
should contact Leila Sanchez at (208) 735-7287 at least two working days before the meeting. 
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Twin Falls City Council-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 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. 



 

 

COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
SHAWN    LANCE   DON   GREGORY   JIM    REBECCA   CHRIS 

 

BARIGAR   CLOW   HALL   LANTING   MUNN, JR.  MILLS SOJKA  TALKINGTON 
             Vice Mayor  Mayor 

 
 

 
 

 
 

5:00 P.M. 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG  
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF 
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:   
PROCLAMATIONS: None. 

AGENDA ITEMS Purpose By: 
I. 

1. Consideration of accounts payable for January 18 – 23, 2012. 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 

2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes. 

Action 
 

Staff Report 
Sharon Bryan 
L. Sanchez 

II. 
1. A presentation by the Recreation Center Committee reporting the Committee’s project status 

and seeking additional project direction from the City Council. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

2. Consider contract Amendment No. 11 from CH2M HILL for the operation and maintenance 
of the Waste Treatment Plant, industrial pre-treatment program and associated sewer lift 
stations. 

3. Consideration of a request to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, 
Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in the amount of $848,248.62. 

4. Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission to grant a 
Special Use Permit to install and operate an aerial tour business on a southeast portion of 
the Canyon Springs Golf Course within the Snake River Canyon in the City’s Area of Impact.  
Appellant:  John T. Lezamiz.  

 
Presentation 
 
Action 
 
 
Action 
 
Presentation 
 
 
 

 
Dennis Bowyer 
 
Jon Caton/ 
Shawn Moffitt 
 
Lee Glaesemann 
 
Renée Carraway 
 
 

III.  ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
 

 

IV.   
1. A public hearing to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map 

Amendment for 12.5± acres located on a portion of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-
1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 1350-1450 blocks of Field 
Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of 
residential single-family and/or duplex dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475) 

PUBLIC HEARINGS:              6:00  

 

 
Public Hearing 

 
Renée Carraway 

V. ADJOURNMENT  
 

    
 

*Any person(s) needing special accommodations to participate in the above noticed meeting 
should contact Leila Sanchez at (208) 735-7287 at least two working days before the meeting. 
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Present:  Shawn Barigar, Lance Clow, Don Hall, Gregory Lanting, Jim Munn, Jr., Rebecca Mills Sojka, Chris Talkington. 
Absent:  None. 
Staff Present: City Manager Travis Rothweiler, City Attorney Fritz Wonderlich, Community Development Director Mitch Humble,  
  Zoning & Development Manager Renée Carraway, Parks & Recreation Director Dennis Bowyer,  

Public Works Director Jon Caton, Project Engineer Lee Glaesemann, City Engineer Jackie Fields, Deputy City 
Clerk/Recording Secretary Leila A. Sanchez 

 
Mayor Lanting called the meeting to order at 5:00 P.M.  He then invited all present, who wished to, to recite the Pledge of 
Allegiance to the Flag.  
 
A quorum was present.  Mayor Lanting introduced staff. 
 
AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:   
City Manager Rothweiler requested that Consent Calendar Item 2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes. 
be removed from the agenda. 
 
MOTION: 
Vice Mayor Hall made the motion to approve the amended agenda.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Barigar and roll call vote 
showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  Approved 7 to 0. 
 

AGENDA ITEMS 
I. 

1. Consideration of accounts payable for January 17 – 23, 2012, total:  $435,985.52. 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 

Payroll total:  $106,790.92 
Library total:  $150,000.00 

2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes. 
 
 MOTION: 

Councilperson Talkington made the motion to approve the Consent Calendar with the exception of the January 17, 2012, City Council 
Minutes.  The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  
Approved 7 to 0. 

 
 
II. 

1.  A presentation by the Recreation Center Committee reporting the Committee’s project status and seeking additional project direction 
from the City Council. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

  
     Chris Scholes gave the presentation using overhead projection explaining the conceptual plan of the recreation center and site plan. 
  
       Chris Clark gave the presentation using a PowerPoint presentation, explaining the conceptual design. 
  
       The Recreation Committee is seeking direction from the City Council on a size of a recreation center to guide them to a final                 

recommendation in the near future.  
  
       Council discussion followed. 
  
 -Chris Scholes clarified the following:   
 The 50,000 square foot building facility site would allow future expansion.   
 The Committee discussed incorporating a multi-propose room and showers in the locker rooms. 
                 
 Councilperson Mills Sojka asked for the estimated yearly cost for maintenance, how many additional employees will be needed, the 

cost of running an indoor pool running year round.   Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer stated at this time rough estimates have not 
been developed, additional seasonal employees would be needed, and the cost of managing a pool would cost the same as running 
the City pool. The Committee chose to leave out any aquatic amenities. 

  
        Councilperson Barigar asked if the Committee researched the anticipated operating costs.  Chris Scholes stated that until the            

Committee receives direction from Council as to the size of the facility and other factors it is difficult to give a meaningful answer to the                 
cost.  



MINUTES 
January 23, 2012 
Page 3 of 8 

 

  
Vice Mayor Hall asked if discussion had been made to contact other non-profit entities to assist in raising funds.  Chris Scholes stated 
that the YMCA, Salvation Army and Boys and Girls Club have been involved with the Committee.  
-Funding for the Recreation Center. 
  
Chris Scholes stated that a recreation district may be useful in the initial cost and in the day to day costs.  This would be a significant 
funding source for the smaller project as compared to the larger project.   
  
City Manager Rothweiler stated that the ability to fund a recreation center would come out of the ability to raise revenue.  The 
recreation component is a general government function, therefore the City uses revenues from predominantly property tax dollars to a 
citizen operational type funds.  The Jerome Recreation District total operational cost for the 2011 fiscal year was $216,000.  The 
recreation district is an independent entity in Jerome. Idaho Code specifically states out the purposes and ways to create a 
recreational district. 
  
Chris Scholes discussed the larger center.  The committee is not recommending an aquatic center.  He stated that due to the financial 
climate the Committee believes that they are better served by devoting their energies to the smaller project, unless told otherwise by 
Council. 
  
Councilperson Talkington asked for clarification that a 50,000 square foot smaller complex would cost $100 to $110 a square foot and 
the 130,000 square foot complex would double. Chris Clark stated that the 2011 means and cost data shows that the $100 to $110 is 
accurate for the smaller facility.   
  
Councilperson Clow stated that the schematic for the smaller facility does not compete against other facilities in the area.  He asked if 
the Committee believes that coaches will pay for gym time and if fees would be increased.  Chris Scholes stated that currently 
coaches who coach competitive traveling teams already pay for gym time.   
  
Councilperson Munn asked that during the course of the 5-year long term strategic planning process was a recreation center 
discussed and in order to build a facility would the City need to acquire a bond.  Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer stated that since 
he was not part of the 5-year long term planning committee, he did not know if a recreation center was discussed.  City Manager 
Rothweiler said it was not discussed at the 5-year long term planning committee.  City Manager Rothweiler stated that the facility may 
be paid by using cash reserves or acquiring a bond or a combination of both.   
  
Councilperson Clow stated that the Urban Renewal Agency may be a potential partnership.  He stated his concerns of competing with 
private enterprise and/or other organization, and burdening the property taxpayer.  He would support a facility downtown.   
 
Councilperson Barigar stated that he would like a quantification assessment of the demand and the cost to build and run the facility.   
  
Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer explained the cross use agreement with the School District. 
  
Council gave the following directives to the Recreation Center Committee: 
1.        The Council preferred the 50,000 square feet to 55,000 square feet with an expandable building and facility site. 
2.        The Council requested a five year operations and maintenance schedule and to have the Committee report back to the Council 
 within 120 days. 
3.        The Committee shall seek uses within the facility that are in minimum conflict with public or private entities. 
4.       The Council recommended the Committee to provide multiple funding options. 
 

2. Consider contract Amendment No. 11 from CH2M HILL for the operation and maintenance of the Waste Treatment Plant, industrial 
pre-treatment program and associated sewer lift stations. 

 
Public Works Director Caton explained the request.   

 
 Staff recommends that Council approve the amendment as presented. 
 
 Council discussion followed. 

 
Councilperson Talkington asked that with the addition of Agro Farma would the contract need to be amended.   Shawn Moffitt, CH2M 
Hill, stated that adjustments would need to be made when Agro Farma does come online depending on the ending cost.    
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Public Works Director Caton stated Section 1 (2.2) of the contract increases the alteration written approval amount from $2,000 to 
$5,000. Section 2 (2.12) increases the repair budget from $53,870 to $70,000.  

 
  
 
 
 MOTION: 

Councilperson Talkington made the motion to approve the CH2M Hill Contract Amendment No. 11, and authorize the Mayor to sign.   
The motion was seconded by Councilperson Mills Sojka and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  
Approved 7 to 0.   

 
3. Consideration of a request to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in the amount 

of $848,248.62. 
 

Project Engineer Glaseamann explained the request. 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stuzman, Inc., in the amount of 
$848,248.62.   

 
 MOTION: 

Councilperson Barigar made the motion to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in 
the amount of $848,248.62.  The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall and roll call vote showed all members present voted in 
favor of the motion.   Approved 7 to 0. 

 
4. Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission to grant a Special Use Permit to install and operate 

an aerial tour business on a southeast portion of the Canyon Springs Golf Course within the Snake River Canyon in the City’s Area of 
Impact.  Appellant:  John T. Lezamiz.  

 
Councilperson Barigar recused himself from the item for consideration.  He disclosed that he testified on behalf of his employer. 

City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the site is located within the area of impact.  Per Twin Falls City Code 10-8-4 (E), Any person 
directly aggrieved and affected by a final decision of the planning and zoning commission regarding property located within the area of 
city impact may appeal to the board of county commissioners. The board of county commissioners shall not make a decision on the 
appeal until it has received a recommendation from the city council.   All appeal hearings shall be based upon the record established 
by the city planning and zoning commission.   This is not a public hearing.  Two appellants are involved, John Lezamiz and Jody 
Tatum, representing Magic Valley Flight Simulation.  He requested that the Council grant each side 15 minutes.  John Lezamiz should 
be given time to rebuttal, the rebuttal should count as part of his 15 minutes.  The appeal is limited to the following three issues filed in 
the complaint by John Lezamiz: 

1. Failing to provide notice to all affected property owners. 
2. Conflict of interest by Planning & Zoning Commissioner 
3. Failing to follow, adhere to and failing to implement provisions of Twin Falls §10-13-2.2(D)(5).  (This relates to the adequacy 

of canyon rim road to provide proper access to the road.) 
 
 Zoning & Development Manager Carraway gave a brief history on the project.   

John Lezamiz, appellant, explained his request.  He stated that he would like to discuss the lack of notification to the property owners.  
On overhead projection he placed affidavits from Marion J. Clar, 843 Canyon Park Avenue, and Kelly Howa, 827 Canyon Park 
Avenue, indicating that they did not receive written notice required by City Code.  Mr. Lezamiz estimated 30% of property owners did 
not receive written notification required by code.  He further stated that notice is mandatory and without notice the request has to go 
back to the Planning & Zoning Commission. 

Safety problems exist on Canyon Springs Road. The road is substandard.  It is twice as steep and one-half as wide as it is supposed 
to be.  Safety standards require that the road be 38’ to 40’, and Canyon Springs Road is only 24’ wide in spots.  Safety standards 
require that the maximum allowable grade is 6% to 7%; Canyon Springs Road is 10% to 12%.   

A traffic study was done in June of 2009; showing on average in one week 1,343 vehicles approximately a day using Canyon Springs 
Road.  There are a large number of vehicles, large variety of vehicles, a wide variety of speed of vehicles, and significant pedestrian 
traffic.  The City Council reduced the speed from 35 mph to 25 mph and two weeks ago signs were placed indicating that pedestrians 
should walk on the left side and should walk in a single line when approaching traffic.  Problems exist when a pedestrian is walking 
downhill and one is walking uphill and there are two vehicles on the road.   
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The zip line proponents state in their application that they anticipate a maximum of 96 people daily and claim they can transport the 
96 people in 40 vehicles. There will be in increase of 96 vehicles plus additional vehicles for spectators.  The Planning & Zoning 
Commission agreed that the road is substandard and is at or over capacity; but instead of following the code when essential facilities 
aren’t adequate to serve that use at that location, what the Commission did was ignore the code.  The Planning & Zoning Commission 
said that it was a City problem, this is not a problem that the zip line created, the sole function of the Commission is to see if the 
applicant jumped through the appropriate hoops, and the Commission does not have the authority to look at the traffic safety issue. 
Auger Falls is several years in the making before Canyon Springs Road feels the impact of the traffic which may double, triple, or 
quadruple the traffic that is existing.   
 

 If the request is sent back to the Commission, John Lezamiz requested that the Commission take into consideration Code Section  
 10-13-2-2(d)(5). 
 

Jody Tatum, representing Magic Valley Flight Simulation, stated that she received a list from the County Assessor with the names and 
addresses of property owners within 300’.  All listed owners were notified and two letters were returned to her with no forwarding 
address.  On overhead projection she showed a vicinity map showing the property owners notified.  She stated that she did comply 
with the policy and procedure within the zoning and application and has done her due diligence.  On overhead projection she showed 
the property owners notified in the original rim to rim motorized trolley application submitted two and one-half years ago.  The current 
request does not require the applicant to notify property owners in the original request. 

A traffic report by City Engineer Jackie Fields that was submitted to the Traffic Safety Commission on January 13, 2011, gave 
background of where the zip line would be placed and where the vehicles would be required to park.  It was estimated that with the 
numbers presented there would be an increase of only 4% to 5% traffic. Rob Storm of the Traffic Safety Commission on February 10, 
2011, made the motion not to oppose the project on grounds of traffic safety.  Rod Mathis seconded the motion and everyone in 
attendance was in favor of the motion.  She also referred to the latest traffic report on the property which showed that on the two 
busiest days of the year the traffic increased 24% from an average of 22 vehicles per day, Monday through Friday, to an average of 
425 per day Saturday and Sunday.  She is anticipating one vehicle for four to six people, depending on the size of the family, and one 
vehicle for a couple.  Families will be coming down at a scheduled departure time throughout the day.  The tours are for ten to twelve 
people which are set every two and one-half hours.    They are not expected to receive 50,000 people a day or forty cars at a time.  
Expected are ten to twelve vehicles during peak activity days.  This is not a spectator sport but a participation sport.    

 Rebuttal: 

John Lezamiz stated that everyone that lives in the Breckenridge Subdivision shows up at every one of the hearings.  He stated that 
notice was given to 21 people out of 100.  The notice was defective.  In regards to traffic, Canyon Springs Road can’t handle the 
current traffic.  The road is not adequate to handle additional vehicles until it is widened.   
City Attorney Wonderlich stated the Council can recommend approval or recommend denial of the Special Use Permit.  In 
understanding the issues of appeal, he explained that the night prior to the public hearing Katie Breckenridge stated that she had not 
been notified.  He explained to her that if she had not shown up there would have been a fatal flaw in the procedure because she had 
not been notified.   
Referring to Jody Tatum’s overhead projection, it was presumed that Dave McCollum owned a number of parcels as a single parcel of 
land, which would encompass basically the entire rim.   He believes what Jody Tatum is saying is that the triangular piece is a 
separate parcel of land.  The notice required is to notify record property owners within 300’ of the external boundaries of the land 
being considered.  It is unclear where the 300’ of the external boundaries are located.  He recommended that the Council table the 
request. 
Council discussion followed. 

 MOTION: 
Councilperson Talkington made a motion to table the appeal.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Munn.  Roll call vote 
showed Councilpersons Hall, Lanting, Munn, and Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilpersons Clow and Mills Sojka voted 
against the motion.  Approved 4 to 2. 

 City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the appeal would be heard on February 6, 2012. 

 
III. 
 
Recess 7:02 p.m.   
Reconvened 7:14  
 

ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
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IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1.  A public hearing to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map Amendment for 12.5± acres located on a portion 

of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 1350-1450 blocks of 
Field Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of residential single-family and/or duplex 
dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475) 

              6:00  

Brad Wills, 222 Shoshone Street West, applicant, explained the request using overhead projection.  The subdivision started in 2004, 
and at that time there were no residential areas west of Grandview and north of Falls.  There are 36 remaining lots in Fieldstone.  
Density is about three lots per acre.  Review has been made of the best use of the remaining properties.  On overhead projection he 
showed the transportation plan and stated that the development complies with the comprehensive plan.   
Zoning & Development Manager Carraway reviewed the request using overhead projections.   

The Planning & Zoning Commission held a hearing on this request at their December 13, 2011, meeting.  The Commission does not 
recommend approval of this request, by a vote of 3 for and 4 against.  However, should the City Council approve the request, staff 
recommends that the approval be subject to the following conditions: 

1. Subject to the designation of the property as an R-4 and R-4 PRO PUD with the single-family and duplex areas being R-4 and 
the professional use area being R-4 PRO PUD.  Assure Uses comply with the R-4 and Professional Overlay zones. 

2. Subject to the property being replatted and recorded prior to any building permits being issued. 
3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit. 

4. Subject to compliance in the cottage-style residential area with the following recommendations of the Fire Marshall: 
a. addresses need to be posted in the alleys. 

b. access roads (alleys) with hydrants shall be a minimum of 26 feet total width. (IFC, D103.1) 
c. no on-street parking in alleys and alley marked with approved "no parking" signs. 

d. rear, unobstructed access into the dwellings is maintained (not through the garage or through fences or gates), or as 
approved by the Fire Marshall. 

e. no overhead utilities in the alley (power lines, phone lines, etc.). 

f. hydrants are installed on the ends of each alley. 
5. Subject to final approval and recordation of the PUD Agreement.  

6. Subject to site plan amendments as required by Building, Engineering, Fire, and Zoning Officials to ensure compliance with all 
 applicable CIty Code requirements and standards. 
Council discussion followed. 

Zoning & Development Manager Carraway clarified that the proposal is for a 15’ setback and 35’ height restriction, explained the 
ingress and egress parking, and block wall fencing will be in the perimeter of the interior of the Field Subdivision.   
The public input portion of the hearing was opened.   

Megan Humble, 931 Misty Meadows Subdivision, speaking on behalf of neighbors, spoke against the request.  She requested that 
the Council uphold the Planning & Zoning Commission’s recommendation to not approve the request.  However, if the City Council 
decides to approve the request, to place the following conditions: 

1. Permitted Uses – The proposed PUD language includes several uses that are requested to be permitted that differ from those 
permitted in the R-4 with PRO overlay.  The permitted uses in the proposed development should be the same as the City Code 
already regulates for R-4 with a PRO overlay.  Most of the uses mentioned are permitted by Special Use Permit in the City Code 
and should stay that way.  They are concerned that the proposed permitted uses would allow title loan kind of office to be 
developed, which is a very different next door neighbor than a doctor’s office.  Any non residential uses should require a Special 
Use Permit so that neighbors get notice and a chance to participate in the approval process. 

2. Block Wall – The subdivision has been developed with a 6’ block around its east and south boundaries.  They request that the 
developer be required to install a continuation of that block wall along the new dividing line between the current subdivision and 
proposed future non-Fieldstone development.  That wall should be installed as part of the proposed subdivision’s development, 
before any building permits in the new development are issued. 
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3. Rear Building Setbacks – The proposed rear building setback in the new development is requested to be 15’.  That is a reduction 
from the Code required 20’.  For adjacent residential uses, the reduced setback is not a big concern.  However, adjacent non-
residential uses would have the same reduced setback.  If anything, non-residential uses should have an increased rear building 
setback to push these less compatible uses further from the existing homes in the subdivision.  The setback should be changed 
to at least 20’, preferably greater, for non-residential uses in the new development. 

4. Cheney Drive – They understand that part of this request includes the dedication and future construction of Cheney Drive west of 
Grandview Dr. along the north edge of this property.  Cheney Drive should be constructed as part of the subdivision and in place 
prior to any building permits being issued in the new development so that the additional traffic generated by the uses in the new 
development will be able to access Cheney Drive.  Without Cheney Drive, all that additional traffic would have nowhere to go but 
on North College Drive, which is very busy during its peak usage times.  

5. Vehicle Access – Properties within the proposed development should not be allowed to have vehicle access to the existing street 
within Fieldstone, with the exception of the four single family lots located at the end of Cobble Creek Drive. 

6. Common Tracts – There are some common area tracts owned by the Fieldstone HOA that will be located within the proposed 
new development.  As they would no longer be located within the boundaries of Fieldstone, they should be maintained by the 
new development, not our HOA. 

Dave Thibault, EHM Engineers, stated that he prepared the plan.  With regard to the 15’ setback, immediately adjacent is a common 
area tract with a 10’, 20’, 25’ green belt area.  Buildings will not be any closer than the 20’ setback that is identified in the code, 
however, it is a PUD, and it is allowable to specify those type of restrictions and agreements within the PUD agreement.  The common 
area tracts will not be included in the rezone PUD.  The traffic will be greatly alleviated with the improvement of Cheney Drive, 
however, Fieldstone is a phase subdivision, and the developer would like to continue constructing in phases.  He requested that no 
restriction be placed on the development phasing, but should be up to the developer’s discretion. The developer will comply with the 
fencing requirement but a masonry type wall should not be imposed upon the developer.   

 Christina Hill, 932 Starlight Loop, stated that if the cottages are developed first prior to Cheney being developed, increased traffic will 
 develop on North College Road.   
 The public input portion of the hearing was closed. 

Rebuttal: 

Brad Wills stated that he will meet the requirements of a screening fence.  The cul de sacs will not be accessed by Cheney Drive, 
Fieldstream Way, or North College Road.  The retention/detention areas will stay and were deeded to the homeowner’s association.  
The project does not include the areas.   

Council discussion followed. 
-Walking path. 

Brad Wills, on overhead projection, showed the proposed location of the walking path and cottages.  The cottages face in, the 
property does go to the center which is a common area, homes are 7’ apart, and 2 story.  The alleyway will have full driveways.  He 
requested that City funding will be needed to put in part of the roadway, which may be several years down the road.  Discussion has 
been made with staff. 

Councilperson Barigar stated there is a discrepancy on the uses in the PUD and asked for clarification.  Brad Wills stated that he is 
requesting approval within the R-4 specification. 
Councilperson Mills Sojka asked how enforcement will take place in regards to the no parking in alleyways where the cottages are 
located.  Brad Wills stated that vehicles will be towed.  David Thibault stated that the streets will be posted and signed with red curbs 
to indicate a fire lane and will be policed.   

City Manager Rothweiler stated that the alleyways will not be policed by city police officers.   
Vice Mayor Hall asked the City Manager to explain Brad Wills’ comment that Cheney Drive will be built with City funds. 

City Manager Rothweiler stated that over the course of two years, discussion has been made in regards to the alignment of Cheney 
Drive. A conversation has taken place that the City indicated that resources will be dedicated to assist in the realignment of Cheney 
Drive.   In philosophy, agreement has been made to the approach and the concept, but the City does not have any money allocated 
toward the section of the roadway discussed in this coming year or a subsequent year, and no dollars have been planned in moving 
forward.  The City funds roadways upon strategic priorities and importance and the list is developed by the Engineering Department.  
The roadway does not appear on the list as of yet. 
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Mayor Lanting asked how many feet of the project would be the City’s responsibility.  Brad Wills stated there is 1,320’ from Grandview 
to Field Stream Way.  He believes the City’s part is 300’ to 330’ at a cost of $100,000, with full width participation.   

City Engineer Fields stated she has not scaled the length and is unclear on how many feet would be City’s responsibility.  She 
explained that collector streets are nice facilities when they extend to arterials.  Traffic can be reduced on any given collectors.   
The public hearing was closed. 

Deliberations: 

City Attorney Wonderlich stated that an ordinance will come back to the Council for adoption. 
Brad Wills requested that staff’s recommendation 3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit, 

 be removed. 
 MOTION: 

Councilperson Clow made a motion to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map Amendment for 12.5± acres 
located on a portion of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 
1350-1450 blocks of Field Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of residential single-
family and/or duplex dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475), as presented, with the following conditions: 
1. Subject to the designation of the property as an R-4 and R-4 PRO PUD with the single-family and duplex areas being R-4 and 

the professional use area being R-4 PRO PUD.  Assure Uses comply with the R-4 and Professional Overlay zones. 
2. Subject to the property being replatted and recorded prior to any building permits being issued. 

3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit. 
4. Subject to compliance in the cottage-style residential area with the following recommendations of the Fire Marshall: 

a. addresses need to be posted in the alleys. 
b. access roads (alleys) with hydrants shall be a minimum of 26 feet total width. (IFC, D103.1) 

c. no on-street parking in alleys and alley marked with approved "no parking" signs. 

d. rear, unobstructed access into the dwellings is maintained (not through the garage or through fences or gates), or as 
approved by the Fire Marshall. 

e. no overhead utilities in the alley (power lines, phone lines, etc.). 
f. hydrants are installed on the ends of each alley. 

5. Subject to final approval and recordation of the PUD Agreement.  

6. Subject to site plan amendments as required by Building, Engineering, Fire, and Zoning Officials to ensure compliance with all 
 applicable CIty Code requirements and standards. 

The motion was seconded by Councilperson Mills Sojka.  

MOTION:  
Councilperson Barigar made the motion to exclude 3.  Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit.  
The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall.  Roll call vote showed Councilpersons Barigar, Clow, Hall, Lanting, Munn, and 
Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilperson Mills Sojka voted against the motion.  Approved 6 to 1. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE MAIN MOTION: 

 Councilpersons Barigar, Clow, Hall, Lanting, Munn, and Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilperson Mills Sojka voted 
 against the motion.  Approved 6 to 1. 
V. ADJOURNMENT:
 
 Leila A. Sanchez 
 Deputy City Clerk/Recording Secretary 
 

  
 

  The meeting adjourned at 8:36 P.M. 



 

 

COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
SHAWN    LANCE   DON   GREGORY   JIM    REBECCA   CHRIS 

 

BARIGAR   CLOW   HALL   LANTING   MUNN, JR.  MILLS SOJKA  TALKINGTON 
             Vice Mayor  Mayor 

 
 

 
 

 
 

5:30 P.M. 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG  
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF 
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:   
PROCLAMATIONS: None. 

AGENDA ITEMS Purpose By: 
I. 

1. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes. 
CONSENT CALENDAR: Action 

 
Staff Report 
L. Sanchez 

II. 
2. Consideration of a request to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 3 Project to Granite 

Excavation, Inc., of Cascade, Idaho, in the amount of $1,208,870.17. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:  
Action 

 
Lee Glaesemann 
 

III.  ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS:  
IV.     

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS:              6:00 – NONE  

V. ADJOURNMENT  
 

    
 

*Any person(s) needing special accommodations to participate in the above noticed meeting 
should contact Leila Sanchez at (208) 735-7287 at least two working days before the meeting. 
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Present:  Shawn Barigar, Lance Clow, Don Hall, Gregory Lanting, Jim Munn, Jr., Rebecca Mills Sojka, Chris Talkington 
Absent:  None 
Staff Present: City Manager Travis Rothweiler, City Attorney Fritz Wonderlich, Project Engineer Lee Glaesemann,  
  Deputy City Clerk/Recording Secretary Leila A. Sanchez 

 
Mayor Lanting called the meeting to order at 5:30 P.M.  He then invited all present, who wished to, to recite the Pledge of 
Allegiance to the Flag.  
 
A quorum was present.  Mayor Lanting introduced staff. 
 
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:  None 
PROCLAMATIONS: None 

 
AGENDA ITEMS 

I. 
1. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes. 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 

 
MOTION: 
Councilperson Talkington made the motion to approve the Consent Calendar as presented.  The motion was seconded by 
Councilperson Munn and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  Approved 7 to 0. 

 
II. 

1. Consideration of a request to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 3 Project to Granite Excavation, Inc., of Cascade, Idaho, in the 
amount of $1,208,870.17. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

 
Project Engineer Glaesemann reviewed the request.   
 
Staff recommends that City Council award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 3 Project to Granite Excavation, Inc., in the amount of 
$1,208,870.17. 
 
Council discussion followed. 
 
MOTION: 
Councilperson Barigar made the motion to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 3 Project to Granite Excavation, Inc., in the 
amount of $1,208,870.17.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Clow and roll call vote showed all members present voted in 
favor of the motion.  Approved 7 to 0. 

 
 
III. 
 

Councilperson Clow stated that he spoke to Grant Loebs prior to the Council Meeting in regards to the redistricting.  The Redistricting 
Commission is requesting confirmation in form of a letter from the Council to participate in the constitutionality of the redistricting.  
 
City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the request should have been added under Consideration of Amendments to the Agenda.  Because 
Councilperson Clow received the request at 5:00 P.M., City Attorney Wonderlich recommended that the agenda be amended to discuss 
redistricting.    
 
MOTION: 
Councilperson Clow made the motion to amend the agenda to discuss the City’s position on the potential Redistricting Commission, 
specifically L90 plan.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Mills Sojka and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor 
of the motion. 
 
Council discussion followed: 
 
City Attorney Wonderlich on overhead projection showed the L90 plan.   

 

ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
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Councilperson Clow stated that Grant Loebs wanted confirmation that the City is comfortable with the way the City is impacted and having 
the City in two different districts is acceptable.   
 

 MOTION: 
Councilperson Clow made a motion to send an email of support to the Redistricting Commission stating that the City of Twin Falls is 
comfortable with the L90 Plan as it impacts Twin Falls City and Twin Falls County.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Hall. 
 
Discussion followed:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     
 
Councilperson Barigar commented that he would feel more comfortable having the conversation if the request was coming from the 
Redistricting Commission rather than through someone else saying the Commission might want to know what the City feels regarding the 
issue.  He disagreed that representation is being lost.  He stated that he will have two representatives and one senator regardless of where 
he lives in the City and does not feel comfortable taking a position on behalf of the citizens of Twin Falls. 
 
Councilperson Talkington stated that Idaho has the distinction of being 50 out of 50 states, the absolute bottom so far as in local control.  
There has been a long lived history in the State legislature and the one party system largely ignoring or negating the desired or expressed 
interest of local government.  He stated that something as significant that combines non-partisan city politics with partisan politics at the 
capital and state level bothers him enough that he therefore cannot support the motion. 
 
Councilperson Clow stated that the initial reason that he became involved in this issue was as a City Councilmember.  Right now with four 
representatives and two senators representing significant portions of the City it is easy to call any one of them to discuss City issues.  
Whereas, if it became the plan originally proposed, it would basically mean talking to representatives outside the district or within.  There 
would be two representatives and one senator.  He felt that leveraging with two districts was good for the City.   
 
Councilperson Mills Sojka stated that the plan is a better representation in the legislature for citizens. 
 
Councilperson Barigar stated that if the intent is to strengthen the voice of the City of Twin Falls then the previous proposal that actually 
had the majority of the city within its own district and not shared with anything else, actually does a better job preserving a strong urban 
voice for the community than some of the other proposals.  
 

 Mayor Lanting stated that he would prefer to see the entire plan, therefore, is hesitant to vote in favor of the request. 
 

Vice Mayor Hall stated that he will vote in favor of the plan as shown.  He stated that he would like to continue the discussion at a later 
date in regards to  Councilperson Talkington’s comment that, “Idaho has the distinction of being 50 out of 50 states, the absolute bottom so 
far as in local.” 

  
Roll call vote showed Councilpersons Clow, Hall, and Mills Sojka voted in favor of the motion.  Councilpersons Barigar, Lanting, Munn, and 
Talkington voted against the motion.  Failed 4 to 3. 

 
IV.    PUBLIC HEARINGS:              6:00 – NONE 
V. ADJOURNMENT The meeting adjourned at 6:08 P.M. 
 
Leila A. Sanchez 
Deputy City Clerk/Recording Secretary 
 

















































































 

 
 

 
Request: 
Consideration of a request to award the bid on the Oregon Trail Youth Complex Restroom to 
Peterson Brothers Construction. 
 
Time Estimate: 
The staff presentation will take approximately 3-5 minutes.  Following the presentations, we expect 
some time for questions and answers. 
 
Background: 
This restroom will be built in northern area of the parking lot directly south of the ball fields.  
The old restroom will not be demolished until the new restrooms are completed.  This site was 
selected to allow this restroom to be on City’s sewer and to reduce the amount of vandalism we 
have had with the location of the old restrooms. 
 
To help save funds, City crews will be installing the water and sewer lines and install all the 
electrical work for this project.  There will be some additional costs to complete this project: 1) 
materials for the sewer and water lines installation, no cost estimates at this time; 2) materials for 
the electrical work, no cost estimate at this time and; 3) hood exhaust and fire suppression 
equipment for the concession stand, estimated at $8,500. 
 
The City formally bid the Oregon Trail Youth Complex (OTYC) Restroom.  Bids were due on 
Monday January 24, 2012.  The City received three sealed bids.  The bidders were: Peterson 
Brothers Construction, Don Anderson Construction, and Hemingway Construction.  The 
Engineering Department reviewed the bids and determined that Peterson Brothers Construction 
submitted the low bid at $130,519.00 
 
City staff budgeted $180,000 in this year’s current budget for this project.  
 
Budget Impact: 
The City budgeted $180,000 for this project.  Staff believes the materials for the sewer and water 
lines, the materials for the electrical work, and the hood exhaust and the fire suppression 
equipment will be less then remaining $49,481 remaining from the project.   
 
Regulatory Impact: 
Approval of this request will allow the City to award the bid to Peterson Brothers Construction 
and begin construction of the restroom at the Oregon Trail Youth Complex. 
 
Conclusion: 
Staff recommends awarding the Oregon Trail Youth Complex Restroom project to Peterson 
Brothers Construction in the amount of $130,519.00 and to authorized staff to proceed in 
acquiring the materials for the sewer and water lines, the materials for the electrical work, and 
the equipment for the concession stand. 
 

Monday, February 6, 2016 City Council Meeting 
 
To: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From: Dennis J. Bowyer, Parks & Recreation Director 



 
 
Attachments: 

1. Site Plan 
2. Bids Tabulation 
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Request: 
Consideration of a request to approve a Zoning Title Amendment which would amend Twin Falls City Code 10-4-
22.3(H) “Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines” as they exist or as amended when reviewing for a Certificate 
of Appropriateness, c/o Historic Preservation Commission, Darrell Buffaloe, Chairman

The public hearing was held before Council on January 9, 2012. The Council directed Staff to revise the 
Ordinance to include verbiage regarding an appeal process. The Ordinance has been amended and 
includes the following statement: 

 (app. 2492)   

Time Estimate: 
The public hearing for this item was held at the January 9, 2012 Council meeting, so no additional time is needed for 
a hearing regarding the City Code amendment. However, staff will take approximately five (5) minutes to review 
some of the content of the Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines document with the Council. 

Background: 
Each year the HPC has submitted a Certified Local Government (CLG) grant application for historic preservation 
activities. For 2011 the awarded CLG grant was used to hire a consultant and develop Design Guidelines for the 
Twin Falls Historic Warehouse District to be codified by the Twin Falls, Idaho City Government. The HPC was 
awarded $12,000.00. The proposed design guidelines were developed with the consulting firm of Winter & Company 
out of Boulder, Colorado. 
The HPC developed Design Guidelines for the Twin Falls Historic Warehouse District in January 1997. These 
guidelines were developed with the assistance of Elizabeth Giraud, Consultant from Salt Lake City. The design 
guidelines were never approved by the Council and therefore not enforceable. Approved guidelines would better 
enable the HPC and City Staff to evaluate development and give guidance to developers in the Historic Warehouse 
District.  
Currently, the HPC is charged by City Code with the responsibility of not allowing building alterations to be started 
“until after an application for a certificate of appropriateness as to exterior features has been submitted to and 
approved by the Historic Preservation Commission” (Title 10, Chapter 4 of the Twin Falls, Idaho City Code). The 
HPC and property owners do not have a set of guidelines to follow and the HPC is forced to make decisions without 
a good set of standards. The guidelines contain detailed architectural standards with enough detail so the HPC can 
review and approve acceptable variances when necessary. The guidelines meet the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation.     
 
This is a request to amend City Code §10-4-22.3(H): “Design Guidelines” for WHO, Warehouse Historic 
Overlay District.  The request is specifically to reference the “Warehouse Historic District Design 
Guidelines” when reviewing applications for Certificates of Appropriateness. 
On November 21, 2011 the HPC recommended approval of the Design Guidelines and the amendment to 
City Code §10-4-22.3(H) to the Planning & Zoning Commission. The Planning & Zoning Commission 
recommended approval of the amendment to City Code §10-4-22.3(H) to the City Council on December 13, 
2011. 

A decision of the Historic Preservation Commission regarding an 

Date:  MONDAY,   FEBRUARY 6, 2012 
 
To: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From: Mitch Humble, Community Development Director 
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application for a Certificate of Appropriateness may be appealed by the applicant to the City 
Council.

1. Draft Ordinance 

”  

On the Council meeting, February 6, 2012, Staff will give a brief report on the contents of the “Warehouse 
Historic District Design Guidelines”. 

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 HPC to reference the “Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines” when 
reviewing applications for Certificates of Appropriateness.  

Conclusion: 
Staff recommends that the Council approve the attached ordinance change as presented. 

Attachments: 

2. Proposed Zoning Title Amendment 

3. Map of the Warehouse Historic Overlay District 

4. November 21, 2011 Historic Preservation Commission Minutes 

5. December 13, 2011 Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes 

6. January 9, 2012 City Council Minutes 
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ORDINANCE NO. ______ 

 
AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TWIN FALLS, 
IDAHO, AMENDING TWIN FALLS CITY CODE §10-4-22.3(H) BY 
REFERENCING THE WAREHOUSE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN 
GUIDELINES. 

 
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
TWIN FALLS, IDAHO:  

 
That Twin Falls City Code §10-4-22.3(H) be amended as follows: 
 
“10-4-22.3: PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: 
 
The following property development standards shall apply to all land and buildings in the 
warehouse historic overlay district: … 

(H) Design Guidelines: No exterior portion of any building or other structure (including walls, 
fences, light fixtures, steps and pavement, or other appurtenant features) nor aboveground utility 
structures nor any type of outdoor advertising sign shall be erected, altered, restored, moved or 
demolished within this district until after an application for a certificate of appropriateness as to 
exterior features has been submitted to and approved by the historic preservation commission. 
The Historic Preservation Commission shall review the “Warehouse Historic District Design 
Guidelines” as they exist or as amended for compliance before issuing a Certificate of 
Appropriateness. Such a certificate is to be issued by the historic preservation commission prior 
to the issuance of a building permit or other permit granted for purposes of construction or 
altering structures. A certificate of appropriateness shall be required whether or not a building 
permit is required. A decision of the Historic Preservation Commission regarding an application 
for a Certificate of Appropriateness may be appealed by the applicant to the City Council.

 

” 

 
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL,  , 2012. 
 
SIGNED BY THE MAYOR , 2012. 
 
 

___________________________________ 
MAYOR  

 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________ 
DEPUTY CITY CLERK 
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PROPOSED CHANGE 
 

ZONING TITLE AMENDMENT – ADOPT THE “WAREHOUSE HISTORIC DISTRICT DESIGN 
GUIDELINES” BY REFERENCING THEM IN THE PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS, 

DESIGN GUIDELINES FOR THE WAREHOUSE HISTORIC OVERLAY DISTRICT  
 
10-4-22.3: PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: 
 
The following property development standards shall apply to all land and buildings in the 
warehouse historic overlay district: 

(H) Design Guidelines: No exterior portion of any building or other structure (including walls, 
fences, light fixtures, steps and pavement, or other appurtenant features) nor aboveground utility 
structures nor any type of outdoor advertising sign shall be erected, altered, restored, moved or 
demolished within this district until after an application for a certificate of appropriateness as to 
exterior features has been submitted to and approved by the historic preservation commission. 
Such a certificate is to be issued by the historic preservation commission prior to the issuance of 
a building permit or other permit granted for purposes of construction or altering structures. A 
certificate of appropriateness shall be required whether or not a building permit is required. (Ord. 
2608, 5-3-1999) 

 1. The Historic Preservation Commission shall review the “Warehouse Historic District Design 
Guidelines” as they exist or as amended for compliance before issuing a Certificate of 
Appropriateness. 
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Historic Preservation Commission Minutes 
November 21, 2011 
Page 2 of 2 
  
2. Recommendation of approval of the Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines to the Planning & Zoning 

Commission – Kelly Weeks  
 

3. Recommendation to approve a change to City Code 10-4-22.3(H) to include reference to the Warehouse Historic 
District Design Guidelines as they exist or future amendments to the Planning & Zoning Commission – Kelly 
Weeks  

 
STAFF PRESENTATION:  
A preliminary presentation of the Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines will be made November 22, 
2011, and the public hearing will be held December 13, 2011. The Planning & Zoning Commission will then 
make a recommendation to the City Council for a public hearing.  
 
MOTION  III-2 
Commissioner Alexander made a motion to recommend approval of the Warehouse Historic District Design 
Guidelines to the Planning & Zoning Commission. Commissioner McClintock seconded the motion. All members 
present voted in favor.  

 
MOTION III-3 
Commissioner Geilman made a motion to recommend approve to the Planning & Zoning Commission for a 
Zoning Title Amendment to City Code 10-4-22.3(H) “Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines”. 
Commissioner Tilley seconded the motion. All members present voted in favor of the motion.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes 
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December 13, 2011 
 

IV. PUBLIC HEARING ITEMS 
2. Requests for a Zoning Title Amendment which would amend Twin Falls City Code 10-4-22.3(H) 

“Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines” as they exist or as amended when reviewing for 
a Certificate of Appropriateness, c/o Historic Preservation Commission, Darrell Buffaloe, 
Chairman
 

 (app. 2492) 

STAFF PRESENTATION: 
Zoning & Development Manager Carraway reviewed the exhibits on the overhead and stated this 
is a request for a to amend Twin Falls City Code Section 10-4-22.3(H): “Design Guidelines” for 
the WHO; Warehouse Historic Overlay District.  The request is specifically to reference the 
“Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines” when reviewing applications for Certificates of 
Appropriateness.  
 
Sections 10-4-22.3(H) of the City Code identifies the design guidelines for property development 
standards in the Warehouse Historic Overlay District.   Currently there are no design guidelines 
to reference for appropriateness.  The Historic Preservation Commission developed design 
guidelines in 1997 but they were never adopted by the City Council.   
 
The Twin Falls City Historic Preservation Commission received a $12,000.00 grant during the 
fiscal year 2010 – 2011 for the purpose of developing design guidelines for the warehouse 
historic district.   The design guidelines were developed with the consulting firm of Winter & 
Company out of Boulder, Colorado. 
 
On November 21, 2011  The Historic Preservation Commission recommended the “Warehouse 
Historic District Design Guidelines” be approved as the official document to reference while 
reviewing applications for a Certificate of Appropriateness.  
 
Zoning & Development Manager Carraway stated upon conclusion staff recommends that the 
Commission recommend approval of the proposed code amendment as presented to the City 
Council. 
 
APPLICANT PRESENTATION: 
Darrell Buffaloe, Historic Preservation Commission Chairman, stated the Historic Preservation 
Commission has been working on this project approximately 2 years. In 1997 the Historic 
Warehouse District of Twin Falls was approved the Department of Interior. At that time a set of 
design guidelines should have been implemented at that time so that owners and the Historic 
Preservation Commission would know what should be done to preserve the property. There was 
a draft completed years ago but it was never implemented and is not adequate. The State 
Historical Preservation Commission knows that there are quite a few City’s with the same issues, 
they want to preserve the history but don’t have guidelines to help achieve that goal. In 2010 
the Historic Preservation Commission of Twin Falls applied for a grant through the state and was 
given $12,000 to persue this project which was double what was requested. They recommended 
that the City of Twin Falls partner with the City of Boise on this project and guidelines were 
developed for both cities.  
 
With the guidelines referenced in the City Code it will give the Historic Preservation Commission 
something to base the Certificate of Appropriateness on for requests that applicants submit. 
Making sure that the exterior character of the buildings in this district are preserved. If someone 
wants to do something that the Historic Preservation Commission feels doesn’t meet the 
guidelines this process allows them to appeal the decision to the City Council.  
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It is a good document and the Historic Preservation Commission recommends that the Planning 
& Zoning Commission make a positive recommendation to approve this change to the City 
Council.  
 
PUBLIC HEARING: OPENED & CLOSED WITHOUT PUBLIC CONCERN  
   
DELIBERATIONS FOLLOWED:  WITHOUT CONCERNS 
 
MOTION: 
Commissioner Schouten made a motion to recommend approval of this request to the City 
Council. Commissioner DeVore seconded the motion. All members present voted in favor of the 
motion. 
 

RECOMMENDED FOR APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL, AS PRESENTED  
CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING SCHEDULED FOR JANUARY 9, 2011 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Council Meeting Minutes 
January 9, 2012 
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IV.   
1. Consideration of a request to approve a Zoning Title Amendment which would amend Twin 

Falls City Code 10-4-22.3(H) “Warehouse Historic District Design Guidelines” as they exist or 
as amended when reviewing for a certificate of appropriateness, c/o Historic Preservation 
Commission, Darrel Buffaloe, Chairman.  (app.2492)  Proposed Ordinance No. 3024 

PUBLIC HEARINGS:      

 
Planner I Kelly Weeks explained the request.   
 
Each year the HPC has submitted a Certified Local Government (GLG) grant application for 
historic preservation activities.  For 2011 the awarded CLG grant was used to hire a 
consultant and develop Design Guidelines for the Twin Falls Historic Warehouse to be 
codified by the Twin Falls, Idaho City Government.  The HPC was awarded $12,000.  The 
proposed design guidelines were developed with the consulting firm of Winter & Company.   
 
The HPC is tasked with giving a certificate of appropriateness for anything that is done on 
the outside of the property in the historic district.  In 1997, guidelines were put together but 
not officially adopted by the City Council.  The Planning & Zoning Commission has 
recommended approval of the design guidelines and adopts the ordinance to the City 
Council.   
 
Council discussion followed: 
-Contributing and non-contributing buildings. 
 
Planner I Weeks stated that the Real Deals building on Fairfield is a historical contributing 
building. They requested to redo their roof. 
 
Darrell Buffaloe, Chairman of the Historic Preservation Committee, explained the need for 
the HPC guidelines.  The guidelines will enable the Commission to know what to do to 
approve the certificate of appropriateness.   
 
Councilperson Clow asked how much of the actual recommendations for historical design is a 
unique design to Twin Falls versus Boise. 
 
Darrell Buffaloe stated that Twin Falls has only the warehouse district.  The State 
recommended that Twin Falls and Boise use the same engineering firm to design the 
guidelines. He also gave a brief history of the Warehouse District.   
 
Councilperson Clow asked the City Attorney that when the guidelines are adopted if the 
property owner has any grandfathered privileges on their properties. 
 
City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the property owner has grandfather privileges but if 
they want to make changes those grandfather rights do not apply.   

 
Opened up the public hearing:   
 
Paul Smith, property owner, President of Preservation Twin Falls, and owner of the silos, 
gave a narrative of the area.  He spoke in favor of the request.  He stated that the original 
guidelines were presented to the Council but did not get into the City Code. He suggested 
that if the presented guidelines are approved he would encourage that an appeal process is 
in place.    

 
Closed the public testimony of the hearing. 
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 Council discussion followed: 
  

-Appeal process. 
 

City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the Planning & Zoning Commission has an appeal 
process.  A building permit or certificate of occupancy is not issued unless the owner has a 
certificate of appropriateness.  He stated that he believes that he needs to build the appeal 
process into the proposed ordinance. He asked Council if the appeal should go to Planning & 
Zoning Commission or the City Council. 

 
Extensive Council discussion followed whether the process of appeal would be presented to 
the Planning & Zoning Commission or the City Council. 
 
The Council stated that an appeal would be heard by the City Council. 
 
Closed the public hearing. 

 
 No action taken. 

 



 
ITEM II-1 

Request: 
Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission to grant a Special Use 
Permit to install and operate an aerial tour business on a southeast portion of the Canyon Springs Golf Course within 
the Snake River Canyon in the City’s Area of Impact.  Appellant:  John T. Lezamiz

Time Estimate: 
.  

The appellant may take up to 15 minutes.  The staff presentation may take approximately 5 minutes.   
Background/History: 

Magic Valley Flight Simulation, LLC, requested a special use permit to establish an aerial tour business, more 
commonly known as a zip line, in the Snake River Canyon.  A public hearing was heard by the Planning & 
Zoning Commission on December 28, 2011.   By a vote of seven (7) for and one (1) against the special use 
permit was granted subject to the following conditions:  

1. Subject to a review by the Building Department to determine if a Certificate of Occupancy is required 
for the use of the clubhouse facility for the zip-line staging area. 

2. Subject to a review of parking requirements for the clubhouse and zip-line use to determine if additional 
parking is required. 

3. Subject to the launch site having a security fence or suitable enclosure to provide security to the site. 
4. Subject to signage on Canyon Springs Road being placed by operator indicating that no parking or 

stopping is allowed on the road way in the vicinity of the launch area at any time. 
5. Subject to the zip-line(s) being operated by outfitters and guides licensed by the Idaho Outfitters and 

Guides Licensing Board.   Documentation provided to City prior to operation. 
6. Upon abandonment or discontinuation of use, the property owner/business owner shall physically 

remove all structures associated with the zip-line(s) facility within ninety (90) days of the date of 
abandonment and/or discontinuation of use, and restore the site to its original condition.  The property 
owner/business owner shall provide to the City, prior to issuance of a permit, a performance bond in 
the amount of twenty thousand dollars ($20,000.00) or a bond equal to a written estimate from a 
qualified contractor to guarantee that the facility will be removed when no longer in use & site restored. 
The City shall be named as an oblige in the bond and must approve the bonding company. 

7. Subject to site plan amendments as required by Building, Engineering, Fire, and Zoning Officials to 
ensure compliance with all applicable City Code requirements and standards. 

 
On January 11, 2012 John Lezamiz submitted a “Notice of Appeal” thereby appealing the decision of the 
P&Z Commission to the Twin Falls City Council.  He stated the following three (3) reasons for the appeal: 

1. Failing to provide notice to all affected property owners; 
2. Conflict of interest by P&Z Commissioner; and 
3. Failing to follow, adhere to and failing to implement provisions of Twin Falls City Code 10-13-

2.2(D)(5). 

MONDAY January  23, 2012 
 
To: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From: Rene’e V. Carraway, Zoning & Development Manager 
 



The site is located within the Area of Impact.  As per Twin Falls City Code 10-8-4 ..”  (E) Any person directly 
aggrieved and affected by a final decision of the planning and zoning commission regarding property 
located within the area of city impact may appeal to the board of county commissioners. The board of 
county commissioners shall not make a decision on the appeal until it has received a recommendation from 
the city council.   All appeal hearings shall be based upon the record established by the city planning and 
zoning commission. (Ord. 2793, 7-19-2004).”    
 
An appeal regarding property located within the area of city impact is based solely upon the record.  No 
new information is considered and no public testimony is provided at the appeal meeting.   
I have included with your packet the Notice of Appeal submitted by the appellant; John T. Lezamiz dated 
January 11, 2012, the staff report that was presented to the Planning & Zoning Commission on December 
28, 2011, letters submitted as public comment, the exhibits presented by Jody Tatum, representing Magic 
Valley Flight Simulation, LLC at the December 28, 2011 P&Z public hearing and the minutes of the 
December 28, 2011 P&Z public meeting. 
 

Budget Impact: 
There is no budget impact associated with the Council’s recommendation. 

Regulatory Impact: 
The Council's recommendation on this request will allow the appeal to be considered by the County 
Commissioners.  

Conclusion: 
As required by City Code 10-8-4(E), the City Council is being asked to make a recommendation to the 
County Commissioners on the appeal of the Planning & Zoning Commission's approval of this request.   
 
The City Council may make any of the following recommendations:  

1) that the County Commissioners uphold the P&Z's approval,  
2)  that the County Commissioners uphold the P&Z's approval, but with additional or different conditions,  
3)  that the County Commissioners overturn the P&Z's approval, or 
4)  that the County Commissioners remand the request back to the P&Z to be re-considered. 

 
Attachments: 

1. Notice of Appeal submitted by John T. Lezamiz. (2 pgs) 
2. December 28, 2011 Planning & Zoning Commission’s Staff Report.  (35 pgs) 
3. Public comment letters (12 letters) 
4. Presentation exhibits presented by Jody Tatum, representing Magic Valley Flight Simulation, LLC. 

at the December 28, 2011 Planning & Zoning Commission public hearing (11 pgs) 
5. Portion of the December 28, 2011 P&Z minutes. (7 pgs) 
6. Testimony exhibits presented by John Lezamiz at December 28, 2011 P&Z public hearing. (3 pgs) 

 
 
 















































































































































 
 

COMMISSION MEMBERS: 

DAVE MARY KIRK REBECCA PAIGE ROD ROB 

SNELSON BRAND BROWER DUKE GESKE MATHIS STORM 

Chairman Co-Chairman 

 

 

       Minutes 

        Meeting of the Twin Falls Traffic Safety Commission 

        February 10, 2011 

      City Council Chambers 

        305 3
rd

 Avenue East Twin Falls, Idaho 

 

 

CONFIRMATION OF QUOROM 

CALL MEETING TO ORDER:                       9:00 A.M. 

CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA: 

AGENDA ITEMS Purpose By: 

   I.  CONSENT CALENDAR: 

   

       1.  Consideration of the Minutes for January 13, 2011. 

    

 II.  ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION:         None     

        

1.  Update on Application Process for New Members  

2. Nominations for Jim Mildon Award 

3. Discussion of “No right turn on red light” signs East on Filer at Locust 

4. Zip line for the Canyon Springs Grade 

5. Discussion of City Ordinance on U-turns 

 

Discussion 

Discussion 

Discussion 

Discussion 

Discussion 

 

SSgt. Dennis Pullin 

SSgt. Dennis Pullin 

Dave Snelson 

Jackie Fields 

SSgt. Dennis Pullin 

   

   
 

III.  PUBLIC HEARINGS                             None 
    

IV.  ADJOURNMENT                                  9:58 A.M. 

  
Dave Snelson 
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COMMITTEE MEMBERS PRESENT: Kirk Brower, Rob Storm, Dave Snelson, Rebecca 

Duke, Rod Mathis, Paige Geske 

 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS ABSENT:  Mary Brand 

       

 

STAFF PRESENT:    Staff Sergeant Dennis Pullin, Traffic Technician  

Mike Sullivan, Recording Secretary Tina Kelley 

City Council Liaison Greg Lanting 

 

Chairman Dave Snelson called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.  A quorum was present. 

  

CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:   None. 

 

I. CONSENT CALENDAR:   

 

1.  Consideration of the Minutes for January 13, 2011. 

  

  MOTION: 

  Rob Storm made the motion to approve the Minutes for  

December 9, 2011.  The motion was seconded by Rod Mathis and roll call vote 

showed all members present voted in favor of the motion. It was approved 6 to 

0. 

 

II. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

 

1. Update on the application process for new members.  Sgt. Pullin advised the 

application was closed on February 9, 2011.  There have been several applicants that 

have applied and a small board will be in place to interview the applicants. 

 

2. Nominations for Jim Mildon Award.  All nominations should be in by the next 

meeting so the Award can be finalized. 

 

3. Discussion of “No Right Turn on Red Light” signs East on Filer at Locust.  Jackie Fields 

and Mike Sullivan will look into different possibility for the sign.  A couple 

suggestions for that intersection, was to move the sign on the light post another was 

to change it to a figurative sign. 
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4. Discussion of Traffic Safety on the road going down the canyon, if the Zip line 

becomes approved for the Canyon Springs Grade.  Jackie Field gave some 

background on where the Zip line is to be placed if approved, and where the vehicles 

would have to park.   

 

MOTION: 

A motion was made by Rob Storm not to oppose the project on grounds of traffic 

safety.  Rod Mathis 2
nd

 the motion.  Everyone in attendance was in favor. 

 

5. Discussion of the City Ordinance on U-Turns.  The city ordinance states that u-turns 

are not allowed at a lighted controlled intersection, and the city has a couple 

controlled intersections with signs stating that we do allow U-turns on lighted 

intersections. 

 

MOTION: 

A motion was made by Rob Storm to eliminate the Twin Falls City U-turn code 

and adopt the state code and if wanting to amend that due to it being out of 

date you could. Rod Mathis 2
nd

 the motion.  Everyone in attendance was in 

favor. 

 

  

OLD BUSINESS:  None. 

 

NEW BUSINESS:  None. 

  

  

III. PUBLIC HEARINGS:  None. 

 

IV. ADJOURNMENT: 

 

  The meeting was adjourned at 9:58 a.m. by Chairman Dave Snelson. 

 

                        Tina Kelley  

             Recording Secretary 

 

 









 

 

COUNCIL MEMBERS: 
SHAWN    LANCE   DON   GREGORY   JIM    REBECCA   CHRIS 

 

BARIGAR   CLOW   HALL   LANTING   MUNN, JR.  MILLS SOJKA  TALKINGTON 
             Vice Mayor  Mayor 

 
 

 
 

 
 

5:00 P.M. 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE TO THE FLAG  
CONFIRMATION OF QUORUM 
INTRODUCTION OF STAFF 
CONSIDERATION OF THE AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:   
PROCLAMATIONS: None. 

AGENDA ITEMS Purpose By: 
I. 

1. Consideration of accounts payable for January 18 – 23, 2012. 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 

2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes. 

Action 
 

Staff Report 
Sharon Bryan 
L. Sanchez 

II. 
1. A presentation by the Recreation Center Committee reporting the Committee’s project status 

and seeking additional project direction from the City Council. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

2. Consider contract Amendment No. 11 from CH2M HILL for the operation and maintenance 
of the Waste Treatment Plant, industrial pre-treatment program and associated sewer lift 
stations. 

3. Consideration of a request to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, 
Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in the amount of $848,248.62. 

4. Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission to grant a 
Special Use Permit to install and operate an aerial tour business on a southeast portion of 
the Canyon Springs Golf Course within the Snake River Canyon in the City’s Area of Impact.  
Appellant:  John T. Lezamiz.  

 
Presentation 
 
Action 
 
 
Action 
 
Presentation 
 
 
 

 
Dennis Bowyer 
 
Jon Caton/ 
Shawn Moffitt 
 
Lee Glaesemann 
 
Renée Carraway 
 
 

III.  ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
 

 

IV.   
1. A public hearing to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map 

Amendment for 12.5± acres located on a portion of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-
1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 1350-1450 blocks of Field 
Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of 
residential single-family and/or duplex dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475) 

PUBLIC HEARINGS:              6:00  

 

 
Public Hearing 

 
Renée Carraway 

V. ADJOURNMENT  
 

    
 

*Any person(s) needing special accommodations to participate in the above noticed meeting 
should contact Leila Sanchez at (208) 735-7287 at least two working days before the meeting. 
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Present:  Shawn Barigar, Lance Clow, Don Hall, Gregory Lanting, Jim Munn, Jr., Rebecca Mills Sojka, Chris Talkington. 
Absent:  None. 
Staff Present: City Manager Travis Rothweiler, City Attorney Fritz Wonderlich, Community Development Director Mitch Humble,  
  Zoning & Development Manager Renée Carraway, Parks & Recreation Director Dennis Bowyer,  

Public Works Director Jon Caton, Project Engineer Lee Glaesemann, City Engineer Jackie Fields, Deputy City 
Clerk/Recording Secretary Leila A. Sanchez 

 
Mayor Lanting called the meeting to order at 5:00 P.M.  He then invited all present, who wished to, to recite the Pledge of 
Allegiance to the Flag.  
 
A quorum was present.  Mayor Lanting introduced staff. 
 
AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA:   
City Manager Rothweiler requested that Consent Calendar Item 2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes. 
be removed from the agenda. 
 
MOTION: 
Vice Mayor Hall made the motion to approve the amended agenda.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Barigar and roll call vote 
showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  Approved 7 to 0. 
 

AGENDA ITEMS 
I. 

1. Consideration of accounts payable for January 17 – 23, 2012, total:  $435,985.52. 
CONSENT CALENDAR: 

Payroll total:  $106,790.92 
Library total:  $150,000.00 

2. Consideration of the January 17, 2012, City Council Minutes. 
 
 MOTION: 

Councilperson Talkington made the motion to approve the Consent Calendar with the exception of the January 17, 2012, City Council 
Minutes.  The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  
Approved 7 to 0. 

 
 
II. 

1.  A presentation by the Recreation Center Committee reporting the Committee’s project status and seeking additional project direction 
from the City Council. 

ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION: 

  
     Chris Scholes gave the presentation using overhead projection explaining the conceptual plan of the recreation center and site plan. 
  
       Chris Clark gave the presentation using a PowerPoint presentation, explaining the conceptual design. 
  
       The Recreation Committee is seeking direction from the City Council on a size of a recreation center to guide them to a final                 

recommendation in the near future.  
  
       Council discussion followed. 
  
 -Chris Scholes clarified the following:   
 The 50,000 square foot building facility site would allow future expansion.   
 The Committee discussed incorporating a multi-propose room and showers in the locker rooms. 
                 
 Councilperson Mills Sojka asked for the estimated yearly cost for maintenance, how many additional employees will be needed, the 

cost of running an indoor pool running year round.   Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer stated at this time rough estimates have not 
been developed, additional seasonal employees would be needed, and the cost of managing a pool would cost the same as running 
the City pool. The Committee chose to leave out any aquatic amenities. 

  
        Councilperson Barigar asked if the Committee researched the anticipated operating costs.  Chris Scholes stated that until the            

Committee receives direction from Council as to the size of the facility and other factors it is difficult to give a meaningful answer to the                 
cost.  
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Vice Mayor Hall asked if discussion had been made to contact other non-profit entities to assist in raising funds.  Chris Scholes stated 
that the YMCA, Salvation Army and Boys and Girls Club have been involved with the Committee.  
-Funding for the Recreation Center. 
  
Chris Scholes stated that a recreation district may be useful in the initial cost and in the day to day costs.  This would be a significant 
funding source for the smaller project as compared to the larger project.   
  
City Manager Rothweiler stated that the ability to fund a recreation center would come out of the ability to raise revenue.  The 
recreation component is a general government function, therefore the City uses revenues from predominantly property tax dollars to a 
citizen operational type funds.  The Jerome Recreation District total operational cost for the 2011 fiscal year was $216,000.  The 
recreation district is an independent entity in Jerome. Idaho Code specifically states out the purposes and ways to create a 
recreational district. 
  
Chris Scholes discussed the larger center.  The committee is not recommending an aquatic center.  He stated that due to the financial 
climate the Committee believes that they are better served by devoting their energies to the smaller project, unless told otherwise by 
Council. 
  
Councilperson Talkington asked for clarification that a 50,000 square foot smaller complex would cost $100 to $110 a square foot and 
the 130,000 square foot complex would double. Chris Clark stated that the 2011 means and cost data shows that the $100 to $110 is 
accurate for the smaller facility.   
  
Councilperson Clow stated that the schematic for the smaller facility does not compete against other facilities in the area.  He asked if 
the Committee believes that coaches will pay for gym time and if fees would be increased.  Chris Scholes stated that currently 
coaches who coach competitive traveling teams already pay for gym time.   
  
Councilperson Munn asked that during the course of the 5-year long term strategic planning process was a recreation center 
discussed and in order to build a facility would the City need to acquire a bond.  Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer stated that since 
he was not part of the 5-year long term planning committee, he did not know if a recreation center was discussed.  City Manager 
Rothweiler said it was not discussed at the 5-year long term planning committee.  City Manager Rothweiler stated that the facility may 
be paid by using cash reserves or acquiring a bond or a combination of both.   
  
Councilperson Clow stated that the Urban Renewal Agency may be a potential partnership.  He stated his concerns of competing with 
private enterprise and/or other organization, and burdening the property taxpayer.  He would support a facility downtown.   
 
Councilperson Barigar stated that he would like a quantification assessment of the demand and the cost to build and run the facility.   
  
Parks & Recreation Director Bowyer explained the cross use agreement with the School District. 
  
Council gave the following directives to the Recreation Center Committee: 
1.        The Council preferred the 50,000 square feet to 55,000 square feet with an expandable building and facility site. 
2.        The Council requested a five year operations and maintenance schedule and to have the Committee report back to the Council 
 within 120 days. 
3.        The Committee shall seek uses within the facility that are in minimum conflict with public or private entities. 
4.       The Council recommended the Committee to provide multiple funding options. 
 

2. Consider contract Amendment No. 11 from CH2M HILL for the operation and maintenance of the Waste Treatment Plant, industrial 
pre-treatment program and associated sewer lift stations. 

 
Public Works Director Caton explained the request.   

 
 Staff recommends that Council approve the amendment as presented. 
 
 Council discussion followed. 

 
Councilperson Talkington asked that with the addition of Agro Farma would the contract need to be amended.   Shawn Moffitt, CH2M 
Hill, stated that adjustments would need to be made when Agro Farma does come online depending on the ending cost.    
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Public Works Director Caton stated Section 1 (2.2) of the contract increases the alteration written approval amount from $2,000 to 
$5,000. Section 2 (2.12) increases the repair budget from $53,870 to $70,000.  

 
  
 
 
 MOTION: 

Councilperson Talkington made the motion to approve the CH2M Hill Contract Amendment No. 11, and authorize the Mayor to sign.   
The motion was seconded by Councilperson Mills Sojka and roll call vote showed all members present voted in favor of the motion.  
Approved 7 to 0.   

 
3. Consideration of a request to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in the amount 

of $848,248.62. 
 

Project Engineer Glaseamann explained the request. 
 
Staff recommends that the City Council award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stuzman, Inc., in the amount of 
$848,248.62.   

 
 MOTION: 

Councilperson Barigar made the motion to award the 2012 Northeast Sewer Stage 2 Project to Stutzman, Inc., of Twin Falls, Idaho, in 
the amount of $848,248.62.  The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall and roll call vote showed all members present voted in 
favor of the motion.   Approved 7 to 0. 

 
4. Consideration of an appeal of a decision by the Planning & Zoning Commission to grant a Special Use Permit to install and operate 

an aerial tour business on a southeast portion of the Canyon Springs Golf Course within the Snake River Canyon in the City’s Area of 
Impact.  Appellant:  John T. Lezamiz.  

 
Councilperson Barigar recused himself from the item for consideration.  He disclosed that he testified on behalf of his employer. 

City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the site is located within the area of impact.  Per Twin Falls City Code 10-8-4 (E), Any person 
directly aggrieved and affected by a final decision of the planning and zoning commission regarding property located within the area of 
city impact may appeal to the board of county commissioners. The board of county commissioners shall not make a decision on the 
appeal until it has received a recommendation from the city council.   All appeal hearings shall be based upon the record established 
by the city planning and zoning commission.   This is not a public hearing.  Two appellants are involved, John Lezamiz and Jody 
Tatum, representing Magic Valley Flight Simulation.  He requested that the Council grant each side 15 minutes.  John Lezamiz should 
be given time to rebuttal, the rebuttal should count as part of his 15 minutes.  The appeal is limited to the following three issues filed in 
the complaint by John Lezamiz: 

1. Failing to provide notice to all affected property owners. 
2. Conflict of interest by Planning & Zoning Commissioner 
3. Failing to follow, adhere to and failing to implement provisions of Twin Falls §10-13-2.2(D)(5).  (This relates to the adequacy 

of canyon rim road to provide proper access to the road.) 
 
 Zoning & Development Manager Carraway gave a brief history on the project.   

John Lezamiz, appellant, explained his request.  He stated that he would like to discuss the lack of notification to the property owners.  
On overhead projection he placed affidavits from Marion J. Clar, 843 Canyon Park Avenue, and Kelly Howa, 827 Canyon Park 
Avenue, indicating that they did not receive written notice required by City Code.  Mr. Lezamiz estimated 30% of property owners did 
not receive written notification required by code.  He further stated that notice is mandatory and without notice the request has to go 
back to the Planning & Zoning Commission. 

Safety problems exist on Canyon Springs Road. The road is substandard.  It is twice as steep and one-half as wide as it is supposed 
to be.  Safety standards require that the road be 38’ to 40’, and Canyon Springs Road is only 24’ wide in spots.  Safety standards 
require that the maximum allowable grade is 6% to 7%; Canyon Springs Road is 10% to 12%.   

A traffic study was done in June of 2009; showing on average in one week 1,343 vehicles approximately a day using Canyon Springs 
Road.  There are a large number of vehicles, large variety of vehicles, a wide variety of speed of vehicles, and significant pedestrian 
traffic.  The City Council reduced the speed from 35 mph to 25 mph and two weeks ago signs were placed indicating that pedestrians 
should walk on the left side and should walk in a single line when approaching traffic.  Problems exist when a pedestrian is walking 
downhill and one is walking uphill and there are two vehicles on the road.   
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The zip line proponents state in their application that they anticipate a maximum of 96 people daily and claim they can transport the 
96 people in 40 vehicles. There will be in increase of 96 vehicles plus additional vehicles for spectators.  The Planning & Zoning 
Commission agreed that the road is substandard and is at or over capacity; but instead of following the code when essential facilities 
aren’t adequate to serve that use at that location, what the Commission did was ignore the code.  The Planning & Zoning Commission 
said that it was a City problem, this is not a problem that the zip line created, the sole function of the Commission is to see if the 
applicant jumped through the appropriate hoops, and the Commission does not have the authority to look at the traffic safety issue. 
Auger Falls is several years in the making before Canyon Springs Road feels the impact of the traffic which may double, triple, or 
quadruple the traffic that is existing.   
 

 If the request is sent back to the Commission, John Lezamiz requested that the Commission take into consideration Code Section  
 10-13-2-2(d)(5). 
 

Jody Tatum, representing Magic Valley Flight Simulation, stated that she received a list from the County Assessor with the names and 
addresses of property owners within 300’.  All listed owners were notified and two letters were returned to her with no forwarding 
address.  On overhead projection she showed a vicinity map showing the property owners notified.  She stated that she did comply 
with the policy and procedure within the zoning and application and has done her due diligence.  On overhead projection she showed 
the property owners notified in the original rim to rim motorized trolley application submitted two and one-half years ago.  The current 
request does not require the applicant to notify property owners in the original request. 

A traffic report by City Engineer Jackie Fields that was submitted to the Traffic Safety Commission on January 13, 2011, gave 
background of where the zip line would be placed and where the vehicles would be required to park.  It was estimated that with the 
numbers presented there would be an increase of only 4% to 5% traffic. Rob Storm of the Traffic Safety Commission on February 10, 
2011, made the motion not to oppose the project on grounds of traffic safety.  Rod Mathis seconded the motion and everyone in 
attendance was in favor of the motion.  She also referred to the latest traffic report on the property which showed that on the two 
busiest days of the year the traffic increased 24% from an average of 22 vehicles per day, Monday through Friday, to an average of 
425 per day Saturday and Sunday.  She is anticipating one vehicle for four to six people, depending on the size of the family, and one 
vehicle for a couple.  Families will be coming down at a scheduled departure time throughout the day.  The tours are for ten to twelve 
people which are set every two and one-half hours.    They are not expected to receive 50,000 people a day or forty cars at a time.  
Expected are ten to twelve vehicles during peak activity days.  This is not a spectator sport but a participation sport.    

 Rebuttal: 

John Lezamiz stated that everyone that lives in the Breckenridge Subdivision shows up at every one of the hearings.  He stated that 
notice was given to 21 people out of 100.  The notice was defective.  In regards to traffic, Canyon Springs Road can’t handle the 
current traffic.  The road is not adequate to handle additional vehicles until it is widened.   
City Attorney Wonderlich stated the Council can recommend approval or recommend denial of the Special Use Permit.  In 
understanding the issues of appeal, he explained that the night prior to the public hearing Katie Breckenridge stated that she had not 
been notified.  He explained to her that if she had not shown up there would have been a fatal flaw in the procedure because she had 
not been notified.   
Referring to Jody Tatum’s overhead projection, it was presumed that Dave McCollum owned a number of parcels as a single parcel of 
land, which would encompass basically the entire rim.   He believes what Jody Tatum is saying is that the triangular piece is a 
separate parcel of land.  The notice required is to notify record property owners within 300’ of the external boundaries of the land 
being considered.  It is unclear where the 300’ of the external boundaries are located.  He recommended that the Council table the 
request. 
Council discussion followed. 

 MOTION: 
Councilperson Talkington made a motion to table the appeal.  The motion was seconded by Councilperson Munn.  Roll call vote 
showed Councilpersons Hall, Lanting, Munn, and Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilpersons Clow and Mills Sojka voted 
against the motion.  Approved 4 to 2. 

 City Attorney Wonderlich stated that the appeal would be heard on February 6, 2012. 

 
III. 
 
Recess 7:02 p.m.   
Reconvened 7:14  
 

ADVISORY BOARD REPORTS/ANNOUNCEMENTS: 
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IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS:
1.  A public hearing to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map Amendment for 12.5± acres located on a portion 

of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 1350-1450 blocks of 
Field Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of residential single-family and/or duplex 
dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475) 

              6:00  

Brad Wills, 222 Shoshone Street West, applicant, explained the request using overhead projection.  The subdivision started in 2004, 
and at that time there were no residential areas west of Grandview and north of Falls.  There are 36 remaining lots in Fieldstone.  
Density is about three lots per acre.  Review has been made of the best use of the remaining properties.  On overhead projection he 
showed the transportation plan and stated that the development complies with the comprehensive plan.   
Zoning & Development Manager Carraway reviewed the request using overhead projections.   

The Planning & Zoning Commission held a hearing on this request at their December 13, 2011, meeting.  The Commission does not 
recommend approval of this request, by a vote of 3 for and 4 against.  However, should the City Council approve the request, staff 
recommends that the approval be subject to the following conditions: 

1. Subject to the designation of the property as an R-4 and R-4 PRO PUD with the single-family and duplex areas being R-4 and 
the professional use area being R-4 PRO PUD.  Assure Uses comply with the R-4 and Professional Overlay zones. 

2. Subject to the property being replatted and recorded prior to any building permits being issued. 
3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit. 

4. Subject to compliance in the cottage-style residential area with the following recommendations of the Fire Marshall: 
a. addresses need to be posted in the alleys. 

b. access roads (alleys) with hydrants shall be a minimum of 26 feet total width. (IFC, D103.1) 
c. no on-street parking in alleys and alley marked with approved "no parking" signs. 

d. rear, unobstructed access into the dwellings is maintained (not through the garage or through fences or gates), or as 
approved by the Fire Marshall. 

e. no overhead utilities in the alley (power lines, phone lines, etc.). 

f. hydrants are installed on the ends of each alley. 
5. Subject to final approval and recordation of the PUD Agreement.  

6. Subject to site plan amendments as required by Building, Engineering, Fire, and Zoning Officials to ensure compliance with all 
 applicable CIty Code requirements and standards. 
Council discussion followed. 

Zoning & Development Manager Carraway clarified that the proposal is for a 15’ setback and 35’ height restriction, explained the 
ingress and egress parking, and block wall fencing will be in the perimeter of the interior of the Field Subdivision.   
The public input portion of the hearing was opened.   

Megan Humble, 931 Misty Meadows Subdivision, speaking on behalf of neighbors, spoke against the request.  She requested that 
the Council uphold the Planning & Zoning Commission’s recommendation to not approve the request.  However, if the City Council 
decides to approve the request, to place the following conditions: 

1. Permitted Uses – The proposed PUD language includes several uses that are requested to be permitted that differ from those 
permitted in the R-4 with PRO overlay.  The permitted uses in the proposed development should be the same as the City Code 
already regulates for R-4 with a PRO overlay.  Most of the uses mentioned are permitted by Special Use Permit in the City Code 
and should stay that way.  They are concerned that the proposed permitted uses would allow title loan kind of office to be 
developed, which is a very different next door neighbor than a doctor’s office.  Any non residential uses should require a Special 
Use Permit so that neighbors get notice and a chance to participate in the approval process. 

2. Block Wall – The subdivision has been developed with a 6’ block around its east and south boundaries.  They request that the 
developer be required to install a continuation of that block wall along the new dividing line between the current subdivision and 
proposed future non-Fieldstone development.  That wall should be installed as part of the proposed subdivision’s development, 
before any building permits in the new development are issued. 
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3. Rear Building Setbacks – The proposed rear building setback in the new development is requested to be 15’.  That is a reduction 
from the Code required 20’.  For adjacent residential uses, the reduced setback is not a big concern.  However, adjacent non-
residential uses would have the same reduced setback.  If anything, non-residential uses should have an increased rear building 
setback to push these less compatible uses further from the existing homes in the subdivision.  The setback should be changed 
to at least 20’, preferably greater, for non-residential uses in the new development. 

4. Cheney Drive – They understand that part of this request includes the dedication and future construction of Cheney Drive west of 
Grandview Dr. along the north edge of this property.  Cheney Drive should be constructed as part of the subdivision and in place 
prior to any building permits being issued in the new development so that the additional traffic generated by the uses in the new 
development will be able to access Cheney Drive.  Without Cheney Drive, all that additional traffic would have nowhere to go but 
on North College Drive, which is very busy during its peak usage times.  

5. Vehicle Access – Properties within the proposed development should not be allowed to have vehicle access to the existing street 
within Fieldstone, with the exception of the four single family lots located at the end of Cobble Creek Drive. 

6. Common Tracts – There are some common area tracts owned by the Fieldstone HOA that will be located within the proposed 
new development.  As they would no longer be located within the boundaries of Fieldstone, they should be maintained by the 
new development, not our HOA. 

Dave Thibault, EHM Engineers, stated that he prepared the plan.  With regard to the 15’ setback, immediately adjacent is a common 
area tract with a 10’, 20’, 25’ green belt area.  Buildings will not be any closer than the 20’ setback that is identified in the code, 
however, it is a PUD, and it is allowable to specify those type of restrictions and agreements within the PUD agreement.  The common 
area tracts will not be included in the rezone PUD.  The traffic will be greatly alleviated with the improvement of Cheney Drive, 
however, Fieldstone is a phase subdivision, and the developer would like to continue constructing in phases.  He requested that no 
restriction be placed on the development phasing, but should be up to the developer’s discretion. The developer will comply with the 
fencing requirement but a masonry type wall should not be imposed upon the developer.   

 Christina Hill, 932 Starlight Loop, stated that if the cottages are developed first prior to Cheney being developed, increased traffic will 
 develop on North College Road.   
 The public input portion of the hearing was closed. 

Rebuttal: 

Brad Wills stated that he will meet the requirements of a screening fence.  The cul de sacs will not be accessed by Cheney Drive, 
Fieldstream Way, or North College Road.  The retention/detention areas will stay and were deeded to the homeowner’s association.  
The project does not include the areas.   

Council discussion followed. 
-Walking path. 

Brad Wills, on overhead projection, showed the proposed location of the walking path and cottages.  The cottages face in, the 
property does go to the center which is a common area, homes are 7’ apart, and 2 story.  The alleyway will have full driveways.  He 
requested that City funding will be needed to put in part of the roadway, which may be several years down the road.  Discussion has 
been made with staff. 

Councilperson Barigar stated there is a discrepancy on the uses in the PUD and asked for clarification.  Brad Wills stated that he is 
requesting approval within the R-4 specification. 
Councilperson Mills Sojka asked how enforcement will take place in regards to the no parking in alleyways where the cottages are 
located.  Brad Wills stated that vehicles will be towed.  David Thibault stated that the streets will be posted and signed with red curbs 
to indicate a fire lane and will be policed.   

City Manager Rothweiler stated that the alleyways will not be policed by city police officers.   
Vice Mayor Hall asked the City Manager to explain Brad Wills’ comment that Cheney Drive will be built with City funds. 

City Manager Rothweiler stated that over the course of two years, discussion has been made in regards to the alignment of Cheney 
Drive. A conversation has taken place that the City indicated that resources will be dedicated to assist in the realignment of Cheney 
Drive.   In philosophy, agreement has been made to the approach and the concept, but the City does not have any money allocated 
toward the section of the roadway discussed in this coming year or a subsequent year, and no dollars have been planned in moving 
forward.  The City funds roadways upon strategic priorities and importance and the list is developed by the Engineering Department.  
The roadway does not appear on the list as of yet. 
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Mayor Lanting asked how many feet of the project would be the City’s responsibility.  Brad Wills stated there is 1,320’ from Grandview 
to Field Stream Way.  He believes the City’s part is 300’ to 330’ at a cost of $100,000, with full width participation.   

City Engineer Fields stated she has not scaled the length and is unclear on how many feet would be City’s responsibility.  She 
explained that collector streets are nice facilities when they extend to arterials.  Traffic can be reduced on any given collectors.   
The public hearing was closed. 

Deliberations: 

City Attorney Wonderlich stated that an ordinance will come back to the Council for adoption. 
Brad Wills requested that staff’s recommendation 3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit, 

 be removed. 
 MOTION: 

Councilperson Clow made a motion to consider a request for a Zoning District Change and Zoning Map Amendment for 12.5± acres 
located on a portion of the Fieldstone Subdivision, south of 900-1100 blocks of Cheney Drive West, undeveloped, and east of the 
1350-1450 blocks of Field Stream Way, from R-2 to R-4 PRO PUD, to develop a mixed use project consisting of residential single-
family and/or duplex dwellings and professional/medical uses. (app.2475), as presented, with the following conditions: 
1. Subject to the designation of the property as an R-4 and R-4 PRO PUD with the single-family and duplex areas being R-4 and 

the professional use area being R-4 PRO PUD.  Assure Uses comply with the R-4 and Professional Overlay zones. 
2. Subject to the property being replatted and recorded prior to any building permits being issued. 

3. Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit. 
4. Subject to compliance in the cottage-style residential area with the following recommendations of the Fire Marshall: 

a. addresses need to be posted in the alleys. 
b. access roads (alleys) with hydrants shall be a minimum of 26 feet total width. (IFC, D103.1) 

c. no on-street parking in alleys and alley marked with approved "no parking" signs. 

d. rear, unobstructed access into the dwellings is maintained (not through the garage or through fences or gates), or as 
approved by the Fire Marshall. 

e. no overhead utilities in the alley (power lines, phone lines, etc.). 
f. hydrants are installed on the ends of each alley. 

5. Subject to final approval and recordation of the PUD Agreement.  

6. Subject to site plan amendments as required by Building, Engineering, Fire, and Zoning Officials to ensure compliance with all 
 applicable CIty Code requirements and standards. 

The motion was seconded by Councilperson Mills Sojka.  

MOTION:  
Councilperson Barigar made the motion to exclude 3.  Subject to development of Cheney Drive West prior to issuing a building permit.  
The motion was seconded by Vice Mayor Hall.  Roll call vote showed Councilpersons Barigar, Clow, Hall, Lanting, Munn, and 
Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilperson Mills Sojka voted against the motion.  Approved 6 to 1. 
 
ROLL CALL VOTE ON THE MAIN MOTION: 

 Councilpersons Barigar, Clow, Hall, Lanting, Munn, and Talkington voted in favor of the motion.  Councilperson Mills Sojka voted 
 against the motion.  Approved 6 to 1. 
V. ADJOURNMENT:
 
 Leila A. Sanchez 
 Deputy City Clerk/Recording Secretary 
 

  
 

  The meeting adjourned at 8:36 P.M. 



 1 

  
Monday February 6, 2012 City Council Meeting 

 
    To: Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
    From: Dennis J. Bowyer, Parks & Recreation Director  
     Stacy McClintock, Recreation Supervisor 
___________________________________________________________________ 
 
Request: 
Consideration of a request to set new Recreation Fees for the Twin Falls Parks & Recreation 
Department. 
 
Background: 
Staff was directed to generate additional revenue to help cover the cost of increasing 
recreation costs.  Therefore, a review process of the City’s recreation fees was initiated that 
included input from Parks & Recreation staff, and the Parks & Recreation Commission.  
 
This increase was included in the 2012 fiscal year budget that was approved by the Council 
this past September.  City staff is simply asking for the Council to implement this fee 
increase as it as a part of the budget that was approved by Council last year.   
 
Participation fees were last increased by $3 in 2008 for city residents and $10 for non city 
residents.  Currently the City’s youth sport programs, which include soccer, basketball, 
baseball and softball; they all have a fee of $15 for City residents and $25 for non-residents. 
   
The Parks and Recreation Commission appointed members to form a fee subcommittee. This 
subcommittee discussed in depth various philosophies and options for program fees, 
including the following: 
 

• A fee to cover a percentage of expenses vs. a flat rate fee;  
• Youth programs sponsored by the City compared to youth programs sponsored by 

private organizations;  
• City residents’ fees compared to non-residents fees.   

 
The following breakdown is based on all participants paying the in City limits fee.  Current 
numbers show on the average that 10% of our participants pay the out of City limits fees.  
 
Our average cost for the City, per participant for all our youth sport programs is $37.06 and 
the average subsidy is 59.5%.  Below are the cost of each individual sport program and the 
percentages they are subsidized. 
 
Program  City Cost per participant Subsidy Percentage 
Basketball   $73.29    79.5%  
Soccer    $24.57    38.9% 
Baseball/Softball  $44.04    65.9% 
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If this proposed fee increase is implemented, the average cost for the City, per participant for 
all our youth sport programs would remain the same at $37.06, but the average subsidy is 
reduced to 46.0%.  Below are the same cost of each individual sport program and the 
percentages they are subsidized if the proposed fee increase is implemented. 
 
Program  City Cost per participant Subsidy Percentage 
Basketball   $73.29    72.7%  
Soccer    $24.57    18.6% 
Baseball/Softball  $44.04    54.6% 
 
The Twin Falls Parks & Recreation Department does not turn anyone away in our youth 
sport programs for their inability to pay.  A new formal fee waiver policy was implemented 
over a year ago.  In 2011, only 1.6% of the participants had their fees waived for their 
inability to pay.   
 
Over the past four and one-half years, the Federal minimum wage increase from $5.15 per 
hour to $7.25 per hour, an increase of almost 41%.  The backbone of our youth sport 
programs are our seasonal employees that officiate, supervise, and prepare fields for our 
games.  These seasonal employees were the benefactor of the new Federal minimum wage 
increases and our department’s budget took the blunt of those increases as our part-time 
salaries had to be significantly increased. 
 
Other costs for our programs have increased.  One example is the price of pumice.  We use 
pumice on all 14 of our infields.  In those same four year. The price of pumice has gone up 
37.5%.   
 
In addition to the minimum wage increase and the pumice increase there has been a 10.1% 
increase in the Municipal Cost Index (MCI) from 2008. 
 
This past year, we have reduced the number of games played in our youth leagues to reduce 
our costs.  Here are some examples: 1) the basketball season was reduced from 8 games to 7 
games and, 2) both the spring and fall soccer seasons were reduced from 8 to 6 games.  If the 
proposed fee increases are approved, it will allow these programs to go back to their historic 
number of games they played. 
  
The subcommittee also reviewed fees from other communities and the history of fees that the 
City has charged in an effort to determine what is reasonable and what participants would be 
willing to pay.  In the end, the subcommittee felt that youth fees should be kept low so that 
any and all kids could afford to play, and the adults should pay the total costs associated with 
running their programs.  Attached are the fees from other communities the subcommittee 
reviewed.  
  
At their December 13, 2011 meeting, the Parks & Recreation Commission voted to approve 
the following recommendation on fees: 
 
1) Youth sports programs administered by the City (baseball, softball, basketball, and 
soccer) should increase the City resident fees from $15 to $20 and non-resident fees from 
$25 to $35.   
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Based on the last three years, the participants in our programs have averaged 2500 
participants that reside inside the city, and have averaged 260 participants that are not city 
residents.   
 
These proposed increases would generate approximately $15,000 in additional revenue.  
Staff is recommending that the fee increase has an effective date of April 2nd

1. Notice of Public Hearing 

 to coincide with 
the start of registration for our youth baseball/softball program. 
 
Budget Impact: 
According to the 2011 number of participants and teams, these recommendations by the 
Commission would have a net increase of approximately $15,000.   
 
Regulatory Impact: 
A resolution would set the fees for the increases in these programs. 
 
Conclusion: 
The Parks & Recreation Commission recommends: 
 
1) Youth sports programs administered by the City (baseball, softball, basketball, and soccer) 
should increase the City resident fees from $15 to $20 and non-resident fees from $25 to $35. 
 
Staff concurs with this recommendation.   
 
Attachments: 

2. Resolution #  
3. Fee Comparison  
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CITY OF TWIN FALLS 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

MONDAY, February 6, 2012, 6:00 P.M. 
CITY HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

321 SECOND AVENUE EAST, TWIN FALLS, IDAHO 
 

For the Purpose of Hearing Public Comments Regarding the Increase in 
 

FEES CHARGED FOR YOUTH RECREATION FEES  
 

Beyond the Limits Prescribed by Idaho Code Section 63-1311A 
 

The Proposed Fees Exceed 105% of the Fees Last Collected 
 

Notice is hereby given that the City Council of the City of Twin Falls, Idaho, will hold 
a public hearing for consideration of proposed fee increases, said hearing to be held 
at 305 3rd 

FEE 

Ave E, City Hall, Twin Falls, Idaho at 6:00 p.m., on February 6, 2012. 
 
The City of Twin Falls has proposed to increase the following fees by an amount that 
exceeds one hundred five percent of the current fee.  The proposed increases would 
have the following impact on current fees: 
 

CURRENT 
RATE 

PROPOSED RATE % INCREASE 

Youth Sports-In Twin Falls City Limits 
(basketball, baseball, softball, soccer) 

 
 

$15.00 

 
 

$20.00 

 
 

33.3% 
Youth Sports-Out of Twin Falls City Limits 
(basketball, baseball, softball, soccer) 

 
 
 

$25.00 

 
 
 

$35.00 

 
 
 

40% 
 
 
1 Any change in fees greater than five percent (5%) will require prior approval of the Twin Falls City 
Council and follow the public hearing process as required by Idaho Code. 
 
The increased revenue from the other recreation programs and jerseys is necessary to defray the costs 
of providing those programs and uniforms. 
 
At said hearing all interested persons may appear and show cause, if any they have, why said 
proposed increases should not be adopted. 
 
Dated this 17th of January 2012 
Publish January 24thd & 31st, 2012. 
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RESOLUTION NO. ____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TWIN FALLS, 
IDAHO, ESTABLISHING RECREATION PROGRAM FEES. 

 
BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF TWIN 
FALLS, IDAHO: 

 
Section 1:  That Recreation Program fees shall be established as follows: 
 
Youth Sports-In Twin Falls City Limits (basketball, baseball, softball, soccer) 25.00 
Youth Sports-Out of Twin Falls City Limits (basketball, baseball, softball, soccer) 35.00 
 
Effective Date - April 2, 2012 
 
Section 2: That all prior resolutions or parts thereof inconsistent with this Resolution are 

repealed. 
 
 

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL       , 2012. 
SIGNED BY THE MAYOR        , 2012. 
 
 
 
 
 

___________________________________ 
  MAYOR  
 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
__________________________ 
DEPUTY CITY CLERK 
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Recreation Fee Comparison  

Youth Programs  
       
  Twin Falls Coeur 

d'Alene 
Idaho Falls Pocatello Jerome Filer 

Youth 
Basketball 

CITY CITY CITY CITY Rec 
District 

Rec 
District 

Age Group K-6th grade 1st-10th 
grade 

1st- 9th 4-7 Grade 1st-6th/          
K-Clinic 

3&4th 
Grade 

5th&6th 
Grade 

Player Fees $15/$25 $20/$25* $40  $27  $17  $35  
Sales tax incl. 

in fee 
yes no yes NO yes yes 

# of games 6 with a 
single 

elimination 
tournament 

10 8 7 6 6 

Fee Includes             
(shirts, etc.) 

Ribbon/Medal Shirts Jerseys none none Shirts 

Youth Soccer CITY CITY CITY PRIVATE JRD FRD 
Age Group K-7th grade K-7 Grade     P-6th  K-6th 

Grade 
Player Fees $15/$25 $11/$22 $40    $17  $35  

Sales tax incl. 
in fee 

yes no yes   yes   

# of games 6 10 12   Fall 
6/Spring 

4 

5 

Fee Includes             
(shirts, etc.) 

Ribbon/Medal Shirts Jerseys   none Shirts 

Youth Softball CITY CITY CITY CITY Red 
District 

Rec 
District 

Age Group K-6th grade K-7th 
grade 

3 gr-14u U10-U18 K-8 yrs. 5-14yrs 

Player Fees $15/$25 $11/$22 $40  $40  $17  $40-$50 
Sales tax incl. 

in fee 
yes no yes no yes   

# of games 10 10 12 10 6 12 
Fee Includes             
(shirts, etc.) 

Ribbon/Medal shirts Jerseys none no  T-Ball 
Only 
Shirts 

Youth 
Baseball 

CITY CITY CITY CITY JRD FRD 

Age Group K-6th grade K-7th 
grade 

k-4 grade K-6 K-8 yrs. 5-12yrs 

Player Fees $15/$25 $11/$22 $40  $60/$85/$90 $17  $35-$40 
Sales tax incl. 

in fee 
yes no yes NO yes yes 

# of games 10 10 12 14-Oct 6 12 
Fee Includes             
(shirts, etc.) 

Ribbon/Medal shirts Jerseys shirt/jersey/hat/socks no  T-Ball 
Only 
Shirts 
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