Planning and Zoning Commission
Hearing Date: March 26, 2026
Canyon County Development Services Department

BOCC REMANDED 1-12-26:
PLANNING DIVISION ADDENDUM

CASE NUMBER: OR2022-0002 / RZ2022-0002-CR
APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE: Brent Orton/Todd Lakey

PROPERTY OWNERS: Dave Christensen/Phyllis Indart

APPLICATION: The developer is requesting to amend the 2020 Comprehensive

Plan designation for four parcels containing approximately
151.56 acres from ‘Agriculture’ to ‘Residential’ and
concurrently requesting a Conditional Rezone from an “A”
(Agricultural) zone to a “CR-R1” (Single Family Residential)
subject to a Development Agreement for the purpose of
developing the property as a residential subdivision. The draft
concept plan proposes a minimum of 135 residential lots on the
151.56 acres. These properties lie within the Homedale and
Wilder Fire Districts and the Vallivue and Homedale School
Districts. The properties were within the Greenleaf area of city
impact at the time of application. The development properties
contain some areas of 15% slope or greater.

LOCATION: The properties are located at and adjacent to 23422 Ustick Road
along Ustick and Van Slyke Roads and are further described as
parcels R36525 (36.79 acres) [4N-4W-31 SE], R33209 (41.21
acres) and R33210 (0.50 acres) [3N-4W-06-NE], R36523 [73.06
acres] and R36523010 [4N-4W-31-SE] Boise-Meridian, Canyon
County, Idaho.

ANALYST: Deb Root, Principal Planner

P&Z RECOMMENDATION: The Planning and Zoning Commission heard this case on August
21, 2025. The Commission recommended of denial of the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and subsequently
recommended denial of the requested conditional rezone.

BOCC: A hearing with the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) was
scheduled for January 13, 2026. On January 12, 2026 the BOCC
vacated the hearing date and remanded the case to the
Planning and Zoning Commission to consider the new
information not presented at the August 21, 2025 hearing.
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SUMMARY OF REQUEST:

The applicants are requesting a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the land use designation of
four parcels (151.56 acres more or less) from Agriculture to Residential. Additionally, they are
concurrently requesting to conditionally rezone the subject properties to “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family
Residential).

Case file history: The application was originally submitted on February 2, 2022 requesting “R2” (Medium
Density Residential) of 222 acres more or less (revised to 151.56 acres in 2024). Staff requested additional
information including a traffic impact study, a more detailed concept plan, and to consider applying for a
conditional rezone and suggested reducing the density and providing open space and amenities. No
further information was submitted. On July 25, 2024, staff sent an application status letter to the
representatives and property owners indicating process steps and deadline for submission to move the
application forward. The original investor development team was also copied. (Exhibit 3.B.10 PZ Staff
Report). The original investors withdrew their participation and the property owners, Dave Christensen
and Phyllis Indart, through their representatives, Brent Orton and Todd Lakey, submitted an amended
application on August 25, 2024 as required by the status letter deadline (Exhibit 3.B.10). No traffic study
was provided with the application and the representatives indicated that a study would be completed
with the preliminary plat. The Planning & Zoning Commission heard the case at a public hearing held on
August 21, 2025. After public testimony and deliberation the Planning & Zoning Commission
recommended denial of both the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and the Conditional Rezone requests
(Exhibit 1.1 and 1.2 Recommended FCOs).

On December 29, 2025, Mr. Lakey, submitted an email requesting to continue the BOCC hearing scheduled
for January 13, 2026 so that their team had time to finalize a traffic study and update submission
materials.

DSD staff responded to Mr. Lakey’s request citing ordinance Chapter 1, Article 17 adopted in 2024, which
provides the Board the ability to decide (hear), to table, or remand a case. The change in approach is due
to many applications not providing sufficient information/evidence at the Planning and Zoning
Commission hearing(s). Instead, sufficient evidence and substantial changes are presented after the P&Z
Commission hearing and recommendations. Due to this issue, the Board wants the ability to decide
whether the case should be heard, continued, remanded, or (based on substantial changes) denied and a
new application submitted. If the Board continues the hearing, a re-notification fee of $350 will need to
be paid before scheduling. If remanded, a $750 fee will need to be paid before scheduling (Resolution no.
25-011). DSD staff indicated to Mr. Lakey that he could request the continuance at the January 13, 2026
meeting but was encouraged to have his materials submitted and to be prepared to present his case on
January 13, 2026 should the Board decide to hear the case.

Mr. Lakey submitted a revised letter of intent rebutting the Planning and Zoning Commission decision and
indicating why this matter should not be remanded to the Planning and Zoning Commission for
consideration of the new materials and information submitted for this proposed project (Exhibit 6.1). The
applicant team, inclusive of Mr. Lakey and Mr. Orton, submitted new and revised materials in Exhibits 6.1-
6.12 for the pending hearing with the Board of County Commissioners.

On January 12, 2026 the Board of County Commissioners vacated the hearing date and remanded the

case to the Planning and Zoning Commission for further review of the substantial materials not considered
at the Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on August 21, 2025.
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Prior to the materials deadline of March 16, 2026, the applicants submitted additional new and revised
materials and presentations for the Planning and Zoning Commission’s consideration at the remand
hearing scheduled for March 26, 2026 found in REMAND EXH “K” Exhibits K1-K14.

All exhibits from each of the scheduled hearings for this case have been included in this staff report.
Some documents appear to be the same but may have modifications within the documents/submittals.
Staff has not revised the initial analysis for these cases. The onerous is upon the applicant to support
their applications. The Planning and Zoning Commission will need to evaluate all provided materials and
testimony and consider any revisions to the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order with
consideration of the new materials and testimony provided by both the applicant and public.

The Staff Report and analysis packet dated August 21, 2025, and all original supporting materials are
contained in Exhibit 3 of the BOCC SR ADDENDUM. Additional new and revised staff, agency, public
comments and applicant documents received by the materials deadline (March 16, 2026) for the
remanded public hearing on March 26, 2026 may be found in Remand Exhibits H - K. A draft version of
the Planning and Zoning Commission Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law & Order (FCO) may be found
in Exhibit G. The BOCC ADDENDUM contains the additional documentation (new) provided by the
applicant and public that was submitted for consideration by the Board of County Commissioners at the
originally scheduled January 13, 2026 hearing. Those documents can be found in Exhibit 5 (Public
Comments) and Exhibit 6 (New/Revised Application Materials).

EXHIBITS:
PZ REMAND ADDENDUM 3-26-26 hearing date
G. REMAND Draft Findings

G.1 OR2022-0002 PZ FCOS (DRAFT)

G.2  RZ2022-0002-CR PZ FCOS (DRAFT)
H. REMAND Supplemental Documentation

H.1  (No supplemental documents provided)
I.  REMAND Agency Comments

1.1 GGHD response to staff email-RE: TIS status
J.  REMAND Public Comments

J1 de la Torre opposition

J.2 Case opposition

J.3 Bokicek opposition

J.4 Tackett opposition

J.5 Stevenson opposition

1.6 Mankins opposition

1.7 Thomas opposition

J.8 Opposition Petition

J.9 Citizen Presentation Slides

J.10  Jill Kenney Vallivue Presentation

J.11  Jill Kenney Credibility slides
K. REMAND Applicant-New and Revised Materials

K.1 Lakey revised Letter of Intent

K.1.a Opposition Locations
K.1.b  Timberstone information
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K.1.c  Greenleaf letter of interest and city council minutes
K.2  Lakey Presentation Slides
K.3  Orton Presentation Slides
K.4  Groundwater Presentation Slides
K.5  Orton Map-Flu/Zoning
K.6  Orton Criteria Analysis
K.7  Offsite Sanitary Sewer Plan-Orton
K.8  Geotechnical Report — Site Consulting, LLC
K.9  Petition for protection of property rights
K.10 Timber Ridge-Access Points
K.11 Draft Timber Ridge Site Layout
K.12 Sight Distance analysis Timber Ridge

K.13 Golden Gate Highway District TIS Review 3-10-26 (not approved by Hwy District Board yet)

K.14 Traffic Impact Study-Timber Ridge Subdivision 2-2-26

BOCC EXHIBITS (BOCC Remanded to the PZ Commission 1-12-26)
1. Planning & Zoning Commission FCOs Dated: September 18, 2025

1.1. OR2022-0002 PZ FCOS recommended denial

1.2.  RZ2022-0002-CR PZ FCOS recommended denial
2. Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes

2.1. PZ Minutes Dated: August 21, 2025

3. Staff Report Packet Dated August 21, 2025 (see Staff Report for expanded list of Exhibits)

Application Packet

Supplemental Documents/Case Maps

Site Photos

Agency Comments (D1-D8)

Public Comments (E1-E21)

. Draft FCOs

4. Agency Comments Received by January 5, 2026 (see also Exhibit 3.D PZ Staff Report)
NO additional agency comments were received post Planning and Zoning hearing

5. Public Comments Received by January 5, 2026 (see also Exhibit 3.E PZ Staff Report)
5.1. Marshall opp; Received: December 28, 2025
5.2. Turner opp; Received: December 29, 2025
5.3. Amelino/Haley opp; Received December 29, 2025
5.4. Tackett opp; Received December 30, 2025
5.5. Navarette opp; Received January 5, 2026
5.6. Sawtooth Law- Request to revert zoning; December 29, 2025
5.7. Crookham BOCC Presentation; January 5, 2026
5.8. Crookham BOCC Vallivue School District; January 5, 2026

6. Additional Supporting Documents Received by January 5, 2026
6.1. Lakey Applicant revised Letter of Intent and PZ Rebuttal; January 5, 2026
6.2. Lakey Applicant BOCC Presentation; January 5, 2026
6.3. Orton Applicant BOCC Presentation; January 5, 2026

mmoow»
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6.4. Orton Applicant 2020 Comp Plan Overlay; January 5, 2026

6.5. Orton Applicant revised Letter of Intent; January 5, 2026

6.6. Orton Applicant City of Greenleaf Letter of Interest; January 5, 2026

6.7. Orton Applicant Offsite Sanitary mapping; January 5, 2026

6.8. Orton Applicant Petition for Protection of Property Rights; January 5, 2026

6.9. Orton Applicant DRAFT PP access points; January 5, 2026

6.10. Orton Applicant DRAFT PP; January 5, 2026 (NOTE: no application-not reviewed by staff)
6.11. Orton Applicant DRAFT PP Site Distance analysis; January 5, 2026

6.12. Orton Applicant TIS; January 5, 2026
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REMAND EXHIBIT “G”: DRAFT FINDINGS
SEE STAFF REPORT EXHIBIT “1” PZ RECOMMENDED FCOS
DATED: August 21, 2026 and signed September 18, 2026
FOR REMAND HEARING DATE: MARCH 26, 2026

MATERIALS DEADLINE: MARCH 16, 2026

EXHIBIT
G
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PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
Christensen/Indart — Comprehensive Plan Amendment -OR2022-0002

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSION OF LAW AND ORDER

In the matter of the application of
Christensen/Indart — Case No. OR2022-0002
The Canyon County Planning and Zoning
Commission consider the following:

A Comprehensive Plan Amendment changing
the Future Land Use designation from
“Agriculture” to “Residential” for
approximately 151.56 total acres including the
following parcels R36523 (73.06 acres), R36525
(36.79 acres), R33209 (41.21 acres) and R33210
(0.50 acres). The properties are located at and
adjacent to 23422 Ustick Road along Ustick
and Van Slyke Roads and are further described
as being a portion of 4N-4W-31 SE and 3N-4W-
06-NE, Boise-Meridian, Canyon County, Idaho.

Summary of the Record:

1. The applicant is requesting a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to amend the future land use
designation from “Agriculture” to “Residential” for approximately 151.56 total acres including the
following parcels: R36523 {73.06 acres), R36525 (36.79 acres), R33209 (41.21 acres) and R33210
(0.50 acres). The properties are located at and adjacent to 23422 Ustick Road along Ustick and Van
Slyke Roads and are further described as being a portion of 4N-4W-31 SE and 3N-4W-06-NE, Boise-
Meridian, Canyon County, Idaho.

2. The application was filed February 2022. The applicable Comprehensive Plan is the 2020 Plan. The
subject properties are designated as “Agriculture” on the 2020 Canyon County Future Land Use
Map.

3. The property is located within the Greenleaf Area of City Impact. Greenleaf designates the subject
properties as “Agricultural” within the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

4. The subject property is located within Golden Gate Highway District, Wilder and Homedale Fire
Districts, Vallivue and Homedale School Districts, and Wilder Irrigation District along with the Boise
Project Board of Control.

5. The neighborhood meeting for the revised application was held on August 15, 2024 pursuant to
CCZO §07-01-15. The revised application and draft concept plan was submitted on August 23, 2024.

6. Notice of the public hearing was provided on in accordance with CCZO §07-05-01. Agency and City
of Greenleaf notice was provided on December 10, 2024 and July 17, 2025. A full political notice was
provided on July 22, 2025. Newspaper notice was provided on July 22, 2025. Property owners within
300 feet were notified by mail on July 22, 2025. The property was posted on July 22, 2025.
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7. The record herein consists of exhibits provided as part of the public hearing staff report, public
testimony, and all information in case file OR2022-0002 and RZ2022-0002-CR.

Applicable Law

1. The following laws and ordinances apply to this decision: Canyon County Code of Ordinances
(CCCO) §01-17 (Land Use/Land Division Hearing Procedures), CCCO §07-05 (Notice, Hearing and
Appeal Procedures), CCCO §07-06-01 (Initiation of Proceedings), CCCO §07-06-03 (Comprehensive
Plan Amendment), CCCO §09-03 Greenleaf Impact Area, Title 67 Chapter 65 §67-6537(Use of
Surface and Groundwater), { CCCO §07-06-07 (Conditional Rezones), and Idaho Code §67-6511
(Zoning Map Amendments and Procedures).

a. Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCCO §07-05-01 and Idaho Code §67-65009.

b. The presiding party may establish conditions, stipulations, restrictions, or limitations which
restrict and limit the use of the rezoned property to less than the full use allowed under the
requested zone and which impose specific property improvement and maintenance requirements
upon the requested land use. Such conditions, stipulations, restrictions, or limitations may be
imposed to promote the public health, safety, and welfare, or to reduce any potential damage,
hazard, nuisance, or other detriment to persons or property in the vicinity, to make the land use
more compatible with neighboring land uses. See CCCO §07-06-07(1).

c.  All conditional rezones for land use shall commence within two (2) years of the approval of the
board. If the conditional rezone has not commenced within the stated time requirement, the
application for a conditional rezone shall lapse and become void. See CCCO §07-05-01

2. §07-06-01(3): Comprehensive Plan Changes: Requests for comprehensive plan changes and
ordinance amendments may be consolidated for notice and hearing purposes. Although these
procedures can be considered in tandem, pursuant to Idaho Code section 67-6511(b), the
commission, and subsequently the board, shall deliberate first on the proposed amendment to the
comprehensive plan; then, once the commission, and subsequently the board, has made that
determination, the commission, and the board, should decide the appropriateness of a rezone
within that area. This procedure provides that the commission, and subsequently the board,
considers the overall development scheme of the county prior to consideration of individual
requests for amendments to zoning ordinances. The commission, and subsequently the board,
should make clear which of its findings relate to the proposed amendment to the comprehensive
plan and which of its findings relate to the request for an amendment to the zoning ordinance.

3. The commission has the authority to exercise powers granted to it by the Idaho Local Land Use
and Planning Act (“LLUPA”) and can establish its own ordinances regarding land use, including
subdivision permits. See |.C. §67-6504, §67-6511.

4. The commission shall have those powers and perform those duties assigned by the board that are
provided for in the local land use planning act, Idaho Code, title 67, chapter 65, and county
ordinances. CCCO §07-03-01, 07-06-05.

5. The burden of persuasion is upon the applicant to prove that all criteria are satisfied. CCCO §07-
05-03.

6. Idaho Code §67-6535(2) requires the following: The approval or denial of any application required
or authorized pursuant to this chapter shall be in writing and accompanied by a reasoned
statement that explains the criteria and standards considered relevant, states the relevant
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contested facts relied upon, and explains the rationale for the decision based on the applicable
provisions of the comprehensive plan, relevant ordinance and statutory provisions, pertinent
constitutional principles and factual information contained in the record. The County’s hearing
procedures adopted per Idaho Code §67-6534 require that final decisions be in the form of
written findings, conclusions, and orders. CCCO 07-05-03(1)(l).

The application, OR2022-0002, was presented at a public hearing before the Canyon County Planning
and Zoning Commission on August 21, 2025. Having considered all the written and documentary
evidence, the record, the staff report, oral testimony, and other evidence provided, including the
conditions of approval and project plans, the Planning and Zoning Commission decides as follows:

Conclusions of Law

For Case File OR2022-0002, the Planning and Zoning Commission finds and concludes the following
regarding the Standards of Review for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment (§07-06-03 CCZO):

07-06-03: COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT CRITERIA:

(1) The commission shall review the particular facts and circumstances of each proposed
comprehensive plan amendment and make a recommendation regarding the same to the board.
The commission and the board shall determine whether the proposed amendment meets the
requirements of the local land use planning act, Idaho Code title 67, chapter 65, and is consistent
with the comprehensive plan's purposes, goals and policies

A. Is the requested type of growth generally in conformance with the comprehensive plan?

CONCLUSION: The requested type of growth is not in conformance with the comprehensive

plan. The 2020 Comprehensive Plan designates the properties as Agriculture on
the Future Land Use Map. The Plan generally “...encourages the protection of
agricultural lands and land uses for the production of food and fiber...” The
Commission acknowledges that there is residential development in the area but
that this area of the county consists primarily of agriculture and intensive
agricultural operations and the Plan does not support residential growth in this
area of the county.

FINDING:
1. The Future Land Use Map designates the properties as ‘Agriculture’ (Exhibit B2e).
2. The property lies within the City of Greenleaf area of city impact. The property is
designated agricultural on the Greenleaf future land use map (Exhibit B2f).
3. The properties are currently and have historically been in agricultural production
including crops and livestock (B2a, C1).
4. The areais not trending toward residential development. There are some residential

developments in the area created through conditional use permit approvals from 1998-
2011. Those developments are zoned agricultural. There are conditionally zoned
properties in the area, CPR2008-2, subject to a development agreement DA#08-111
recorded as instrument #2008051339. The properties have been and remain in
agricultural crop production including corn and orchards (Exhibit B2a & Exhibit C).
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5. Therequest is inconsistent with, but not limited to, the following goals and policies of the
2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan:

e Property Rights Policy #8: “Promote orderly development that benefits the public
good and protects the individual with a minimum of conflict.”

e Population Goal No. 1: “Consider population growth trends when making land use
decisions.”

e Population Policy No. 3: “Encourage future population to locate in areas that are
conducive for residential living and do not pose an incompatible land use to other
land uses.”

e Land Use Goal No. 2: “To provide for the orderly growth and accompanying
development of the resources within the County that is compatible with their
surrounding area.”

e Land Use — Residential Policy #2: “Encourage residential development in areas where
agricultural uses are not viable.”

e Agricultural Policy #1: “Preserve agricultural lands and zoning classifications.”

e Agricultural Policy #3: “Protect agricultural operations and facilities from land use
conflicts or undue interference created by existing or proposed residential,
commercial or industrial development.”

e Natural Resources Goals #1: “To support the agricultural industry and preservation
of agricultural land.”

e Natural Resources Policy #3: “Protect agricultural activities from land use conflicts or
undue inference created by existing or proposed residential, commercial or industrial
development.”

B. When considering the surrounding land uses, is the proposed land use more appropriate than
the current comprehensive plan designation;

CONCLUSION: The proposed land use amendment is not more appropriate than the current
comprehensive plan designation of Agriculture. Although there are pockets of
development in the vicinity, inclusive of the Timberstone Golf Course which is
laid out in such a manner that it provides a great deal of open space; the subject
properties and the surrounding land uses are predominantly agricultural
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of Agriculture.

FINDING:

1. The subject parcels are zoned “A” (Agricultural). The land use is predominantly
agricultural. Properties within the immediate vicinity are predominantly zoned “A” with
the average lot size of 19.13 acres for properties within the 600 foot notification area
(Exhibits B1, B2a, B2c, B2d, B6, C1, and C2).

2. The goif course associated and nearby developments have an average lot size of 2.28
acres for 146 lots on 311 acres. Summerwind at Orchard Hills has greater than 50% of
the developed property in open space providing a natural barrier between the
residential uses and agricultural lands. The developments in the area are not urban
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density subdivisions. The properties to the north, south and west are agricultural and
designated agricultural on the future land use map.

3. The property consists of moderately-suited soils and that are considered prime farmland
and farmland of statewide importance, if irrigated. An approximate 9 acres of parcel
R33209 is not considered prime farmland (Exhibits B2k).

4. Within the vicinity, the following residential zones have been approved or pending final
approval:

e (CPR2008-2 (Williamson): Comprehensive Plan Amendment to “Residential” and
conditional rezone to a “CR-RR” (Rural Residential} Zone of 311 acres approved in
2008 subject to development agreement DA#08-111 (Exhibit B8). Although 311
acres was conditionally zoned “CR-RR”, the 311 acres remains in agricultural use.
The development agreement included landscaping, exterior lighting, open space and
subdivision requirements which have not been met; and therefore, it is unknown if
the zone and agreement are vested or expired which would revert the 311 acres
back to an agricultural zone (Exhibit B2c Zoning Map)

e 0OR2021-0012 and RZ2021-0027-CR (Van Slyke Farms). [pending final signature on
FCOs and Development Agreement] Comprehensive Plan Amendment to
“Residential” for approximately 4.66 acres (the balance of the 26 acres was
identified as Residential in 2020 Plan) and a conditional rezone of 26 acres from
“Agricultural” to “CR-Rural Residential” with a minimum lot size of two (2) acres and
no secondary residences. Due to water quality and safety concerns, wells must be
drilled, cased and sealed to a minimum depth of 350 feet.

4. The subject property is located within a one-mile radius of eight residential subdivisions,
146 total lots on a total of 333.38 acres with an average lot size of 2.28 acres (Exhibit B2d).
The applicants are proposing 135 residential lots on 151 acres with an average lot size of
0.82 acres. All of the existing subdivisions are zoned agricultural and were approved
under a different ordinance and comprehensive plan; and therefore, do not reflect
current goals and policies. These development final plats were recorded from 1998 with
the most recent being 2011. A replat of a common lot to adjust for setback requirements
was completed in 2022.

C. Is the proposed comprehensive plan amendment compatible with surrounding land uses;

CONCLUSION: The proposed comprehensive plan amendment is not compatible with
surrounding land uses. The predominant zone and land use is agricultural.
Although there is residential development in the area the predominant land use
is agricultural with an average lot size of 19.3 acres within the 600 foot
notification area. The proposed 135 residential lot development will nearly
double the current residential development (146 platted lots) in the area with
urban transition sized lots of 0.82 acres and very little planned open space or
transition areas. The current average lot size of 2.28 in this area of the county,
doubling the residential units in an intensive agricultural area has the potential
for conflict with agricultural operations and traffic. Creating further
development sprawl! may have the devasting affect of encouraging additional
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creep of residential development in an area that currently does not have
planned urban services now or into the future.

FINDING:

1. The subject properties are zoned “A” (Agricultural} (Exhibit B1 and B2c).

2. There are eight platted subdivisions within one mile of the development with an
average lot size of 2.28 acres (Exhibit B2d). The majority of the subdivision
development is immediately within or surrounding the Timberstone Golf Course located
adjacent to the subject properties and east of Van Slyke Road. All of the platted
developments are zoned agricultural and created through the former conditional use
process.

3. In 2008 a conditional rezone to “CR-Rural Residential” of 311 acres was approved
(Williamson properties). To date the properties have not been developed and are in
agricultural production including crops and orchards. (Exhibit B2a, B2¢c, and C2) No
development plan has been submitted or approved for these properties.

4. The predominant use of the properties in the area is agricultural crop production with
sporadic ag-residential homes on farms. (Exhibits B2a, C1, C2)

5. The property is located within the Greenleaf area of city impact but is located more than
two (2) miles from the Greenleaf city limits (Exhibit B2p.)

6. Friends Dairy CAFO is located just over one mile to the north and east of the subject
properties at Tucker Road and Boehner Road intersection. The dairy has a large
composting operation and also applies nutrients to area fields. (Exhibit B2I, C1).

D. Do development trends in the general area indicate that the current designation and
circumstances have changed since the comprehensive plan was adopted;

CONCLUSION: The development trends in the general area have not changed to support the
requested comprehensive amendment from an “Agriculture” designation to a
“Residential” designation.

FINDING:

1. The future land use map within the 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan
designates the subject property as “Agriculture”. Most of the residential designation
came from the 2008 approval (CPR2008-2, Williamson).

2. The properties and surrounding area are not growth areas. The parcels are located
within Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) #2718 comprising an area of 616 acres and #2731
comprising an area of approximately 2,012 acres. The forecasted household growth for
TAZ #2731 is for two households and for TAZ #2718 no additional household growth is
forecasted (Exhibit B2g). COMPASS (Community Planning Association of Southwest
ldaho) maintains and uses the data as part of the Communities in Motion Regional
Transportation Plan which uses future population, households and jobs forecasts to
determine future transportation needs for the Treasure Valley. COMPASS forecasts do
not indicate a population or household growth in the area due to large farmlands and
agricultural uses and lack of infrastructures and amenities necessary to support
residential growth.

3. The property is located within Greenleaf’s Area of City Impact which designates the
property as “Agricultural” (Exhibit B2f).
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4. There has been one recent approval (pending signature) of a comprehensive plan
amendment to residential for 4.66 acres on the Van Slyke Farms properties to the south.
No other amendments to the 2020 Plan have been submitted or approved for this area
of the county. The conditional rezone was changed from requested “CR-R1” (Single
Family Residential) with a one acre average minimum lot sizes to “CR-RR” (CR-Rural
Residential) with a minimum lot size of two (2) acres with no secondary residences
allowed (pending BOCC signature on FCOs and Development Agreement).

5. The majority of lots created through the subdivision approvals 1998- 2011 remained
generally undeveloped through 2019. Residential construction primarily occurred in the
last five to six years (Exhibit B6 Google review and GIS imagery2020/2025).

E. Will the proposed comprehensive plan amendment impact public services and facilities. What
measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts? (Ord. 11-003, 3-16-2011)

CONCLUSION: The proposed comprehensive plan amendment may impact public services or
facilities. Golden Gate Highway District will require a traffic impact study
specific to the proposed development to determine impacts if any (Exhibit D6
and D7). No traffic study has been completed for this development proposal.
Vallivue School District expressed concerns with adding development because
projections indicate that existing and new schools will reach or exceed capacity
by 2029 considering currently approved but not yet constructed development in
their district (Exhibit D3 and D3a). Longer response times are expected from all
services including police, fire and EMS.

FINDING:

1. Agencies were notified of the application through a full political notification 07-17-25
and specific requests for comment were sent to affected agencies 12-10-25 (see case
file OR2022-0002).

2. The following agencies commented: Idaho Department of Environmental Quality,
Southwest District Health, Golden Gate Highway District, Vallivue School District, Idaho
Transportation Department, DSD Engineering, and the Boise Project Board of Control
(Exhibits D1-D6).

3. For the Comprehensive Plan Amendment the notified agencies providing comment did
not provide comments that indicate significant concerns regarding impact on public
services and facilities. However, Vallivue School District did express concerns with
continued growth on school capacity (Exhibit D3 and D3a). Golden Gate Highway
District requires a traffic study, accesses may require a variance due to sight distance
concerns due to topography of the road ways and required access spacing (D6).

4. Mitigation through conditions of approval regarding traffic, access, irrigation, water and
sanitary services could potentially be addressed at the time of future development if the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Conditional Rezone are approved.

F. Idaho Statutes: Title 67 Chapter 65 §67-6537 USE OF SURFACE AND GROUNDWATER: (4)
“When considering amending, repealing, or adopting a comprehensive plan, the local
governing board shall consider the effect the proposed amendment, repeal, or adoption of the
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comprehensive plan would have on the source, quantity, and quality of groundwater in the
area.”

CONCLUSION: The proposed amendment would allow for the use of the property for residential
uses. Any uses allowed or conditionally permitted in accordance with CCZO, must
comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws with regard to water
quantity and quality. The development application proposes and shall be subject
to conditions of approval to install community well(s) for potable water and
connection to the City of Greenleaf waste treatment system (Exhibit A2). The
property has irrigation water available and shall be conditioned to provide
pressurized irrigation system to all lots should the Comprehensive Plan
Amendment and Conditional Rezone be approved.

Order

Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law contained herein, the Planning and Zoning Commission
forwards this case with a recommendation of denial for Case No. OR2022-0002, a Comprehensive Plan
Amendment for parcels R36523 (73.06 acres), R36525 (36.79 acres), R33509 (41.21 acres) and R33210
(0.50 acres) from “Agriculture” to “Residential”.

RECOMMENDED FOR DENIAL this | 4 day of S’#fm!f/ , 2025.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO

Stor A~

Robert Sturgil( Chairman

State of Idaho )

County of Canyon County )

On this ‘ 8 “ Day ofSLpﬂmmLin the year of 2025, before me ('A} H:( N @(253 ,

a notary public, personally appeared personally known to me to be the person

whose name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to me that he executed the same.

a..&.»-.ww. )
; CAITLIN ROSS Notary: Costfan Regs

i COMMISSION #20251885

NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF IDAHO
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 05/07/2031

My Commission Expires:

S(11203]

L a0 20 a0 an a4
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
Christensen/Indart—Conditional Rezone -RZ2022-0002-CR

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSION OF LAW AND ORDER

In the matter of the application of
Christensen/Indart — Case No. RZ2022-0002-CR
The Canyon County Planning and Zoning
Commission consider the following:

A Conditional Rezone from “A” (Agricultural)
to “CR-R1” (Single Family Residential) for
approximately 151.56 total acres including the
following parcels R36523 (73.06 acres), R36525
{36.79 acres), R33209 (41.21 acres) and R33210
(0.50 acres). The properties are located at and
adjacent to 23422 Ustick Road along Ustick
and Van Slyke Roads and are further described
as being a portion of 4N-4W-31 SE and 3N-4W-
06-NE, Boise-Meridian, Canyon County, Idaho.

Summary of the Record:

1. The applicant is requesting a Conditional Rezone to amend the zoning from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-
R1” (Single Family Residential) for approximately 151.56 total acres including the following parcels:
R36523 (73.06 acres), R36525 (36.79 acres), R33209 (41.21 acres) and R33210 (0.50 acres). The
properties are located at and adjacent to 23422 Ustick Road along Ustick and Van Slyke Roads and
are further described as being a portion of 4N-4W-31 SE and 3N-4W-06-NE, Boise-Meridian, Canyon
County, Idaho.

2. The application was filed February 2022. The applicable Comprehensive Plan is the 2020 Plan. The
subject properties are designated as “Agriculture” on the 2020 Canyon County Future Land Use Map
(Exhibit B2e).

3. The property is located within the Greenleaf Area of City Impact. Greenleaf designates the subject
properties as “Agricultural” within the City’s Comprehensive Plan.

4. The subject property is located within Golden Gate Highway District, Wilder and Homedale Fire
Districts, Vallivue and Homedale School Districts, and Wilder Irrigation District along with the Boise
Project Board of Control.

5. The neighborhood meeting for the revised application was held on August 15, 2024 pursuant to
CCZO §07-01-15. The revised application and draft concept plan was submitted on August 23, 2024.

6. Notice of the public hearing was provided on August 21, 2025 in accordance with CCZO §07-05-01.
Agency and City of Greenleaf notice was provided on December 10, 2024 and July 17, 2025. A full
political notice was provided on July 22, 2025. Newspaper notice was provided on July 22, 2025.
Property owners within 300 feet were notified by mail on July 22, 2025. The property was posted on
July 22, 2025.
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7. The record herein consists of exhibits provided as part of the public hearing staff report, public
testimony, and all information in case file OR2022-0002 and RZ2022-0002-CR.

Applicable Law

1. The following laws and ordinances apply to this decision: Canyon County Code of Ordinances
(CCCO) §01-17 (Land Use/Land Division Hearing Procedures), CCCO §07-05 (Notice, Hearing and
Appeal Procedures), CCCO §07-06-01 (Initiation of Proceedings), CCCO §07-06-03 (Comprehensive
Plan Amendment), CCCO §09-03 Greenleaf Impact Area, Title 67 Chapter 65 §67-6537(Use of
Surface and Groundwater), { CCCO §07-06-07 {Conditional Rezones), and Idaho Code §67-6511
{Zoning Map Amendments and Procedures).

a. Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCCO §07-05-01 and Idaho Code §67-65089.

b. The presiding party may establish conditions, stipulations, restrictions, or limitations which
restrict and limit the use of the rezoned property to less than the full use allowed under the
requested zone and which impose specific property improvement and maintenance requirements
upon the requested land use. Such conditions, stipulations, restrictions, or limitations may be
imposed to promote the public health, safety, and welfare, or to reduce any potential damage,
hazard, nuisance, or other detriment to persons or property in the vicinity, to make the land use
more compatible with neighboring land uses. See CCCO §07-06-07(1).

c. All conditional rezones for land use shall commence within two (2) years of the approval of the
board. If the conditional rezone has not commenced within the stated time requirement, the
application for a conditional rezone shall lapse and become void. See CCCO §07-05-01

2. §07-06-01(3): Comprehensive Plan Changes: Requests for comprehensive plan changes and
ordinance amendments may be consolidated for notice and hearing purposes. Although these
procedures can be considered in tandem, pursuant to ldaho Code section 67-6511(b), the
commission, and subsequently the board, shall deliberate first on the proposed amendment to the
comprehensive plan; then, once the commission, and subsequently the board, has made that
determination, the commission, and the board, should decide the appropriateness of a rezone
within that area. This procedure provides that the commission, and subsequently the board,
considers the overall development scheme of the county prior to consideration of individual
requests for amendments to zoning ordinances. The commission, and subsequently the board,
should make clear which of its findings relate to the proposed amendment to the comprehensive
plan and which of its findings relate to the request for an amendment to the zoning ordinance.

3. The commission has the authority to exercise powers granted to it by the Idaho Local Land Use
and Planning Act (“LLUPA”} and can establish its own ordinances regarding land use, including
subdivision permits. See |.C. §67-6504, §67-6511.

4. The commission shall have those powers and perform those duties assigned by the board that are
provided for in the local land use planning act, Idaho Code, title 67, chapter 65, and county
ordinances. CCCO §07-03-01, 07-06-05.

5. The burden of persuasion is upon the applicant to prove that all criteria are satisfied. CCCO §07-
05-03.

6. ldaho Code §67-6535(2) requires the following: The approval or denial of any application required
or authorized pursuant to this chapter shall be in writing and accompanied by a reasoned
statement that explains the criteria and standards considered relevant, states the relevant
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contested facts relied upon, and explains the rationale for the decision based on the applicable
provisions of the comprehensive plan, relevant ordinance and statutory provisions, pertinent
constitutional principles and factual information contained in the record. The County’s hearing
procedures adopted per Idaho Code §67-6534 require that final decisions be in the form of
written findings, conclusions, and orders. CCCO 07-05-03(1){1).

Conclusions of Law

For Case File RZ2022-0002-CR, the Planning and Zoning Commission finds and concludes the following
regarding the Standards of Review for a Conditional Rezone from “A” (Agricultural} to “CR-R1” (Single
Family Residential) (§07-06-07 CCZO):

07-06-07: CONDITIONAL REZONE CRITERIA:

(1) The commission shall review the particular facts and circumstances of each proposed conditional
rezone and make a recommendation regarding the same to the board. The presiding party shall
apply the following standards when evaluating the proposed conditional rezone:

A. Is the proposed conditional rezone generally consistent with the comprehensive plan?

CONCLUSION: The requested type of growth is not consistent with the comprehensive plan.

The 2020 Comprehensive Plan designates the properties as Agriculture on the
Future Land Use Map. The Plan generally “...encourages the protection of
agricultural lands and land uses for the production of food and fiber...” The
Commission acknowledges that there is residential development in the area but
that this area of the county consists primarily of agriculture and intensive
agricultural operations and the Plan does not support residential growth in this
area of the county.

FINDING:

1.
2.

The Future Land Use Map designates the properties as ‘Agriculture’ (Exhibit B2e).
The property lies within the City of Greenleaf area of city impact. The property is
designated agricultural on the Greenleaf future land use map (Exhibit B2f).

The properties are currently and have historically been in agricultural production
including crop and livestock (B2a, C1).

The area is not trending toward residential development. There are developments in
the area created through conditional use permit approvals from 1998-2011. Those
developments are zoned agricultural. There are conditionally zoned properties in the
area, CPR2008-2, subject to a development agreement DA#08-111 recorded as
instrument #2008051339. The properties have been and remain in agricultural crop
production including corn and orchards (Exhibit B2a & Exhibit C).

The request is inconsistent with, but not limited to, the following goals and policies of the
2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan:

e Property Rights Policy #8: “Promote orderly development that benefits the public
good and protects the individual with a minimum of conflict.”

e Population Goal No. 1: “Consider population growth trends when making land use
decisions.”
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e Population Policy No. 3: “Encourage future population to locate in areas that are
conducive for residential living and do not pose an incompatible land use to other
land uses.”

e Land Use Goal No. 2: “To provide for the orderly growth and accompanying
development of the resources within the County that is compatible with their
surrounding area.”

e land Use — Residential Policy #2: “Encourage residential development in areas where
agricultural uses are not viable.”

e Agricultural Policy #1: “Preserve agricultural lands and zoning classifications.”

e Agricultural Policy #3: “Protect agricultural operations and facilities from land use
conflicts or undue interference created by existing or proposed residential,
commercial or industrial development.”

e Natural Resources Goals #1: “To support the agricultural industry and preservation
of agricultural land.”

e Natural Resources Policy #3: “Protect agricultural activities from land use conflicts or
undue inference created by existing or proposed residential, commercial or industrial
development.”

B. When considering the surrounding land uses, is the proposed conditional rezone more
appropriate than the current zoning designation;

CONCLUSION: The proposed Conditional Rezone from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R1” (CR-Single
Family Residential) is not more appropriate than the current zoning designation
of “A” (Agricultural). The Commission acknowledges that there is residential
development in the area, inclusive of the Timber Stone Golf Course which is laid
out in such a manner that it provides a great deal of open space; however, the
subject properties and the surrounding land uses are predominantly agricultural
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designation of Agriculture.

FINDING:
1. The subject property is currently zoned “A” {(Agricultural}. Per CCCO 07-10-25(1), the
purposes of the “A” (Agricultural) Zone are to:
A. Promote the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of the County by
encouraging the protection of viable farmland and farming operations;
B. Limit urban density development to Areas of City Impact in accordance with the
comprehensive plan;
C. Protect fish, wildlife, and recreation resources, consistent with the purposes of
the "Local Land Use Planning Act”, Idaho Code title 67, chapter 65;
D. Protect agricultural land uses, and rangeland uses, and wildlife management
areas from unreasonable adverse impacts from development; and
E. Provide for the development of schools, churches, and other public and quasi-
public uses consistent with the comprehensive plan
2. The land use in this region of the county is predominantly agricultural. Properties within
the immediate vicinity are predominantly zoned “A” (Agricultural) with the average lot
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size of 19.13 acres for properties within the 600 foot notification area (Exhibits B1, B2a,
B2c, B2d, B6, C1, and C2).

3. The golf course and associated nearby developments have an average lot size of 2.28
acres for 146 lots on 311 acres. Summerwind at Orchard Hills/Timber Stone has greater
than 50% of the developed property in open space providing a natural barrier or
transition between the residential uses and agricultural fands. The existing
developments in the area are not urban density type subdivisions. The properties to the
north, south, and west are agricultural and designated agricultural on the future land
use map.

4. The property consists primarily of moderately-suited soils, designated as Class 3 and
Class 4, that are considered prime farmland and farmland of statewide importance, if
irrigated. An approximate 9 acres of parcel R33209 is not considered prime farmland
(Exhibits B2k).

5. Within the vicinity, the following residential zones have been approved or pending final
approval:

o (CPR2008-2 (Williamson}: Comprehensive Plan Amendment to “Residential” and
conditional rezone to a “CR-RR” (Rural Residential) Zone of 311 acres approved in
2008 subject to development agreement DA#08-111 (Exhibit B8). Although 311
acres was conditionally zoned “CR-RR”, the 311 acres remains in agricultural use.
The development agreement included landscaping, exterior lighting, open space and
subdivision requirements which have not been met; and therefore, it is unknown if
the zone and agreement are vested or expired which would revert the 311 acres
back to an agricultural zone (Exhibit B2¢c Zoning Map)

e (OR2021-0012 and RZ2021-0027-CR (Van Slyke Farms): [pending final signature on
FCOs and Development Agreement] Comprehensive Plan Amendment to
“Residential” for approximately 4.66 acres (the balance of the 26 acres was
identified as Residential in 2020 Plan) and a conditional rezone of 26 acres from
“Agricultural” to “CR-Rural Residential” with a minimum lot size of two (2) acres and
no secondary residences. Due to water quality and safety concerns, wells must be
drilled, cased and sealed to a minimum depth of 350 feet.

6. The subject property is located within a one-mile radius of eight residential subdivisions,
146 total lots on a total of 333.38 acres with an average lot size of 2.28 acres (Exhibit B2d).
The applicants are proposing 135 residential lots on 151 acres with an average lot size of
0.82 acres. All of the existing subdivisions are zoned agricultural and were approved
under a different ordinance and comprehensive plan; and therefore, do not reflect
current goals and policies. These development final plats were recorded from 1998 with
the most recent being 2011. A replat of a common lot to adjust for setback requirements
was completed in 2022,

C. Is the proposed conditional rezone compatible with surrounding land uses;

CONCLUSION: The proposed conditional rezone is not compatible with surrounding land uses.
The predominant zone and tand use is agricultural. Although there is residential
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development in the area the predominant land use and zoning is agricultural
with an average lot size of 19.3 acres within the 600 foot notification area. This
is an intensive agricultural area with large farm equipment and trucks traversing
the roadways. There are multiple hills and valleys creating site distance
challenges at intersections and driveway approaches. Most of the intersections
in the area are only two way stops. There is a dairy CAFO approximately 1.25
miles to the northeast of the properties at Boehner and Tucker Roads. The
proposed 135 residential ot development will nearly double the current
residential development (146 platted lots) in the area with proposed urban
transition sized lots of 0.82 acres and very little planned open space or
transition areas. The current average lot size of the platted subdivisions within
one mile of the property is 2.28 acres. Doubling the residential units in an
intensive agricultural area has the potential for conflict with agricultural
operations and traffic. Creating further development sprawl could have the
effect of encouraging additional creep of residential development in an area
that currently does not have planned urban services now or into the future.

FINDING:

1.

There are eight platted subdivisions within one mile of the development with an
average lot size of 2.28 acres (Exhibit B2d). The majority of the subdivision
development is immediately within or surrounding the Timber Stone Golf Course
located adjacent to the subject properties and east of Van Slyke Road. All of the platted
developments are zoned agricultural and created through the former conditional use
process.

In 2008, a conditional rezone to “CR-Rural Residential” of 311 acres was approved
(Williamson properties). To date the properties have not been developed and are in
agricultural production including crops and orchards. {(Exhibit B2a, B2c, and C2) No
development plan has been submitted or approved for these properties.

The predominant use of the properties in the area is agricultural crop production with
sporadic ag-residential homes on farms. (Exhibits B2a, C1, C2)

The property is located within the Greenleaf area of city impact but is located more than
two (2) miles from the Greenleaf city limits (Exhibit B2p.)

Friends Dairy CAFO is located just over one mile to the north and east of the subject
properties at Tucker Road and Boehner Road intersection. The dairy has a large
composting operation and also applies nutrients to area fields. This is an intensive
agricultural operation. (Exhibit B2I, C1).

D. Will the proposed conditional rezone negatively affect the character of the area? What
measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts?

CONCLUSION: The proposed conditional rezone for the purpose of creating urban density in a

rural agricultural area will negatively affect the agricultural character of the
area. The predominant land use and general character of the area is
agricultural. The developer is proposing to establish 135 residential lots with a
gross average lot size of 0.82 acres. The average lot size of the existing platted
developments within one mile is 2.28 acres. The developer proposes to utilize a
community water system and to connect to the City of Greenleaf sewer system
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or to provide a central wastewater system or clustered on-site septic systems to
mitigate impacts. The draft concept plan provides for one approximate three
(3) acre multi-purpose lot as community space. There is no provisions in the
draft plan for rural transition to the adjacent agricultural lands surrounding the
properties.

FINDING:

1.

The subject properties are agricultural operations. The applicant letter of intent
indicates that feedlot operator has abandoned the use however there were cattle in the
feedlot in the fall of 2024 as evidenced in aerial GIS photos including Exhibit B2a.

There are eight platted subdivisions within one mile of the development with an
average lot size of 2.28 acres (Exhibit B2d). The majority of the subdivision
development is immediately within or surrounding the Timber Stone Golf Course
located adjacent to the subject properties and east of Van Slyke Road. All of the platted
developments are zoned agricultural and created through the former conditional use
process.

In 2008, a conditional rezone to “CR-Rural Residential” of 311 acres was approved
(Williamson properties). To date the properties have not been developed and are in
agricultural production including crops and orchards. (Exhibit B2a, B2c, and C2) No
development plan has been submitted or approved for these properties.

The predominant use of the properties in the area is agricultural crop production with
sporadic ag-residential homes on farms. (Exhibits B2a, C1, C2)

The property is located within the Greenleaf area of city impact but is located more than
two (2) miles from the Greenleaf city limits (Exhibit B2p.)

Friends Dairy CAFO is located just over one mile to the north and east of the subject
properties at Tucker Road and Boehner Road intersection. The dairy has a large
composting operation and also applies nutrients to area fields. (Exhibit B21, C1).

E. Will adequate facilities and services including sewer, water, drainage, irrigation and utilities
be provided to accommodate proposed conditional rezone?

CONCLUSION: As proposed and conditioned, the developer proposes to utilize a community

water system and to connect to the City of Greenleaf sewer system or to
provide a central wastewater system or clustered on-site septic systems to
mitigate impacts. The draft concept plan provides for one approximate three
(3) acre multi-purpose lot as community space. If approved, the development
will require platting as a residential subdivision and the developer will be
required to meet the subdivision code requirements, state statutes, and agency
requirements as well as all conditions of approval as enumerated in a
development agreement with Canyon County.

FINDING:
Sewer: As conditioned the development will require a community wastewater system

or connection to the City of Greenleaf municipal sewer. This is a nitrate priority
area with area wells that have tested with elevated nitrates and other
contaminants that exceed safe drinking water levels of arsenic and uranium.
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Individual septic systems are not proposed or approved in this application
findings.

Water: As conditioned the development will require a community water system for
potable water in compliance with Department of Environmental Quality
approvals for a public drinking water system in conformance with IDAPA
58.01.08 (Exhibit D4). This is a nitrate priority area with area wells that have
tested with elevated nitrates and other contaminants that exceed safe drinking
water levels of arsenic and uranium. Private wells are not proposed; however,
for safety of the public and aquifer, staff recommends that a condition be added
to ensure that if private wells are constructed on any of the properties, that well
construction standards as recommended by Terry Scanlan, PE in Exhibit B7 (slide
set for Van Slyke Farms water quality testimony). Proposed condition: A plat
note shall be placed on both the preliminary and final plat as follows: Individual
wells are required to be constructed at a minimum depth of 350 feet and shall be
constructed cased with full length surface seals to prevent comingling of aquifer
zones. Following pump installations, well water samples should be collected and
analyzed at a state-certified laboratory. At a minimum, analyze for coliform
bacteria, nitrate, arsenic, uranium, fluoride, iron, manganese, aluminum and
hardness. Well owners should contact reputable water treatment vendors to
discuss treatment and conditioning options specific to their well water quality.

Irrigation: The Christensen property, R36523, has irrigation water rights. The applicant
states that the Indart properties, R36525, R33209, and R33210 do not have
irrigation water rights. The development proposes that all lots will be irrigated
with a pressure irrigation system. A condition should be placed requiring that
the developer secure adequate water rights to service the entirety of the
development with both community potable water as well as surface irrigation
water and ground water rights to meet the irrigation requirements for a
pressurized irrigation system for all lots within the proposed development.

Drainage: |If approved for development, All stormwater drainage shall be retained on the
subject properties. A grading and drainage plan will be required for the
subdivision development. The development shall also be required to meet the
hillside development code §07-17-33(1) where applicable on slopes exceeding
15%.

F. Does the proposed conditional rezone require public street improvements in order to provide
adequate access to and from the subject property to minimize undue interference with
existing or future traffic patterns? What measures have been taken to mitigate traffic
impacts?

CONCLUSION: It is unciear if street improvements will be required. A traffic impact study is
warranted but has not been completed at the time of this hearing (Exhibit D6).
There are identified sight distance concerns at access standard locations which
could also require variance(s) from Golden Gate Highway District.
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FINDING:

1. Golden Gate Highway District indicates that a traffic impact study is warranted for the
proposed project (Exhibit D6).

2. The topography of this area is rolling hills creating sight distance hazards at driveway
approaches, intersections, and with vehicle traffic, both farm equipment, trucks and
residential traffic.

3. No speed controls are posted on area roadways.

G. Does legal access to the subject property for the conditional rezone exist or will it exist at the
time of development?

CONCLUSION: The subject properties have road frontage on Ustick Road, Van Slyke Road and
Boehner Road. There are currently agricultural approaches to the properties
and a residential access to R33210. Access will be available to the properties in
accordance with the requirements of Golden Gate Highway District (GGHD).

FINDING:
1. Subject Parcels R36525, R33210, R33209 and R36523 have road frontage on Ustick
Road.

2. Parcel R36523 also has road frontage on Van Slyke Road and Boehner Road.

3. GGHD requires that a traffic impact study be completed and that variances may be
required for approaches that do not meet spacing requirements due to sight distance
concerns.

H. Will the proposed conditional rezone amendment impact essential public services and
facilities, such as schools, police, fire and emergency medical services? What measures will be
implemented to mitigate impacts?

CONCLUSION: The proposed conditional rezone may impact essential public services and
facilities. Vallivue School District expressed concerns with adding development
due to projections indicating that existing and new schools will reach or exceed
capacity by 2029 considering currently approved, but not yet constructed,
development in their district (Exhibit D3 and D3a). Longer response times are
expected from all services including police, fire and EMS (Exhibit A2, page 9).
The sheriff’s office, fire departments and emergency medical services were
notified of the application but no responses or concerns with the proposed
development were received by staff.

FINDING:

1. Agency notification: Notice of the public hearing was provided in accordance with CCZO
§07-05-01. Agency and City of Greenleaf notice was provided on December 10, 2024
and July 17, 2025. A full political notice was provided on July 22, 2025. Newspaper
notice was provided on July 22, 2025. Property owners within 300 feet were notified by
mail on July 22, 2025. The property was posted on July 22, 2025 as evidenced in case file
no. OR2022-0002 & RZ2022-0002-CR.

2. The following agencies responded to the agency notifications: Boise Project Board of
Control noting facilities and required easements on the subject properties, DSD
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Engineering, Vallivue School District, Department of Environmental Quality, Idaho
Transportation Department, Golden Gate Highway District, and a brief email from City of
Greenleaf. The responses and exhibits are attached in Section D: Exhibits D1-D8.

3. An agency request for comment was sent December 10, 2024 to the following agencies:
City of Greenleaf, City of Homedale, City of Wilder, Homedale and Vallivue School
Districts, Southwest District Health, Homedale and Wilder Fire Departments, Centurylink,
Intermountain Gas, Idaho Power and Ziply, Boise Project Board of Control, Wilder
Irrigation, COMPASS, Idaho Transportation Department, Valley Regional Transit, Canyon
County Sheriff’s Office, Canyon County Paramedics/EMT, Homedale City Ambulance, CC
Assessor’s office, CC DSD Engineering, Building Dept., and Code Enforcement, Bureau of
Reclamation, Dept. of Environmental Quality, Environmental Protection Agency, and
Idaho Department of Water Resources/water rights. These agencies also received a
notice on July 17, 2025. All political subdivisions received the full political notice on July
22, 2025.

Order

Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law contained herein, the Planning and Zoning Commission
forwards this case with a recommendation of denial for Case No. RZ2022-0002-CR, a Conditional Rezone
of approximately 151.56 acres including parcels R36523 (73.06 acres), R36525 (36.79 acres), R33509
(41.21 acres) and R33210 (0.50 acres) from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family Residential).

DENIED this | § day of S{,}lwg{e/ , 2025,

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO

Robert SeﬁngIl, Chairman

State of Idaho )

County of Canyon County )

On this [8 “ Day of M in the year of 2025, before me QO ‘.Hl N QOS S

a notary public, personally appeared luersonclly known to me to be the person

whose name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to me that he executed the same.

PN W W O W W WOWOWwWwWEr e

CAITLIN ROSS
COMMISSION #20251885
NOTARY PUBLIC
STATE OF IDAHO
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES 05/022131
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REMAND EXHIBIT “H”: SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTS

(PROVIDED BY STAFF)
FOR REMAND HEARING DATE: MARCH 26, 2026

MATERIALS DEADLINE: MARCH 16, 2026

EXHIBIT
H
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REMAND EXHIBIT “1”’: AGENCY COMMENTS
(See also PZ Exhibits D1-D8)
FOR REMAND HEARING DATE: MARCH 26, 2026

MATERIALS DEADLINE: MARCH 16, 2026

EXHIBIT
I
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Debbie Root

RN ]
From: Bob Watkins <bobw@gghd3.org>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2026 8:05 AM
To: Debbie Root; Christopher Pettigrew
Subject: RE: [External] RE: Legal Notice OR2022-0002/RZ2022-0002 / Christensen

Hi Debbie, we have reviewed the TIS for the Williamson Subdivision as well as the Timber Ridge Subdivision this was the
3" review of the TIS. We have not added this back to our Board Meeting Agenda due to the short time between
finalizing review and needing to post the agenda for the meeting. Also the Variance for both developments have not
been added back to the agenda due to applicant wanting to modify the Variance request’s which has not been
completed. | expect to see the TIS as well as the Variance request at our April Meeting.

Hope this answers your questions.

Thanks,

Bob Watkins
Director of Highways
Golden Gate Highway Dist.#3

From: Debbie Root <Debbie.Root@canyoncounty.id.gov>

Sent: Monday, March 16, 2026 7:56 AM

To: Christopher Pettigrew <cpettigrew@jub.com>

Cc: Bob Watkins <bobw@gghd3.org>

Subject: RE: [External] RE: Legal Notice OR2022-0002/RZ2022-0002 / Christensen

Bob and Chris,

It was brought to my attention that the traffic study was not accepted/approved by GGHD at arecent
Board meeting. Could you please provide insight as to where the applicants are with regards to the
traffic study?

It has been indicated that there was insufficient information regarding data to approve variances and the
applicant indicates in their presentation that the study has been revised to reflect “background traffic”
from Williamson project that has not been applied for at this time.

Respectfully,

Deb Root, MBA

Canyon County Development Services
debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov
208-455-6034

From: Christopher Pettigrew <cpettigrew@jub.com>
Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 2:40 PM
To: Debbie Root <Debbie.Root@canyoncounty.id.gov>

Cc: BobW@gghd3.org EXHIBIT
Subject: RE: [External] RE: Legal Notice OR2022-0002/RZ2022-0002 / Christensen .1
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Hi Debbie,

Yes, we have reviewed the TIS and we are working with them to address comments. They originally submitted a TIS
covering both subdivisions (Williamson and Christensen), then after receiving comments and modifying some things
with the Williamson subdivision, they decided to create TiS’s for each subdivision, which is what is under review now.

Please let me know if this answers your questions.
Thank you again!

CHRISTOPHER S. PETTIGREW, P.E.
Project Manager/Engineer
Transportation Services Group (TSG)
Project Delivery Team Lead (Central)

J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.
2760 W Excursion Ln, Ste 400
Meridian, ID 83642

e cpettigrew@jub.com

¢ 208-994-1575

p 208-376-7330

w jub.com
-
A R ‘
JuB.

From: Debbie Root <Debbie.Root@canyoncounty.id.gov>

Sent: Monday, February 23, 2026 2:09 PM

To: Christopher Pettigrew <cpettigrew@jub.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: [External] RE: Legal Notice OR2022-0002/RZ2022-0002 / Christensen

External Email - This Message originated from outside J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Christopher,

Thank you for the follow-up letter. You indicate that you reviewed the traffic study; however, a FINALTIS
has not been submitted. Did you make comments back to them that they need to update/fix
information? The Board partially remanded it because the study had been completed but not reviewed.

| know this is a bit tricky because the applicants are trying to lump the developments (Williamson and
Christensen) together but we have no application at all for Williamsons properties.

Respectfully,

Deb Root, MBA

Canyon County Development Services
debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov
208-455-6034
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February 23, 2026

Canyon County Development Services Department
Attn: Debbie Root, Principal Planner

111 North 11t Ave., Ste. 310

Caldwell, ID 83605

Phone: (208)455-6034

Email: debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov

RE: Case Name: Christensen-Indart Comprehensive Plan Amendment & Conditional Rezone
Case Number: OR2022-0002 & RZ2022-0002
Parcel #(s): R36523, R36523010, R36525, R33209, and R33210

Dear Debbie:

On behalf of Golden Gate Highway District No. 3 (GGHD), J-U-B Engineers, Inc. has reviewed the subject
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Conditional Rezone submitted to GGHD in an email dated
February 19, 2026. The subject parcels are located at 23422 Ustick Rd and in the SE1/4 of Section 31,
T4N, R4W and the NE1/4 of Section 6, T3N, R4W, BM, Canyon County, ID.

The application requests to amend the 2020 Comprehensive Plan designation for approximately 151.56
acres from “Agricultural” to “Residential” and concurrently requesting a Conditional Rezone from an “A”
(Agricultural) zone to a “CR-R1” (Single Family Residential) zone for the purpose of developing the
property as a residential subdivision. A Draft Concept Plan proposes a minimum of 135 residential lots
on the 151.56 acres. GGHD received a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Conditional Rezone
application for the same property with a minimum of 135 lots on 153 acres on July 16, 2025 and
provided comments to Canyon County Development Services in a letter dated July 18, 2025. The
Planning and Zoning Commission has since forwarded this case with a recommendation of Denial for
both the Comprehensive Plan Amendment and the Conditional Rezone on August 21, 2025, and on
January 13, 2026 this case was remanded back to the Planning and Zoning Commission. It does not
appear the Draft Concept Plan has been revised since the original application submittal and the
proposed access locations are the same. GGHD has reviewed a Traffic Impact Study (TIS) for the
proposed development; however, a final TIS has not yet been submitted or approved.

At this time, and based upon written information provided with the application, the following findings
and conditions of approval apply:

1. Comply with conditions of approval outlined in previous review letter dated July 18, 2025.

GGHD reserves the right to provide amended comments/conditions of approval in the event of
application revision or when additional information becomes available. GGHD requests Canyon County
Development Services incorporate these comments and any subsequent comments into proposed
Conditions of Approval for consideration/approval by Canyon County.

Respectfully,

Christopher S. Pettigrew, P.E.

Project Manager/Engineer, Transportation Services Group EXHIBIT
Project Delivery Team Lead (Central) 1.2

CC: Bob Watkins, GGHD Director of Highways

a 2760 W Excursion Ln, Ste 400, Meridian, ID 83642 » 208-376-7330 » www.jub.com
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J-U-B FAMILY OF COMPANIES

HELPING EACH OTHER —
CREATE BETTER COMMUNITIES £§§ggo~ ( JUJB/) &%mg

DATE:

TO:

CcC:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

MEMORANDUM
This document was submitted by
March 10, 2026 the applicant team: Orton on March
Bob Watkins (GGHD #3, Director of Highways) 14, 2026 and 1s included in the

Chris Pettigrew, P.E. (-U-B) applicant submittals as Exh 13.

Riannon Zender, P.E. (J-U-B)

Timber Ridge Subdivision TIS and Williamson Subdivision TIS Reviews

The revised Timber Ridge Subdivision Traffic Impact Study, prepared by CR Engineering and
dated 2/2/26, was reviewed for compliance with the Association of Canyon County Highway
Districts Highway Standards & Development Procedures (ACCHD Standards). Additionally, the
Williamson Subdivision Traffic Impact Study, prepared by CR Engineering and dated 2/3/26, was
reviewed for compliance with the Association of Canyon County Highway Districts Highway
Standards & Development Procedures (ACCHD Standards).

The following includes a summary of the findings and recommendations provided in the report,
and J-U-B's recommendations and additional comments provided in bold.

1.

7825 N Meadowlark Way, Coeur d'Alene, idaho 83815
(208) 762-8787 | www.jub.com

As a general observation, both traffic impact studies include the other subdivisions in
the background traffic volumes, and both provide the same results and mitigation
recommendations.

Each traffic impact study provides proportionate share of site generated traffic for

the individual developments.

Based on crash history, recommended improvements at the intersection of Allendale

& Ustick include "Stop Ahead” markings, installation of warning signs with flashing

beacons, and installation of flashing beacons on exiting stop signs.

There are two intersections that are anticipated to operate at LOS C in the 2034

Buildout scenario, which is below the ACCHD Standards: US-19 & Van Slyke and US-

95 & Ustick.

The recommendations for US-95 & Ustick include two options:

a. Option 1 -do nothing. Per the TIS, the average vehicle delays on the westbound
approach are not anticipated to be excessive during the PM peak hour. The
westbound approach is anticipated to operate under capacity with a v/c ratio of
0.32 or less during the peak hours.

EXHIBIT
K13
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b. Option 2 —install traffic signal. Construct left-turn lanes on the US 95 approaches.
The intersection meets the MUTCD signal warrants under 2034 total traffic
conditions.

c. Because the intersection meets MUTCD signal warrants in the future, J-U-B
recommends that a signal should be included.

6. Improvements are not recommended for intersection of US-19 and Van Slyke Road.

The support provided in the TIS for not recommending mitigation includes:

a. The average vehicle delays on the southbound approach are 28 seconds per
vehicle, which exceeds the LOS C threshold by three (3) second per vehicle during
the PM peak hour. This minor deficiency is anticipated to occur for a short
duration in the PM peak hour.

b. The southbound approach is anticipated to operate under capacity with a
volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio of 0.14 or less during the peak hours.

c. The southbound approach does not warrant additional lanes based on the
projected 2034 background traffic

d. The intersection is not anticipated to warrant additional turn lanes based on the
ITD turn lane guidelines

e. The intersection is not anticipated to meet the MUTCD signal warrant under 2034
background traffic conditions

f. Although the delay is anticipated to be slightly above the LOS C threshold, a
recommendation of no improvements appears reasonable based on items a.
through e. above.

7. A summary of recommended improvements is provided in the table below.
Intersection Mitigation Recommendation Year Warranted
US-95 & Ustick » Install NB right turn lane 2025 Existing
Road « Install SB left turn lane 2029 Background

» Install advanced “Stop Ahead” pavement markings on the
Allendale Road approaches

Allendale Road & * Install advanced warning signs with flashing beacons on the

2025 Existing (Based

Ustick Road Allendale Road approaches on crash history)
+ Install flashing beacons on the existing stop signs
Option 1 - No additiona! improvements to mitigate the

US-95 & Ustick westbound approach to operate at LOS C or better

Road Option 2 - Install a traffic signal and construct left-turn lanes on 2034 Buildout

the US 95 approaches = The intersection meets the MUTCD signal
warrants under 2034 total traffic conditions

7825 N Meadowlark Way, Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83815
(208) 762-8787 | www jub.com

Page 2 of 2




REMAND EXHIBIT “J”: PUBLIC COMMENTS
(See also BOCC Exhibits 5.1-5.9 & PZ Exhibits E1-E21)
FOR REMAND HEARING DATE: MARCH 26, 2026

MATERIALS DEADLINE: MARCH 16, 2026

EXHIBIT
J
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Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission

Attn: Deb Root — Case Planner

Re: Opposition to Case Nos. OR2022-0002 and RZ2022-0002
Dear Commissioners,

I’m writing to oppose the request to change about 151 acres from Agricultural to
Residential along Ustick and Van Slyke Roads.

Canyon County is losing farmland fast. Once it’s turned into housing, it’s gone forever. This
land is currently zoned agricultural for a reason, and | believe it should stay that way.

Many of us chose to live in Canyon County because of its agricultural roots and open land.
Turning more farmland into subdivisions only adds to the growth pressure we’re already
feeling.

There are better options for land like this. Instead of turning it into hundreds of houses, it
could be divided into smaller agricultural parcels so people who want to farm, raise
animals, or grow food locally actually have a chance to do so. Not everyone can afford a
huge farm, but many people would gladly steward smaller acreage.

| founded the Live Local Idaho community, which focuses on supporting local farmers,
ranchers, and strengthening our local food system. From that perspective, preserving
farmland in Canyon County is extremely important.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask the Commission to deny this proposal and keep this
land zoned for agriculture.

Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,
Mark A de la Tprre

[ Tole D A Y ofrer
8118 E Orah Way
Nampa ID, 83687

Markdelatorre@usa.com

EXHIBIT
J.1
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Dear Canyon County’s Planning and Zoning Commission & Board of County Commissioners,

I am writing to express serious concerns regarding the proposal to convert agricultural land
within our community into a residential development that could add approximately 150-300 new

homes.

Wilder is a small agricultural community, and the preservation of our farmland is essential to
maintaining the character, economy, and sustainability of our town. Once agricultural land is
converted to residential use, it is effectively lost forever. Our local farms are not only an
important part of our heritage, but they also support local agriculture, open space, and the rural

character that many residents value deeply.

From a planning and zoning perspective, maintaining this parcel as agricultural land is important
for responsible long-term growth management. Zoning designations exist to guide development
in ways that align with a city’s comprehensive plan, infrastructure capacity, and community
vision. Agricultural zoning helps preserve productive farmland, protect existing farming
operations, and prevent incompatible land uses from encroaching on rural areas. Converting
this land to residential use would set a precedent for additional development pressure on
surrounding agricultural properties and could gradually erode the farming base that Wilder has

historically relied on.

We are also concerned about the strain such a large development would place on our current
infrastructure. Our roads are already heavily used, and adding hundreds of additional
households will significantly increase traffic congestion and safety risks. Rural roads in our area
were not designed to accommodate the volume of traffic that a development of this size would

create.

Additionally, the parcel being considered is currently outside the city’s sewer area of impact.
Expanding sewer infrastructure to serve this development would likely require significant public
investment. As taxpayers, we are concerned that residents of Wilder could ultimately bear the
financial burden of extending sewer services and upgrading roads to support this project. Many
of us strongly feel that existing residents should not be required to fund costly infrastructure

expansions for developments that primarily benefit private interests.

J.2

EXHIBIT
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Rapid growth of this scale also raises concerns about the capacity of our small-town services
and infrastructure. Developments of 150-300 homes could dramatically increase demands on
roads, utilities, and other public services in ways that our community may not be prepared to

support.

We respectfully ask the City Council to carefully consider the long-term impacts this proposal
could have on Wilder’s agricultural land, infrastructure, and quality of life for current residents.
Protecting our farmland and ensuring that growth occurs responsibly, sustainably, and in
alignment with the city’s planning goals are issues that matter deeply to many members of this

community.

Thank you for your time, your service to our town, and for considering the concerns of the

residents you represent.

Sincerely,

Logan and Jaycee Case
30765 Red top rd.
Wilder, Idaho



CASE NOS OR2022-0002 and RZ2022-0002

This proposed development was denied at a prior Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on August 21, 2025, because it
is inconsistent with the 2020 Comprehensive Plan and the City of Greenleaf area of city impact Future Land Use Map, both
of which designate the subject properties for Agricultural use. The findings and conclusions from that hearing clearly affirm
the past, present, and intended future use of these lands as agricultural.

No changes have been made to the Canyon County 2020 Comprehensive Plan or the Future Land Use Map since that
decision. On the contrary, the need to protect productive agricultural lands for the continued production of food and fiber
is now more critical than ever. Recent history in Ada County demonstrates how unchecked growth can rapidly eliminate a
once-thriving agricultural economy. Similar conversion of farmland is visibly occurring north of 1-84 in both Canyon and Ada
Counties. Preserving Canyon County’s agricultural lands remains one of its most important responsibilities.

Additionally, the developer has indicated an intention to build a “minimum” of 135 homes on 151.56 acres of prime
farmland. The use of the term “minimum” is concerning, as it leaves open the possibility of significantly higher densities—
potentially up to hundreds more homes—without any stated maximum.

Canyon County should not repeat the experience of Ada County or Orange County in California. It is essential that Canyon
County adhere to the adopted Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map to preserve the County’s agricultural
heritage and ensure its long-term sustainability.

The below figures are for products sold, only. It does not included the thousands of agricultural jobs created.
USDA 2022 Census of Agriculture Canyon County

e Market value of products sold (farm-gate receipts): $829,378.
e This represents a 44% increase from 2017

2022 Breakdown:

e Crops: $453,907,000 (about 55% of total)

e Livestock, poultry, and products: $375,471,000 (about 45% of total)

e Key highlights include:

e Strong dairy (milk from cows: $279,233,000)

e Cattle and calves ($82,217,000)

e Vegetables, melons, and potatoes ($138,700,000)

e Other crops and hay ($176,604,000, ranking #1 in the state for this category)

e Fruits, tree nuts, and berries (523,978,000, ranking #1 in Idaho)

e Nursery/greenhouse/floriculture (516,199,000, ranking #1 in Idaho)

e There were 2,311 farms in the county (the most in Idaho), with 277,388 acres in farms. Average market value per
farm: about $358,883

Earlier references (e.g., in the county's 2020/2030 Comprehensive Plan) often cite the 2017 figure of ~$574.8 million,
emphasizing agriculture's role in protecting farmland for food and fiber production.

There is only one acceptable outcome for this high-density development destroying Canyon County’s farmland; That is a
Canyon County P & Z denial of this development.

Thank you,

Bradley Bolicek

22220 Aura Vista Way EXHIBIT
Caldwell, Idaho 13

83607
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August 21, 2025 Canon County P & Z Conclusion:
A. Is the requested type of growth generally in conformance with the comprehensive plan?

CONCLUSION: The requested type of growth is not in conformance with the comprehensive plan. The 2020 Comprehensive
Plan designates the properties as Agriculture on the Future Land Use Map. The Plan generally “...encourages the protection
of agricultural lands and land uses for the production of food and fiber...” The Commission acknowledges that there is
residential development in the area but that this area of the county consists primarily of agriculture and intensive
agricultural operations and the Plan does not support residential growth in this area of the county.

FINDING:
The Future Land Use Map designates the properties as ‘Agriculture’ (Exhibit B2e).

The property lies within the City of Greenleaf area of city impact. The property is designated agricultural on the Greenleaf
future land use map (Exhibit B2f).

The properties are currently and have historically been in agricultural production including crops and livestock (B2a, C1).

The area is not trending toward residential development. There are some residential developments in the area created
through conditional use permit approvals from 1998-2011. Those developments are zoned agricultural. There are
conditionally zoned properties in the area, CPR2008-2, subject to a development agreement DA#08-111 recorded as
instrument #2008051339. The properties have been and remain in agricultural crop production including corn and orchards
(Exhibit B2a & Exhibit C).



Debbie Root

. AR _ __ _

From: Tracie Tackett <tracie.tackett@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 1, 2026 11:11 AM

To: Debbie Root

Subject: [External] case nos 0r2022-0002 and rz2022-0002 | request my commissioner to vote

no on this project There are many issue's with this project water being number one .

EXHIBIT
J.4
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Debbie Root

S |
To: leff Stevenson
Subject: RE: [External] Fwd: Timber Stone Residents with Agricultural Experiences

From: Jeff Stevenson <jeff@modeltstarters.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 15, 2026 6:40 AM

To: Debbie Root <Debbie.Root@canyoncounty.id.gov>

Subject: [External] Fwd: Timber Stone Residents with Agricultural Experiences

| thought I'd share my experience with "troublesome. Lots and property. Our soil es especially well suited
for vineyards. Witness 100 acre planted just to the southwest of this proposed subdivision.. grape vines
Like a stressed environment. The Williamson's know this - they've been wine makers for many years.
Saying the land they own isn't good for corn is a cop out. Putin grapes and watch

yo”’,’!!’)’)l").l7,’7,.|,,lll”!,,’,”,””’,’l,

| was a winemaker and in the wine business as the CEO of VinoPRO Inc for 26 years. 1 also
planted, farmed and made wine from 60 acres of Pinot Noir grapes during that time and
won numerous Gold Medals for my wines. | also produced the #1 Pinot out of 268 entries in
the entire USAin 1992.

So I think I might have just a little bit of farming expertise...
Jeff

Jeff Stevenson
18900 Van Slyke Rd
Wilder ID 83676
208-800-2691

EXHIBIT
1.5
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From the Desk of Nancy Thomas C‘%\@

Date: March 16, 2026

To: Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission

111 North 11th Avenue, Suite 310

Caldwell, ID 83605

Debbie Root, Principal Planner. debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov

From: Nancy Thomas
22946 Middle Road, Greenleaf, ID 83626
208-863-1802

Subject: Formal Opposition to Timber Ridge Subdivision — Applications OR2022-0002 and RZ2022-
0002; Christensen/Indart

Dear Planning and Zoning Board Members,

I am writing in opposition to the Christensen/indart planned development Timber Ridge, in the area of
Van Slyke and Ustick Roads in Canyon County. Since | will not be able to attend in person, | am
sending written testimony. My previous letter (August 2025) is part of the public record, so my
comments focus on new or previously not considered information that may impact your
recommendation.

This case was remanded back to Planning and Zoning in January of 2026 due to ‘new’ information
submitted by the applicants. If that new information is to be considered, other new information should
be considered as well.

1/ Agriculture, Farmland, and the Rural Lifestyle

The City of Greenleaf recently changed their ‘Area of Impact.’ AOI defines how the city forecasts and
wishes to achieve growth in the coming years. This urban planning tool helps a city manage future
development in partnership with the county. The Timber Ridge development is not in or adjacent to that
new Area of Impact. It lies in an area that the Greenleaf Comprehensive Plan designates as
agriculture. In adherence to Idaho Code 67-6508, the Plan’s intent is to ensure orderly development
and public facility efficiency. The updated Greenleaf AOI should be considered in the recommendation
and final decision about this requested rezone.

The 2030 Comprehensive Plan, while not ‘new,” should be considered. The Public Outreach Report
dated 7.11.2022 (canyoncounty.idaho.gov) Was an effort to hear from Canyon County citizens as part of the
writing of the 2030 Comprehensive Plan. In that report citizens were surveyed about their perspectives
on agriculture. When asked, “What agricultural issues should be the top priorities for Canyon County to
address in the next 5-10 years?” the top priority noted was “More restrictive zoning policies and
ordinances to preserve agriculture lands by limiting development.” (74.87%) When asked about the
most important aspects of maintaining agriculture in Canyon County, “The ability to grow our own food
to supply local, regional, and global markets.” was ranked at the top, followed by “Maintains and
preserves a traditional way of life, leaves a legacy, improves understanding of the past.” We are now in
2026, the first year of that 5-10-year projection, and the voices of Canyon County should be carefully
considered. Once our farmland is gone it's gone. If it remains, it is still available for a variety of uses in
the future.

J7
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From the Desk of Nancy Thomas C‘;‘Q\Q

3/ Highways and Traffic

One of the most substantial pieces of new information for this application is the addition of a Traffic
Impact Study. The Golden Gate Highway District requested the study to make a more educated
assessment regarding the requested variances put forth in the Timber Ridge subdivision planning. A
variance is a discretionary exception or waiver that deviates from standard requirements and requires
legal authorization. The Highway District board goes to great lengths to ensure safety. They will look at
the ‘big picture’ of the impact of this additional traffic on the roads they oversee.

GGHD asked the applicants to provide separate TISs for the Christensen/Indart development, and the
Williamson development. The reasoning communicated to me was to address a situation in which one
of the developments might not move forward right away. Williamsons have also requested variances for
the entrances to their development. The result of two TISs that use each of the other developments’
traffic numbers as “background traffic,” will not yield as accurate a picture of the total impact of traffic in
this area. Background traffic is not counted the same as actual traffic. If a combined traffic study were
used it is more likely you would see thresholds being reached that would require additional mitigation.

A TIS is just one piece of information the Highway District is using to look at the impact of this large
number of residences. While the focus of the TIS is to look at traffic volumes and pattems, it does not
take into account the current condition of the roads, narrow and steep shoulders, lack of speed limit
signs, narrow bridges, the different types of vehicles that travel the road, and how volumes and vehicle
types change with different seasons.

The TIS that was made public and submitted to the County is dated December 2025. This TIS was
slated to be reviewed by GGHD on March 18, 2026. However, it was communicated to me that the
discussion of the Christensen/Indart TIS would not be on the agenda for March 18. The TIS has been
reviewed by GGHD three different times, and to date is back in the hands of the applicants.

If the TIS currently in the hands of Canyon County Planning and Zoning is not a finalized version, the
data resulting from that report may change and is not reflective of the true traffic picture.

The TIS and the requested variances being in limbo is a consistent theme with other aspects of this
application. Municipal sewer services are just an idea being discussed that lacks substance. No
calculations have been done. There is not a solid plan for water. Nothing has changed since August of
2025 when P & Z recommended denial of the application. This application has the appearance of being
hurried through the County approval process by the applicants, while many aspects of the planning are
still outstanding.

The County has an opportunity to be smart about how, when, where, and under what
circumstances development occurs, and thereby support the input from our farmers,
homeowners and citizens of Canyon County. The evidence provided about the negative impact
of this development isn’t just substantial, it is overwhelming. Respectfully, please, recommend
that the BOCC deny this application.

Respectfully,

Naney R Thomas,
Ghreenteaj resident for 26 yeane



Debbie Root

From: NANCY THOMAS PRICE <ZEDERKAMME®@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, March 16, 2026 2:48 PM

To: Debbie Root

Subject: [External] Re: GGHD? Reject traffic study?
Attachments: NEW Letter to commissioners 3.16.2026.pdf

Deb,

Please see the attached testimony regarding,

Subject: Formal Opposition to Timber Ridge Subdivision — Applications OR2022-0002 and RZ2022-0002;
Christensen/Indart

Nancy
Nancy Thomas

From: Debbie Root <Debbie.Root@canyoncounty.id.gov>
Sent: Friday, March 13, 2026 7:40 AM

To: 'NANCY THOMAS PRICE' <zederkamme@msn.com>
Subject: GGHD? Reject traffic study?

Nancy,

| have not received any information from the applicant or Golden Gate that the study was rejected/not
accepted or sent back for more details.

Respectfully,

Deb Root, MBA

Canyon County Development Services
debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov
208-455-6034
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Canyon County Cases: OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR

We, the undersigned neighbors and community members, oppose the requested Comprehensive Plan
Amendment to a "Residential" designation and the related conditional rezone to R-1 (single-family
residential) because the proposal fails to satisfy the applicable decision criteria. Both the Future Land
Use Map (FLUM) and the existing zoning currently depict the property as Agriculture, and the area
continues to function as agricultural land in use, character, and long-term pattern.

A "Residential” FLUM designation and R-1 zoning are not compatible with active agricultural operations.
This change would introduce predictable, ongoing conflicts - such as increased complaints regarding
noise, dust, odors, farm equipment traffic, early/late operations, and lawful chemical applications -
while also encouraging fragmentation of productive ground and pressure to curtail established farm
practices. Based on lack of plan conformance, the inappropriateness of intensive residential use in an
agricultural area, and the resulting incompatibility with surrounding agricultural uses, the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and conditional rezone should be denied.

We also oppose extending city services to this area, which would effectively promote residential growth
more than three miles from the city and intensify urban sprawl. Once utilities and services are extended,
they create strong expectations for additional rezonings and subdivision approvals, accelerating
fragmentation of agricultural lands and producing compounding, cumulative impacts - traffic, service
costs, and land use conflicts - that are difficult or impossible to mitigate later. Approving this request
would set a precedent that pressures future conversions and erodes the long-term viability of
agriculture in the surrounding area.

Signatures

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Opposition Petition regarding cases OR2022-0002 and
OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Signatures Continued
By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

ignatur Printed Name Address
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Signatures Continued
By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature

Printed Name

Address
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature

Printed Name

Address
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature

Printed Name

Address
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, 1 affirm that | support this Christensen/indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.
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Signatures Continued
By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases

OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address

f // 22667 Jok D577 g
Nt S Stz neb / -

/Q/QW\ , é@f% \Jean He/h o 52900 (ievys Views &3
/M@%m / Dave / /6’47 ev |22586 Cyyrus e &
@//ﬁﬁﬁn Gijl Sh pp |22l Gurus Vo P
/@//5/ \Shipp |29 I/ Cerus Ued (F
Jawa J ezt D%Lz 20413 Cuirus \iaCl

Signatures Continued
By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases

OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition

Canyon County Cases: OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR

We, the undersigned heighbors and community members, oppose the requested Camprehensive Plan
Amendment to a "Residential" designation and the related conditional rezone to R-1 (single-family
residential) because the proposal fails to satisfy the applicable decision criteria, Both the Future Land
Use Map (FLUM) and the existing zoning currently depict the property as Agriculture, and the area
continues to function as agricultural land in use, character, and long-term pattern.

A "Residential” FLUM designation and R-1 zoning are not compatible with active agricuitural aperations.,
This change would introduce predictable, ongoing conflicts - such as increased camplaints regarding
noise, dust, odors, farm equipment traffic, early/late operations, and lawful chemical applications -
while also encouraging fragmentation of productive ground and pressure to curtail established farm
practices. Based on lack of plan conformance, the inappropriateness of intensive residential use In-an
agricultural area, and the resulting incompatibility with surrounding agricultural uﬁsf tﬁﬁ-
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and conditional rezone should be denied.

We also oppose extending ity services to this area, which would effectively promote resudentiaf art
more than three miles from the ¢ity and intensify urban sprawl. Once utilitles and services are extendﬁd ;
they create strong expectations for additional rezonings and subdivision approvals, accelerating‘_'
fragmentation of agricultural lands and producing compounding, cumulative impacts - traffic, service -
costs, and fand use conflicts - that are difficult or impossible to mitigate later. Approving this request

would set a precedent that pressures future conversions and erodes the fong-tarm viability of :

agriculture in the surrounding area.

Signatures
8y signing below, | affirm that | support this Qpposition Petition regarding cases OR2022-0002 an d"':_ .

©OR2022-0002-CR.




Signatures Continued
By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases

OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/indart Oppasition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition

Canyon County Cases: OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR

We, the undersigned neighbors and community members, oppose the requested Comprehensive Plan
Amendment to a "Residential" designation and the related conditional rezone to R-1 (single-family
residential) because the proposal fails to satisfy the applicable decision criteria. Both the Future Land
Use Map (FLUM) and the existing zoning currently depict the property as Agriculture, and the area
continues to function as agricultural land in use, character, and long-term pattern.

A "Residential" FLUM designation and R-1 zoning are not compatible with active agricultural operations.
This change would introduce predictable, ongoing conflicts - such as increased complaints regarding
noise, dust, odors, farm equipment traffic, early/late operations, and fawful chemical applications -
while also encouraging fragmentation of productive ground and pressure to curtail established farm
practices. Based on lack of plan conformance, the inappropriateness of intensive residential use in an
agricuitural area, and the resulting incompatibility with surrounding agricultural uses, the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and conditional rezone should be denied.

We also oppose extending city services to this area, which would effectively promote residential growth
more than three miles from the city and intensify urban sprawl. Once utilities and services are extended,
they create strong expectations for additional rezonings and subdivision approvals, accelerating
fragmentation of agricultural lands and producing compounding, cumulative impacts - traffic, service
costs, and land use conflicts - that are difficult or impossible to mitigate later. Approving this request
would set a precedent that pressures future conversions and erodes the long-term viability of
agriculture in the surrounding area.

Signatures

By signing below, | affirm that | suppbrt this Opposition Petition regarding cases OR2022-0002 and
OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition

Canyon County Cases; OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR

We, the undersigned neighbors and community members, oppose the requested Comprehensive Plan
Amendment to a "Residential" designation and the related conditional rezone to R 1 [single-family
residential) because the proposal fails to satisfy the applicable decision criteria. Both the Future Land
Use Map (FLUM) and the existing zoning currently depict the property as Agriculture, and the area
continues to function as agricultural land in use, character, and long-term pattern.

A "Residential" FLUM designation and R-1 zoning are not compatible with active agricultural operations.
This change would introduce predictable, ongoing conflicts - such as increased complaints regarding
noise, dust, odors, farm equipment traffic, early/late operations, and lawful chemical applications -
while also encouraging fragmentation of productive ground and pressure to curtail established farm
practices. Based on lack of plan conformance, the inappropriateness of intensive residential use in an
agricultural area, and the resulting incompatibility with surrounding agricultural uses, the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and conditional rezone should be denied.

We also oppose extending city services to this area, which would effectively promote residential growth
more than three miles from the city and intensify urban sprawl. Once utilities and services are extended,
they create strong expectations for additional rezonings and subdivision approvals, accelerating
fragmentation of agricultural lands and producing compounding, cumulative impacts - traffic, service
costs, and land use conflicts - that are difficult or impossible to mitigate later. Approving this request
would set a precedent that pressures future conversions and erodes the long-term viability of
agriculture in the surrounding area.

Signatures
By signing below, | affirm that | support this Opposition Petition regarding cases OR2022-0002 and
OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition

Canyon County Cases: OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR

We, the undersigned neighbors and community members, oppose the requested Comprehensive Plan
Amendment to a "Residential" designation and the related conditional rezone to R-1 {single-family
residential) because the proposal fails to satisfy the applicable decision criteria. Both the Future Land
Use Map (FLUM) and the existing zoning currently depict the property as Agriculture, and the area
continues to function as agricultural land in use, character, and long-term pattern.

A "Residential" FLUM designation and R-1 zoning are not compatible with active agricultural operations.
This change would introduce predictable, ongoing conflicts - such as increased complaints regarding
noise, dust, odors, farm equipment traffic, early/late operations, and lawful chemical applications -
while also encouraging fragmentation of productive ground and pressure to curtail established farm
practices. Based on lack of plan conformance, the inappropriateness of intensive residential use in an
agricultural area, and the resulting incompatibility with surrounding agricultural uses, the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and conditional rezone should be denied.

We also oppose extending city services to this area, which would effectively promote residential growth
more than three miles from the city and intensify urban sprawl. Once utilities and services are extended,
they create strong expectations for additional rezonings and subdivision approvals, accelerating
fragmentation of agricultural lands and producing compounding, cumulative impacts - traffic, service
costs, and land use conflicts - that are difficult or impossible to mitigate later. Approving this request
would set a precedent that pressures future conversions and erodes the long-term viability of
agriculture in the surrounding area.

Signatures

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Opposition Petition regarding cases OR2022-0002 and
OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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6'1&022-0002 and QR2022-0002-CR

‘We, the undersigned nelghbors and community members, oppose the requested Comprehensive Pl
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Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition

Canyon County Cases: OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR

We, the undersigned neighbors and community members, oppose the requested Comprehensive Plan
Amendment to a "Residential" designation and the related conditional rezone to R-1 (single-family
residential) because the proposal fails to satisfy the applicable decision criteria. Both the Future Land
Use Map (FLUM) and the existing zoning currently depict the property as Agriculture, and the area
continues to function as agricultural land in use, character, and long-term pattern.

A "Residential" FLUM designation and R-1 zoning are not compatible with active agricultural operations.
This change would introduce predictable, ongoing conflicts - such as increased complaints regarding
noise, dust, odors, farm equipment traffic, early/late operations, and lawful chemical applications -
while also encouraging fragmentation of productive ground and pressure to curtail established farm
practices. Based on lack of plan conformance, the inappropriateness of intensive residential use in an
agricultural area, and the resulting incompatibility with surrounding agricultural uses, the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and conditional rezone should be denied.

We also oppose extending city services to this area, which would effectively promote residential growth
more than three miles from the city and intensify urban sprawl. Once utilities and services are extended,
they create strong expectations for additional rezonings and subdivision approvals, accelerating
fragmentation of agricultural lands and producing compounding, cumulative impacts - traffic, service
costs, and land use conflicts - that are difficult or impossible to mitigate later. Approving this request
would set a precedent that pressures future conversions and erodes the long-term viability of
agriculture in the surrounding area.

Signatures

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Opposition Petition regarding cases OR2022-0002 and
OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Signhatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition

Canyon County Cases: OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR

We, the undersigned neighbors and community members, oppose the requested Comprehensive Plan
Amendment to a "Residential" designation and the related conditional rezone to R-1 (single-family
residential) because the proposal fails to satisfy the applicable decision criteria. Both the Future Land
Use Map (FLUM) and the existing zoning currently depict the property as Agriculture, and the area
continues to function as agricultural land in use, character, and long-term pattern.

A "Residential" FLUM designation and R-1 zoning are not compatible with active agricultural operations.
This change would introduce predictable, ongoing conflicts - such as increased complaints regarding
noise, dust, odors, farm equipment traffic, early/late operations, and lawful chemical applications -
while also encouraging fragmentation of productive ground and pressure to curtail established farm
practices. Based on lack of plan conformance, the inappropriateness of intensive residential use in an
agricultural area, and the resulting incompatibility with surrounding agricultural uses, the
Comprehensive Plan Amendment and conditional rezone should be denied.

We also oppose extending city services to this area, which would effectively promote residential growth
more than three miles from the city and intensify urban sprawl. Once utilities and services are extended,
they create strong expectations for additional rezonings and subdivision approvals, accelerating
fragmentation of agricultural lands and producing compounding, cumulative impacts - traffic, service
costs, and land use conflicts - that are difficult or impossible to mitigate later. Approving this request
would set a precedent that pressures future conversions and erodes the long-term viability of
agriculture in the surrounding area.

Signatures

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Opposition Petition regarding cases OR2022-0002 and
OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature Printed Name Address
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/indart Opposition Petition regarding cases

OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.

Signature

Printed Name

Address
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Signatures Continued

By signing below, | affirm that | support this Christensen/Indart Opposition Petition regarding cases
0OR2022-0002 and OR2022-0002-CR.
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Timber Ridge
Development

What the property looks like today.

EXHIBIT
J9
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Legal Criteria for
Conditional
Rezone

The Proposal Fails Canyon County’s 8 Rezone Standards



Executive Summary

The proposed R-1 rezone directly conflicts with
both Canyon County and Greenleaf’s adopted
plans, disregards the agricultural character of
the area, and lacks critical data on traffic,
infrastructure, and public service impacts.

Approval would set a precedent for leapfrog
development, intensifying rural sprawl and
eroding farmland.

TIMBER RIDGE SUBDIVISION
DRAFT PRELIMINARY PLAT

PART OF THE SE % OF SECTION 31, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 4 WEST
AND PART OF THE NE % OF SECTION 6, TOWNSHIP 3 NORTH, RANGE 4 WEST,
BOISE MERIDIAN, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, 2024

N




Criteria for amending the
2020 Comprehensive Plan
Designation of “Agriculture”

This application FAILS to meet Canyon
County’s Standards for an amendment
to the Future Land Use Map




The Commission shall deliberate first on the proposed amendment to
the Comprehensive Plan.

Findings of Fact
Nothing has changed

In August 2025 Planning & Zoning deliberated and
recommended denial as the applicant did not show
evidence that supported an amendment to the
Comprehensive Plan



Criterion 1:
2020 Comprehensive Plan Consistency

The proposal is inconsistent with the Canyon County e
Comprehensive Plan and Greenleaf’s Future Land Use
Map, which designate the site as Agriculture. Both plans = cmcuLmume
prioritize farmland preservation and rural character in this Moy
location—no urban densities are planned or supported. [y
Approval would directly contradict these policies. e
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CANYON COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2030

Van Slyke & Ustick in
Intensive Agriculture
Overlay, page 30
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Comprehensive Plan pages 76-77

American Viticultural Area (AVA)

An AVA is defined as “delimited grape-
growing region with specific geographic or
climatic features that distinguish it from the
surrounding regions and affect how grapes
are grown. Using an AVA designation on a

wine label allows vintners to describe more
accurately the origin of their wines to
consumers and helps consumers identify
wines they may purchase".!

Snake River Valley AVA

As shown in the image to the right?, the
Snake River Valley AVA is an 8,263-square
mile area in southwestern Idaho and
southeastern Oregon. The boundary
encompasses seventeen wineries, forty-six
vineyards, and 1,107 acres of commercial
vineyard production.3

Sunnyslope AVA ‘
The Sunnyslope AVA is a proposed AVA in the region, as shown in the image on the next page The
Sunnyslope AVA will sit within the larger Snake River Valley AVA and highlight the heart of Idaho wine
country located in Canyon County. Like other world class wine producing areas, the Sunnyslope AVA
has a warm dry climate, light sandy well-drained soils, and sloping topography that make it an ideal
location for growing high quality wine grapes.*

The Sunnyslope Wine Tra|I
(@ Parma Ridge
@ Vale Winery
@ Kerry Hill Winery
@ Koenig Vineyards
@ Bitner Vineyards
@ Huston Vineyards
@ Vine & Branch Ranch
@ Fujishin Family Cellars
) Hat Ranch Winery
D Willkamson Crchards & Vineyards
D Kindred Winery &Vineyards
(@D Ste. Chapelle & Sawtooth wineries
D Hells Canyon and Zhoo Zhoo
@ SCORIA Vineyards
D Vizcaya Winery
i Indian Creek Winery

:1":, Additional SunnysiopeVineyards v

® Asena valley Vnevards
{® Frazier Vineyard

® Rose Cottage/Polo Cove Vineyards
@ Lanae Ridge Vineyard
{® Cuesta Sol Vineyards
® Williamson Vineyards
@ Simms Vineyards

® Famici Vineyard

D Vickers Vineyards

@ Skyline Vineyards

® Rock Spur Vineyard




Is the proposed rezone in conformance with
the Comprehensive Plan?

Mo}

The location of the proposed subdivision is

in a designated Agriculture area as Nothing has changed
described by both the 2020 and 2030

Comprehensive Plans
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Land Use: Corn Field



Land use: Pasture



Land Use: Wheat Field



Land Use: Alfalfa



Land Use: Feedlot/Cattle



Land Use: Vineyard



Land Use: Beans



Land use: Orchards



Land Use: Dairy



Seed Crop Locations: Green Spots



Criterion 2:

More Appropriate Than
Current Zoning?

The R-1 zone is intended to “promote and enhance predominantly single-family
living areas at a low-density standard,” not to convert land in the middle of an
active agricultural area. Because the surrounding pattern remains overwhelmingly
agricultural, the existing “Ag” zoning is more appropriate.



Criterion 3: Compatibility
with Surrounding Land Uses

The proposed 0.82-acre average lots are incompatible with adjacent farms, some rural
residential living and golf course uses. Without buffers or strict right-to-farm protections,
conflicts over dust, odors, pesticide drift, and farm traffic are inevitable. This density is
unlike any subdivision nearby, creating an urban pocket in a rural/agricultural landscape.



Sunnyslope Wine Trai

Approx Van
Slyke & Ustick

1 - Bitner Vineyards
16645 Plum Ln, Sunnyslope, 1D 83605
208-455-1870 | BitnerVineyardscom

2 - Cuesta Sol Vineyards
16385 Cuesta Sol Ln, Sunnyslope, D 83607
208-340-8654 | CuestaSclVineyards.com

3 - Devil's Bedstead Winery
21500 Hoskins Rd, Sunnyslope, 1D 83607
208-914-0774 | DevilsBedstead.com

4 - Dunning Estates
19937 Vino Ln, Sunny-’_-lope. 1D 83607
208-606-0936 | TheSlopeFarm.com

5 - Famici Wine Company
21026 Hoskins Rd, Sunnyslope, ID 83607
208-991-1152 | FamiciWine.com

6 - Free Dog Wines

15593 Sunnyslope Rd Sarinyslope, ID 83607
208-649-5382"FreeDogWines.com

7= Fujishin Estate Winery

17543 Allendale Rd, Wilder, ID 83676
208-779-2466 | FFCWine.com

8 - HAT Ranch Winery | Wale Wine Co.

15343 Plum Rd, Sunnyslope, ID 83607
208-994-6416 | HatRanchWinery.com

9 - Hells Canyon Winery | Zhoo Zhoo Wines

18835 Symms Rd, Sunnyslope, 1D 83607
208-477-4757 | HellsCanyonWine.com

10 - Huston Vineyards
16473 Chicken Dinner Rd, Sunnyslope, 1D 83607
208-455-7975 | HustonVineyards.com

11 - Indian Creek Winery

1000 N McDermott Rd, Kuna, ID 83634 14253 Fre
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13 - Kindred Vineyards
st Rd, Sunnyslope, ID 83607

208-891-7151 | IndianCreekWinery.com 208-504-2127 | KindredVineyards.com

12 - Kerr)-r Hill Winer}f

17264 Kerry Hill Ln, Wilder, ID 83676

14 - Koenig \"'ineyards
21452 Hoskins Rd, Sunnyslope, ID 83607

208-901-5815 | KerryHillWinerycom  208-459-4087 | KoenigVineyards.com

15 - Parma Ridge W'iner}' & Bistro
24509 Rudd Rd, Parma, ID 83680
208-946-5187 | ParmaRidge.wine

16 - Sawtooth Estate W'iner}u'
19348 Lowell Rd, Sunnyslope, ID 83607
208-467-1200 | SawtoothWinery.com

17 - SCORIA Vineyards 19 - \-"izca}-'a Winery
12639 Walker Lake Rd, Sunnyslope, ID 83607 8987 5 Greenhurst Rd, Kuna, 1D 83634
208-550-2472 | ScoriaVineyardscom  208-870-8354 | VizcayaWinery.com

18 - Ste. Chapelle W'iner}f 20 - Williamson Orchards & \-"ine}:ards
19348 Lowell Rd, Sunnyslope, ID 83607 14807 Sunnyslope Rd, Sunnyslope, ID 83607
208-453-7840 | SteChapelle.com 208-459-7333 | Williamsonwine




Agventure Trail Map
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Criterion 4:
Impacton
Character of
the Area

The subdivision will erode rural character by replacing
open farmland with urban-density housing. Unlike
Summerwind, which integrates open space buffers,
Timber Ridge offers no visual or agricultural transition —
just abrupt, high-density lots bordering farms and the
golf course.
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Residential lots, plus
the golf course pro
shop, parking lot, and
training building
occupy ~125ac*

*Google Earth



The TimberStone community contains
~57%* predominantly turf-covered OPEN SPACE
*Google Earth




Scale Comparison: Timberstone Open Space vs. Christensen Common Lot

Timberstone Open Space
~165 acres

Christensen/Indart Common Lot

1
[ ~0.96 acres




* The high-percentage of
open-space of the
TimberStone neighborhood
set the standard for
residential developments
melding with the character
in this part of Canyon
County

* Unless the proposed
development is substantially
revised, it will negatively
affect the existing character
of the area




Criterion 5: Adequate
Facilities & Services

The plan lacks a proven, regulated water and wastewater provider if Greenleaf does
not extend service. Known groundwater hazards (arsenic, uranium, nitrates) could

threaten public health without enforceable, centralized treatment—placing the
burden entirely on future homeowners.




Current AQI for
Greenleaf

Former AQI for
Greenleaf

Timber Ridge
Application

Proposed Sewer Line

from Greenleaf to
Timber Ridge

Greenleaf Waste
Water Treatment
Facility




Municipal Service remains speculative

Sewer: Greenleaf’s letter references 350 homes; this proposal includes
m only 135. Even with Williamson’s 110 homes included, the total remains
well below that level.

; Water: No preliminary municipal well approval has been issued, and
O Safe Drinking Water Act compliance would still be required.



Criterion 6:
Public Street Improvements /
Traffic Impacts

Exhibit 6.12, The TIS is still in process. It was
recently rejected by the GGHD3 engineer as
inadequate to make a determination about the
requested highway variances.



The Traffic Impact Study

The TIS submitted does not give a complete

picture of the development impact
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