BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSION OF LAW AND ORDER

In the matter of the application of’

Iovu — CR2022-0032

The Canyon County Board of County Commissioners
consider the following:

1) Conditional Rezone of Parcel R29303251 from an
“A” (Agricultural) zone to a “CR-R-1"" (Conditional
Rezone - Single-Family Residential) zone. The
request includes a development agreement that limits
the number of divisions of the parcel and maintains
the existing building envelope.

Case No. CR2022-0032, 2505 S Middleton Rd, Nampa

(R29303251), a portion of the NEY4 of Section 06, T2N,

R2W, BM, Canyon County, Idaho

Summary of the Record
1. The record is comprised of the following:

A. The record includes all testimony, the staff report, exhibits, and documents in Case File CR2022-0032.

Applicable Law

1. The following laws and ordinances apply to this decision: Canyon County Code §01-17 (Land Use/Land
Division Hearing Procedures), Canyon County Code §07-05 (Notice, Hearing and Appeal Procedures), Canyon
County Code §07-06-01 (Initiation of Proceedings), Canyon County Code §07-06-07 (Conditional Rezones),
Canyon County Code §07-10-27 (Land Use Regulations (Matrix)), Idaho Code §67-6511 (Zoning Map
Amendments and Procedures), and §67-6519 (Application Granting Process).

a. Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01 and Idaho Code §67-6509.

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 CCZO §07-06-07(1).

2. The Board 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. See 1.C. §67-6504, §67-6511.

3 The Board has the authority to hear this case and make its own independent determination. See 1.C. §67-6519,
§67-6504, 67-6509 & 67-6511.

4. The Board can sustain, modify or reject the Commission’s recommendations. See CCZO §07-05-03.

5. The burden of persuasion is upon the applicant to prove that all criteria, including whether the proposed use is
essential or desirable to the public welfare, are satisfied. CCZO §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 contested facts relied upon, and explains the
rationale for the decision based on the applicable provisions of the comprehensive plan, relevant ordinance and
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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. CCZO 07-05-03(1)(I).

The application (CR2022-0032) was presented at a public hearing before the Canyon County Board of County
Commissioners on July 26, 2023. 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
Board of County Commissioners decides as follows:

CONDITIONAL REZONE CRITERIA - CCZO §07-06-07(6)
1. Is the proposed conditional rezone generally consistent with the comprehensive plan?
Conclusion: The proposed conditional rezone is generally consistent with the comprehensive plan.

Findings: (1) The subject parcel is designated as Residential in the 2030 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan
Future Land Use Map (Attachment C). It is not located within a city impact area.

(2) The request aligns with the following goals and policies of the 2030 Canyon County
Comprehensive Plan:

Chapter 1: Property Rights

Protect the integrity of individual property rights while safeguarding public

G1.01.00 health, safety, and welfare.

P1.01.01 No person should be deprived of private property without due process of law.

Ordinances and land-use decisions should avoid imposing unnecessary conditions or

P1.01.03
procedures on development approvals.

The applicant is being given due process of law through the hearing process.

Chapter 2: Population

Promote housing, business, and service types needed to meet the demand of the

G2.02.00 future and existing population.

Chapter 4: Land Use and Community Design
G4.01.00 Support livability and high quality of life as the community changes over time.

Maintain a balance between residential growth and agriculture that protects the rural

P4.01.01
character.
P4.01.02 Planning, zoning, and land-use decisions should balance the community’s interests
o and protect private property rights.
P4.02.01 Consider site capability and characteristics when determining the appropriate
o locations and intensities of various land uses.
P4.03.01 Designate areas that may be appropriate for industrial, commercial, and residential

land uses while protecting and conserving farmland and natural resources.

Encourage the development of individual parcels and subdivisions that do not
p4.03.02 [ragment existing land use patterns.
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Recognize that each land use application is unique and that agricultural and non-
P4.03.03  agricultural uses may be compatible and co-exist in the same area and in some
instances may require conditions of approval to promote compatibility.

Encourage development design that accommodates topography and promotes the
P4.06.02 ; ;
conservation of agricultural land.

Protect rural qualities that make the County distinct and conserve and enhance
G4.07.00 o s . ;
the elements contributing to a good quality of life.

P4.07.01  Plan land uses that are compatible with the surrounding community.
G4.08.00 Maintain and enhance the aesthetic beauty of the County.

P4.08.01 Protect and enhance the rural landscape as an essential scenic feature of the County.

The conditional rezone will provide additional housing within an existing subdivision. It will not
fragment agricultural land or natural resources. See Findings for Criteria No. 2, 3, and 4.

Chapter 6: Schools

P6.01.01 Consider the cumulative impact residential development will have on the capacity of
o schools.

No comment was received from Nampa School District. See Findings for Criteria No. 8.

Chapter 8: Transportation

P8.01.02 Consider the cumulative impact of rezones and subdivisions on road capacity and
o traffic congestion when making land-use decisions.

See Findings for Criteria No. 6 and 7.

Chapter 11: Housing

G11.02.0 Maintain the rural character of Canyon County while providing sufficient
0 housing without fragmenting agricultural land and natural resources.

The conditional rezone will provide additional housing within an existing subdivision. It will not
fragment agricultural land or natural resources. See Findings for Criteria No. 4.

(3) Evidence includes the application, support materials submitted by the applicant, public
testimony, and the staff report with attachments found in Case No. CR2022-0032.

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

Conclusion: The proposed zone is not more appropriate than the current zoning designation.

Findings: (1) Coyote Cove Subdivision No. 2 was created with large lots intended for rural lifestyles, open
space, and small-scale agricultural use. According to testimony from neighbors in the
subdivision, many of the property owners use their open space as pasture. The subject parcel is
not in an Area of City Impact and is not proposed to be added to one in the near future. This is
consistent with the purpose of the “A” (Agricultural) zone as stated in CCZO §07-10-25.

The current zoning 1s “A” (Agricultural). Pursuant to CCZO §07-10-25 (Purposes of Zones):
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(2)

“(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.”

The proposed zoning is “CR-R-1" (Conditional Rezone — Single-Family Residential). Pursuant
to CCZO §07-10-25 (Purposes of Zones):

“(3) The purpose of the R-1 (Single-Family Residential) Zone is to promote and enhance
predominantly single-family living areas at a low density standard. "’

Evidence includes the application, support materials submitted by the applicant, public
testimony, and the staff report with attachments found in Case No. CR2022-0032.

3. Is the proposed conditional rezone compatible with surrounding land uses?

Conclusion: As conditioned, the request is compatible with the surrounding land uses.

Finding:

(n

(2)

(3)

4)

Based on site photos (Attachment B), the parcel is currently used primarily for residential
purposes and does not contain any active farmland. The parcels immediately adjacent to the
subject parcel are also used primarily for residential purposes except for the parcels to the east
which are used for mineral extraction and farmland.

The parcel is in Coyote Cove Subdivision #2, which has lot sizes ranging from approximately 1-
4 acres (Attachment F). If this rezone and subdivision is approved, the average lot size of the
two lots would be 1.46 acres. All lots within Coyote Cove Subdivision #2 are currently larger
than this average except Lot 1 Block 1, which is 0.89 acre. Nampa City subdivisions to the
north and northeast have lot sizes under a quarter acre (Attachment E). There are 73
subdivisions within one mile of the subject property with an average lot size of 0.36 acres.
Within 600 ft, the average lot size is 5.07 acres and the median is 1.99 acres.

The request would result in potentially adding one additional dwelling. The parcel is currently
allowed to add a secondary residence which would add the same number of trips per day. There
are no proposed conditions for this case that would prohibit secondary dwellings after the
subdivision is completed, but the existing building envelope would constrain the ability to fit
two dwellings on either lot.

Evidence includes the application, support materials submitted by the applicant, public
testimony, and the staft report with exhibits and attachments found in Case No. CR2022-0032.

4. 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 will negatively affect the character of the area.

Finding:

Case # CR2022-0032

(1)

The area is a mix of rural, agricultural, and residential. The parcel is in Coyote Cove
Subdivision #2, which has lot sizes of approximately 1-4 acres (Attachment F). Nampa City
subdivisions to the north and northeast have lot sizes under a quarter acre (Attachment E). Lake
Lowell is approximately 1,700 ft south of the subject property. A gravel pit is located directly to
the east (Attachment G). There are 73 subdivisions within 1 mile of the subject property with an
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average lot size of 0.36 acres. Within 600 ft, the average lot size is 5.07 acres and the median 1s
1.99 acres.

(2) All county parcels within one mile are zoned “A” (Agricultural) (Attachment D).

3

~

Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. Newspaper notice was
published on June 14, 2023. Property owners within 600" were notified by mail on June 14,
2023. The property was posted on June 23, 2023. One written comment was accepted into
record during the Planning & Zoning Commission hearing (Attachment K). The letter is from
Timothy Rambo, president of Rambo Sand & Gravel, who is opposed to the request due to the
possibility of traffic interfering with the gravel operation. Three public comments from
neighbors opposed to the case as well as a statement signed by property owners from case

PH2018-6 was submitted prior to the Board of County Commissioners hearing (Attachments
L1-L4).

(4) Evidence includes the application, support materials submitted by the applicant, public
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits and attachments found in Case No. CR2022-0032.

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

Conclusion: Adequate facilities and services will be provided to accommodate the request at the time of
development.

Finding: (1) Future development will require a domestic well and septic systems. Future development will
be required to meet Idaho Department of Water Resources and Southwest District Health
requirements regarding the placement of a well and septic system. Drainage and irrigation will
be addressed at the time of subdivision.

(2) Based on public testimony from the secretary of Coyote Cove Homeowners’ Association, the
proposed lot would not be denied water, but the property owner would have to put ina
connection to the community well. If water is not provided for any reason, the property owner
would be allowed to irrigate 0.5 acre from the domestic well.

(3) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. Affected agencies and full
political noticing were sent on June 13, 2023.

(4) Evidence includes the application, support materials submitted by the applicant, public
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits and attachments found in Case No. CR2022-0032.

6. 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: The request does not require public street improvements. No measures are necessary to mitigate traffic
impacts.

Finding: (1) The request is not anticipated to create a significant impact to traffic patterns. This would add
one additional dwelling, which would generate approximately 9.52 trips per day according to
CCZ0O 07-10-03 Note 3. The parcel is currently allowed to add a secondary residence which
would add the same number of trips per day.

(2) There are no proposed conditions for this case that would prohibit secondary dwellings after the
subdivision is completed, but the existing building envelope would constrain the ability to fit
two dwellings on either lot.

(3) No agencies stated they had concerns regarding traffic impacts. The request is not anticipated to
cause undue interference with existing or future traffic patterns.
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(4) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. Affected agencies and full
political noticing were sent on June 13, 2023.

(5) Evidence includes the application, support materials submitted by the applicant, public
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits and attachments found in Case No. CR2022-0032.

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

Conclusion: The property will have legal access at the time of development.

Finding: (1) According to the concept plan (Attachment A), the property will have 60 ft of frontage along S
Middleton Rd, a public road. Nampa Highway District provided a copy of their approved land
split application indicating that they would require an approach permit (Attachment H). The
new approach will be required to meet highway district standards.

(2) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. Affected agencies and full
political noticing were sent on June 13, 2023.

(3) Evidence includes the application, support materials submitted by the applicant, public
testimony, and the statf report with exhibits and attachments found in Case No. CR2022-0032.

8. Will the propoesed 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: Essential services will be provided to accommodate the use. No mitigation is proposed at this time.

Finding: (1) The property will be served by Nampa School District, Nampa Fire Department, and Canyon
County Emergency Services. All essential services were notified. Nampa Fire District stated
that they will provide the property with emergency services, the development will not have a
negative impact on the department, and that they do not oppose the application (Attachment I).

(2) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. Affected agencies and full
political noticing were sent on June 13, 2023.

(3) Evidence includes the application, support materials submitted by the applicant, public
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits and attachments found in Case No. CR2022-0032.

Order

Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Board of County Commissioners
deny Case # CR2022-0032, a conditional rezone of Parcel R29303251 from an “A” (Agricultural) zone to a “CR-R-1"
(Conditional Rezone - Single-Family Residential) zone.

Pursuant to Section 67-6535 of the Idaho Code, the applicant has 14 days from the date of the final decision to seek
reconsideration before seeking judicial review.

DATED this 4{“‘{ day of P{\)L%\L@\' ,2023.

CANYON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

v~ Motion Carried Unanimously
Motion Carried/Split Vote Below
Motion Defeated/Split Vote Below

Did Not
Yes No Vote
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Site Photos: Taken March 21, 2023

Image |: Taken
from driveway
facing west towards
2505 S Middleton
Rd.

Image 2: Taken
from driveway
facing southwest.

Image 3: Taken
from driveway

facing southonto S
Middleton Rd.
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Image 4: Taken
from driveway
facing southeast
towards the
neighboring gravel
pit.

Image 5: Taken
from driveway
facing east towards
the neighboring
gravel pit.

Image 6: Taken
from driveway
facing northeast.
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Image 7: Taken
from S Middleton
Rd facing north.

Image 8: Taken
from S Middleton
Rd facing west
into the subject

property.

Image 9: Taken
from S Middleton
Rd facing

southwest into the
subject property.
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N NHD-003

™ LAND SPLIT APPLICATION Pespiy

SECTION | — APPLICANT INFORMATION (TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT)

I certlfy that I am the owner (or authorized representative of owner) of the property proposed to be split.

t
v/ A) G ¢ Vo l({ -
NAME OF APPLICANT , SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT
- y sEmemesn : 2
L5005 S _MBALETDN A 2-0/- 2073 N
ADDRESS : DATE
A 7 7 2
NAMAA b g5 208 20y - 73/
STATE ZIpP PHONE (CELL NUMBER PREFERRED)
ROAD NAME: S, /Y] /B4 ( EON pB serween OFF  Greephssrsl
FIRST CROSS STREET SECOND CROSS STREET
SIDE OF ROAD: TOTAL NUMBER OF: PLATTED SUBDIVISION?
O North O South New Lots: / I No (attach sketch of proposed land split)
[ East ;E;‘West New Access Points: O ves (submit Conceptual Plan prepared by an Engineer)

SECTION Il - WORKSHEET/RECOMMENDATION (TO BE COMPLETED BY HIGHWAY DISTRICT)
APPLICATION FEE: [ Paid 01 Not Paid (*/%)7 5/, 85" PERCENTILE SPEED: _H7 e

ROAD NO. C; (;3 4 SIGHT DISTANCE: & Sufficient [ Insufficient
ROAD SURFACE: 1 Asphalt [J Gravel [IDirt TRAFFIC VOLUME: -3@/ ADT
SHARED ACCESS: [J Yes E No FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION: [ Arterial

[J Collector

CULVERTS REQUIRED: (] Yes [1No B Other

MEETS ACCESS CONTROL STANDARDS?: § Yes [J No 74«0,745 Lé)m%oy Lo f y. "u"Waﬂ o

ADDITIONAL REMARKS/CONDITIONS: (IF NONE, 50 STATE) M wa Givgon (ot

'/)% Oéﬁlf d‘//~ 2CC 58 st Nleed Correat .//)fyg 1%4 /Vilaf‘c’wf/zf
ip Zj 2l Q/‘QA c&‘z e /2/‘/“/32« ffed? ,4/4/0/%4( K/JZ/’IZ/*
/‘f?,puj_&é_ff?_ e 2z A

THIS LAND SPLIT IS:

X Recommended for approval, / % 7 ~ =
subject to the above conditions Ly Tt K_A v ’Zé‘/ .12[?92.2 .

[0 Not recommended SIGNATURE — HIGHWAY DISTRICT OFFICIAL DATE
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
9 - 12th Avenue South  Nampa, ID 83651

208.468.5770 208.468.5780

DATE: December 29, 2022
TO: Canyon County Development Services Department
FROM: Ron Johnson, Nampa Fire District, Fire Marshal

APPLICANT: Claudia Frent
OWNER: Virgil lovu
ADDRESS: 2505 S Middleton Rd. Nampa, ID

RE: CRR2022-032

This application is for a conditional rezone from R-R to CR-R-1 with a development
agreement limiting the divisions of the property.

The Nampa Fire District would provide this development with emergency services and
does not have a negative impact on Nampa Fire District. Nampa Fire District does not
oppose the application subject to compliance with all the following code requirements
and conditions of approval.

Conditions:

1. Fire hydrants, capable of producing the required fire flow, shall be located along
approved fire lanes. Fire hydrant spacing shall meet the requirements of IFC table
C105.1.1 (IFC 507.3, IFC B105.2, IFC C105). There is an existing City fire hydrant
about 600 feet to the north. This hydrant may be sufficient for this development
depending on location and size of the new structure.

2. Dead-end fire apparatus access roads exceeding 150 feet (45 720 mm) in length
shall be provided with an approved area for turning around fire apparatus. (IFC
503.2.5)

3. Fire apparatus access roads shall extend to within 150 feet of all portions of the
exterior walls of the first story of a building measured by an approved route around
the exterior of the building or facility. (IFC 503.1.1)

4. Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed width of not less than 20
feet and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not less than 13 feet 6 inches. (IFC
503.2.1)

5. The minimum outside turning radius of a fire apparatus access road shall be 48
feet. The minimum inside turning radius shall be 28 feet. (IFC 503.2.4)

6. Fire apparatus access roads shall have an approved driving surface of asphal,
concrete or other approved driving surface and can support the imposed load of
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ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE
9 - 12th Avenue South  Nampa, ID 83651

208.468.5770 208.468.5780

fire apparatus weighing at least 75,000 pounds. Please provide documentation
the road surface meets this standard. (IFC D102.1)
7. Fire apparatus access roads shall not exceed 10 percent in grade. (IFC D103.2)

Emergency Response Time Analysis and Service Impact:

1. The City of Nampa 2040 comprehensive plan states the response objective for
Nampa Fire Department is to arrive to 0% of emergency medical incidents within
5 minutes of the alarm time, and within 5 minutes and 20 seconds to fire incidents.
To accomplish these response time objectives requires that travel distances be
approximately 1 2 miles from the nearest fire station. This development is located
approximately 2.8 miles from Nampa Fire Station 2 with an approximate response
time of 8 minutes. Nampa Fire Station 6 will be opening in August 2023 and will
provide response times of approximately é minutes to this location.

General Requirement:

Fire Department required fire hydrants, access, and street identification shall be installed
prior o construction or storage of combustible materials on site. Provisions may be made
for temporary access and identification measures.

Specific building construction requirements of the International Building Code,
International Fire Code and City of Nampa Code will apply. However, these provisions
are best addressed by a licensed Architect at time of building permit application.




CANYON COUNTY PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION
MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING HELD
Thursday, April 6, 2023
6:30 P.M.

1°T FLOOR PUBLIC MEETING ROOM SUITE 130, CANYON COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING

Commissioners Present : Robert Sturgill, Chairman
Patrick Williamson, Commissioner
Harold Nevill, Commissioner
Miguel Villafana, Commissioner

Staff Members Present: Dan Lister, Planning Official
Jenna Petroll, Planner
Madelyn Vander Veen, Planner
Michelle Barron, Planner
Deb Root, Planner
Bonnie Puleo, Recording Secretary

Chairman Robert Sturgill called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Commissioner Villafana read the testimony guidelines and proceeded to the first business item on the
agenda.

A\

Case No. CU2022-0045/Treasure Valley Transit: The applicant, Treasure Valley Transit, is
requesting a conditional use permit to allow a quasi-public use within an “R-R” (Rural Residential)
Zoning District. The use includes office buildings, outbuildings, and employee and commercial
vehicle parking for a private nonprofit public transportation company. The subject property is
located at 3101 S Powerline Rd, Nampa on Parcels R29190; also referenced as a portion of the SE
% of Section 03, Township 2N, Range 2W; BM; Canyon County, Idaho.

Planner Jenna Petroll reviewed the Staff report for the record

Chairman Robert Sturgill affirmed the witness to testify.

Testimony:

Terri Lindenberg — Applicant (Representative) — IN FAVOR — 1136 W. Finch Drive Nampa ID 83651

Ms. Lindenberg is the director of Treasure Valley Transit. She thanked staff for their work on this
application. She wanted to give the history of Treasure Valley Transit; who they are, who they serve and
their relationship with Canyon County. Treasure Valley Transit began in 1992 as a consortium of agencies.
Ms. Lindenberg said they wanted to bring together resources for a foundation to address the unmet need
for transportation. She listed the various agencies who worked with Treasure Valley Transit in the early
days. Their goal was to coordinate vehicles and build the foundation for what would become Treasure
Valley Transit in 1996 with the focus of providing transportation for healthcare, medical appointments,
people with disabilities and seniors. In 1996, they became a standalone, non-profit, public transportation
system supported by local cities, Canyon County as well as the organizations they serve. Ms. Lindenberg
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said they are non-emergency medical transportation and are an ‘on-demand’ service. Their largest
customer base is now are people with cognitive disabilities and they operate all over Canyon County as
well as part of Owyhee County. In 2019, they provided approximately 46,000 rides with 10 vehicles. She
said then came COVID. At the time they were recognized as an essential service: they never shut down
during COVID although the number of rides declined. They are still operating a little lower than 2019 due
to the widespread use of TeleHealth, labor shortages and other things. Ms. Lindenberg said they are
sometimes confused with Valley Regional Transit Authority. When they began in 1992, Canyon County
was considered rural and that designation did not change until the 2000 census. When it did change,
Valley Regional Transit (Valley Ride) was voted in and they took over the rural routes. They also provide
services in three other rural areas: Mountain Home, Payette County and McCall. Ms. Lindenberg said their
offices have always been located in Nampa. Right now, they are in a very small location on .7 acres with a
1600 square foot building. For the last 10 years, they have been looking for another facility and as a non-
profit she said that’s difficult. Everything they looked at for the past 10 years, they were not successful at
acquiring. She said this property was a government surplus sale and following the federal transportation
guidelines, they had to get a categorical exclusion to make sure the property met all the Federal
regulations. They entered into the competitive bid process and were successful. She said this is a 10,000
square foot building. They currently hold trainings in a hotel because of space issues. With this building,
they will be able to hold trainings at their facility and have a driver’s lounge, adequate office space and a
board meeting room. They will utilize every square foot of the building. They have 33 employees including
10 drivers. Ms. Lindenberg talked about the neighborhood meeting and the questions that were brought
up by the neighbors. She discussed the times the ten buses would leave the facility and said they do not
all leave at the same time. She also wanted to address the 25 buses. She listed the amount of buses they
currently have (S buses, 5 vans 7 backup buses). She said the reason they have 7 back up buses is because
when they ordered 8 new buses they were told that because of supply chain problems, it would be 2 - 4
years until the buses would be delivered. Those 7 back up buses are held in case a bus breaks down and
needs to go in for repairs. This facility is perfect for them and meets their needs. They would be a very
good neighbor and they would like to maintain the property in the condition it currently is in. She would
like to be able to provide the beautiful surroundings for her staff.

Commissioner Williamson asked about doing vehicle repairs on site. Ms. Lindenberg said they contract
with a repair shop in Meridian and that shop does all the maintenance. They would not do vehicle
maintenance or repair on site. The only work they would do at the facility is replacing light bulbs or
window wiper blades. No hazardous materials would be stored or heavy maintenance would be
completed on site.

Commissioner Nevill asked if she had looked at all 16 conditions and asked if she agreed with them all.
She responded that she has and they do agree with all conditions. They were surprised about the walking
path but are going to work on that with the City of Nampa on construction and funding.

Commissioner Villafana asked about the limit of 25 vehicles. Would they be close to that 25 vehicle limit?
Ms. Lindenberg said the only time they would get close to the 25 vehicle limit would be when the new
replacement vehicles are delivered. In order to grow enough to require the 25 vehicle threshold, they
would have to get the rural grant funding and have a local match. She did not see that happening.

MOTION: Commissioner Williamson moved to close public testimony on Case CU2022-0045 seconded
by Commissioner Villafana. Voice vote, motion carried.

DELIBERATION:

Commissioner Nevill wanted to add a couple of items to the findings. For Finding #4 if it was injurious to
other property or Wilson Pond, he would like to add that the Conditions of Approval will mitigate those
concerns because there would be no vehicle maintenance on site which means there will be no oils used
and so would not be injurious to the area. He said it is an additional finding that helps support the staff’s
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finding. For Findings of Fact #5 about adequate drainage; Commissioner Nevill said the drainage will be
retained on site and again, as there will be no maintenance on site, so the drainage will be fine and it
won’'timpact Wilson Ponds. He also said for Condition of Approval #7 on the interference of traffic; they
found that the vehicles leave at staggered times and that additionally supports the finding

MOTION: Commissioner Nevill moved to approve Case CU2022-0045 including the modified Findings of
Facts, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval. Motion seconded by Commissioner Williamson.
Roll call vote: 4 in favor, 0 opposed, motion passed.

» Case No. CR2022-0032/Claudia Frent & Virgil lovu: Claudia Frent, representing Virgil lovu, is
requesting a conditional rezone of Parcel R29303251 from a “R-R” (Rural Residential) zone to a
“CR-R-1” (Conditional Rezone - Single-Family Residential) zone. The request includes a
development agreement that limits the number of divisions of the parcel and maintains the
existing building envelope. The 2.92-acre property is located at 2505 S Middleton Road, Nampa;
also referenced as a portion of the NE% of Section 06, T2N, R2W, BM, Canyon County, Idaho.

Planner Madelyn Vander Veen reviewed the Staff report for the record.
Chairman Robert Sturgill affirmed the witnesses to testify.

Testimony:

Claudia Frent — Applicant (Representative) — IN FAVOR — 12359 Rivendell Court Nampa ID 83686

Ms. Frent wanted to be clear that she is not legally representing the lovu’s, she is speaking for them due
to a language barrier. She is also happy to translate for them if the Commission wanted to ask them
questions directly. She said the CC&R'’s do not prevent splitting the parcel; it states they must go through
the County and that is why they are going through this process. The lovu’s want to split the property to
downsize and build a second home. They are allowed to have the second home on the property now but
she said building a second home doesn’t make sense for them as they are aging and have no children.
They would like to sell off the home they have now and downsize. They meet the criteria; they are not
infringing on anyone, they are not creating excess traffic, noise and dust. They will stay within the building
envelope and they have no infractions with the Homeowner’s Association (HOA) or issues with their
neighbors. Ms. Frent said the lovus have property rights and their request is simple: they want to build
another home. In the neighborhood meeting, the two concerns they heard were the neighbors didn't
want the lovus to split because others will want to do it and they were told they should sell, move and
build another house. She said they shouldn’t have to move in this economy and she said they have the
right to split their property. No agencies are in opposition and they will follow all the rules and adhere to
the building envelope. She said some neighbors are in favor of the lovus splitting their property but they
don’t have the courage to come up and say it because they don’t want to go against the HOA. Ms. Frent
said the HOA does not have the final say and can’t violate the lovus private property rights: they have to
have a valid reason to oppose a split. Up until this point, they have not been given a valid reason. Since
the last time they were in front of the Commission (in 2018), the HOA has had the opportunity to amend
their CC&Rs to prevent a split but they have not done that. They follow the 2030 Comprehensive plan
which designated this area as residential. The Nampa city limits are close and while they are not in the
city impact area now, she felt they would be soon.

Chairman Sturgill stated that the Commission doesn’t enforce the CC&Rs and can’t take the CC&R terms
into their consideration. He said they have no bearing on their role in the process.

Commissioner Nevill said it was suggested by neighbors that they sell this home and buy a smaller home,
which would maintain the character of the area whereas the lovus want to split the lot, build a smaller




home and sell the originally home and lot which would change the area. He said in the end, it seems like
the same thing to him and doesn’t change the character of the area. He asked her to help him understand
why she sees that as the same. Ms. Frent said they are not changing the character of the area anyway as
there are smaller lots than the lovu’s. She said one house near them in the Coyote Subdivision is on .89 of
an acre. The house on .89 acre was shown on the map. Commissioner Nevill asked if they were okay with
the four conditions of approval. Ms. Frent answered yes. When asked if she knew the future plans of the
gravel pit, she said no. Ms. Frent said the lovus shouldn’t have to leave the area they live in and it doesn’t
make sense for them financially to leave. She also said the lovus had always planned on splitting the
property and building a second home when they aged, which is why they built the current house where it
is.

Chairman Sturgill asked how do the four proposed development agreement conditions (today) impact the
Board of County Commissioner’s original decision in 20182 Ms. Frent said she didn’t agree with the 2018
finding that it would change the character of the area and the louvs weren’t able to adequately express
what they wanted to do, due to the language barrier. Ms. Frent said Commissioner Dale made a comment
after the 2018 decision when he came out and saw the property that he thought it would have been an
‘okay split’.

Susan Ray - IN OPPOSITION — 11980 Meredith Court Nampa ID 83686

Ms. Ray is the secretary/treasurer of the Coyote Cove HOA and Coyote Cove water users. She said when
the subdivision was developed, there were water rights involved. There is one (shared) irrigation well as
well as each lot has an individual domestic well. The concerns that have been brought to her by almost
two thirds of the property owners in the subdivision were if there is another well drilled on that property
that hasn’t been engineered, what will that do to everyone else’s water use. She said she is not a water
expert, she is just sharing the concerns. She wanted to go on the record as being opposed to the split.
Commissioner Nevill asked about a water users agreement with the HOA. Ms. Ray said the water users’
group also encompasses property owners that were not part of the HOA. It was shown on the map where
the well was located and the properties it services. Commissioner Nevill asked if the water users’
agreement language states that individual lot owners can’t split their property unless they have approval
from the rest of the association or was there a process for that. She said the water agreement only lists
the lots in the original development. He asked if anyone has applied to tap into the irrigation system since
the agreement was initially started. Ms. Ray said no and she pointed out one of the property owners who
was on the water agreement who then annexed into the City. She said he now uses City water. She said it
is on for only part of the year. Commissioner Nevill asked if she was testifying that any new properties
would have to tap into the irrigation system because that is the only way the split would have irrigation
water. She said she didn’t know because they have never had it happen; they would have to find out how
to go about it legally. She said the Rambos live behind her and the gravel pit across the street is an actively
producing gravel pit. She has not heard of any plans for the gravel pit to leave.

Commissioner Williamson said the existing water right on the current property, wouldn’t that be
grandfathered in with the lot split. Staff said if they have water rights, they don’t just magically g0 away.
During the platting process, they will have to demonstrate how they are getting water and how they are
delivering it to that site. Planning Official Dan Lister said this case is to determine whether the zoning is
appropriate for the area.

Commissioner Villafana said if the water is with an Irrigation District, the water right follows the property.
They stillwould be able to irrigate lawfully. He asked if the parcel size was the issue or if it was the number
of residences using water. Ms. Ray said they didn’t know about the water; they would have to find out.
They would do what they legally need to do. She said for the lot split itself and the way it affects the
community, there are several other properties that have the potential to be split. That is what they are
opposed to. Everyone bought into the Coyote Cove development and agreed with what the intent was
and they feel this intent is not in alignment with what the rest of the subdivision wants.
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Jared Mansfield — IN OPPOSITION - 11951 Meredith Court Nampa ID 83686

Mr. Mansfield is the President of Coyote Cove HOA. He said 95% of the community is against this split.
They believe it will ruin the face of the community. He asks the Commission to decline the request and
stick to the same reasons for the 2018 decision because nothing has changed.

Chairman Sturgill asked what would ruin the face of area? Mr. Mansfield said this is the start of the
neighborhood. It would add a different feel. He feels it is the density of the additional house.
Commissioner Williamson asked if it was the lot size that would also be the issue? Mr. Mansfield said yes,
they would kind of go together. Commissioner Williamson said they could still not split the lot but still
build a secondary dwelling. Mr. Mansfield said the second home would have to be in the building envelope
and still would have to be approved by the architectural committee which he is a member of.
Commissioner Williamson reiterated that from the County’s viewpoint, they could still do that. Mr.
Mansfield said that was true. He said what people have done in the past with the building envelope is put
up a barn or an in-law suite and is more in line with what the designers of the community had in mind.

Marc Taylor — IN OPPOSITION — 11820 Meredith Court Nampa ID 83686

Mr. Taylor showed his house on the map. He is a direct neighbor (of the lovus). In 2004, one property
owner would not allow the split of a parcel to go to the developer. Subsequently, Mr. Taylor bought the
property which they split into like-sized properties to fit the continuity of the subdivision. They also
adopted the covenants so this type of thing wouldn’t happen. His realtor was adamant that they sign
(documents) and the community agreed that they wouldn’t split down the road. The lovus built their
home off to the side with the full intention of doing this (a split) and no one noticed until the first
application in 2018. The community at large has been in opposition to this; they like them as neighbors
and told them they could build a shop or mother-in-law qguarters but do not set a new precedence in their
community. He wonders how the Commission was going to stop this as he has zero building envelope and
could put a subdivision there if they start this process. It’s going to get really messy and he does not want
this to happen. Mr. Taylor said they all get along but this one issue keeps haunting them. He would like
the Commission to help this go away. If there is a loophole that needs to be changed, they have their
attorney at the meeting and they will get that fixed. Everyone bought with the intention of keeping their
properties this way so their values stay the same. He was the one who told the lovus if they didn't like
their property’s size they should probably sell it and find something smaller. They (the community) have
certain restrictions on square footage and they wouldn’t be able to downsize that much. They will still
have a large lot and he knows how much work it is to take care of the acreages. He asked the Commission
not to break precedence in their subdivision and which would cause a lawsuit in the future.
Commissioner Nevill asked if he was saying that the zoning change from Ag to Conditional Rezone to rural
residential is the precedence he is talking about. Mr. Taylor said it wasn't the current residents he was
concerned about but instead, future buyers might come in and request to split their lots and wonder why
they can’t. Commissioner Nevill asked Mr. Taylor if he thought rural residential zoning being allowed in
an Ag zone would be a foot in the door. Mr. Taylor said yes and that they had fought annexation into the
City of Nampa because they wanted to stay in the County to remain rural and agricultural. They wish, as
a community, to stay intact.

Commissioner Williamson confirmed with staff that a Conditional Rezone states it is not to be used as a
precedence.

Daniel Bower — IN OPPOSITION - 10421 Pheasant Lane Nampa ID 83686

Mr. Bower is the attorney for the HOA. He had one late exhibit, a letter from Mr. Rambo, the owner of
the gravel pit, that addressed the question about the gravel pit’s future. He said the gravel pit is going to
be an active gravel pit and the owner of the gravel pit opposes the conditional rezone. Mr. Bower said if
they look at what happened in 2018, you have to look at the findings and ask, “What has changed?” He
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read from part B of the 2018 Findings, specifically if the new zoning was more appropriate than the current
zoning designation. He said the Commission is going to see testimony from the people who live there who
say, itis changing’. He said it is about open space. Mr. Bower read another 2018 Finding: ‘Is it compatible
with surrounding land uses?’ which determined it was not compatible because it would create the smaller
lots. He said, as a lawyer, he appreciates precedence but we know how the real world works: this will
create precedence. He said he appreciates land rights.

MOTION: Commissioner Nevill moved to give Mr. Bower one additional minute of testimony; seconded
by Commissioner Villafana.

Mr. Bower continued: He said CC&Rs are important because they go to the character (of the
development). They have very restrictive CC&Rs and there is a significant architectural committee
requirement and they will be in litigation. He spoke to the architectural committee that morning and they
said they will not approve any new construction. Mr. Bower said this is going to create a mess. The better
course of action, he said, is to add a second home. There are different ways to protect the property rights.
Commissioner Nevill asked if he had looked at the water user agreement. Mr. Bower said it will be a mess;
dealing with the irrigation district, there are shares and who owns the shares. He thought they proposed
to dig an irrigation well. He hesitates to bring the water issue up because the bigger issue they are
concerned about is the character of the area.

Commissioner Williamson asked if was an irrigation well or surface irrigation as an irrigation well doesn’t
fall under an Irrigation District. Mr. Bower said it was an irrigation well. Commissioner Williamson said if
it was a well, there was no Irrigation District involvement. Mr. Bower said he was not adequately prepared
to address the legalities of that (water) and water was not the primary focus.

Chairman Sturgill asked staff for a late exhibit number for the letter from Rambo Sand and Gravel.
Chairman Sturgill handed out copies of the letter to all Commissioners and asked if there was any
objection to the late exhibit. There were no objections and Chairman Sturgill entered the late exhibit into
the record.

Ken Jorgensen — IN OPPOSITION — 11228 Coyote Cove Nampa ID 83686

Mr. Jorgenson said he was not in the HOA but he is part of the water district. He came from the San
Francisco Bay Area: he said he didn’t come to change ldaho, he came to preserve it. He was fortunate to
find their house in that neighborhood; there is lots of room around the houses and that is what he wants
to keep. He said to say putting another house on that street isn’t going to change the character is wrong.
He grew up on the San Francisco peninsula so he knows what crowding is. He said the Commissioners
need to speak to their counterparts in Fresno. Nampa Planning guy said we have an aquifer with lots of
water but Mr. Jorgensen said they don’t. He said this is a desert. There isn’t lots of water; when they build
houses, they channel the water onto the street and it runs away. It doesn’t go into the ground. Big fields
are being replaced left and right and we are losing that water. If nobody is thinking about what are we
going to do in 20 years when the groundwater is gone, it will be like Fresno.

Claudia Frent - Applicant {Representative) — REBUTTAL — 12359 Rivendell Court Nampa ID 83686

Ms. Frent said she lives in a 2-acre subdivision and is the HOA president of that 18 home subdivision. They
too have pressurized irrigation. She said splitting this lot will not affect the water: they can irrigate the
one acre off its well and the 1.9 acres can be watered off the (existing) irrigation. She believes the Planning
Official answered the question well: if approved, they can cross that bridge when they get there. There
are checks and balances put in by the County, prohibiting any homeowner from taking water rights from
another. She said this will not change the character of the area. If you look at the report that was prepared,
the area is a mixed rural/agricultural area. Coyote Cove has lot sizes from 1-acre to 4-acres: the lot sizes
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vary. Ms. Frent said according to the attorney and the architectural committee, they aren’t even allowed
to put up a second home because it won’t be approved. She said HOAs do not dictate and override
property rights. The CC&Rs state a split can be done if it is approved by the County or if they annex into
the City. She provided an example of a neighbor who annexed into the City of Nampa and then completed
a lot line adjustment or split. The downsizing refers to their home's size. Ms. Frent said the lovu’s home
is 2700 square feet and they plan on downsizing to a 2000 square foot home which is the minimum (size
for the subdivision). She said the lovu’s have property rights and are refugees from a communist county:
they deserve to have their property rights upheld. When they were denied previously, the lovus told Ms.
Frent that this was more corrupt that Communist Romania

Chairman Sturgill clarified with Ms. Frent that the 2000 square foot minimum was part of the development
CC&Rs. He also asked about the former resident who annexed into the city and why the lovus couldn’t do

the same. Ms. Frent said that your property has to be touching the City limits to be able to annex into the
City of Nampa.

MOTION: Commissioner Nevill moved to close public testimony on Case CR2022-0032 seconded by
Commissioner Williamson. Voice vote, motion carried.

DELIBERATION:

Chairman Sturgill reminded everyone that their decision will be a recommendation to the Board of County
Commissioners who will make the final decision at a future public hearing

Commissioner Williamson said he is mixed on how he leans on this issue. He said the issues seems to fall
squarely on whether there are the same negative impacts as in 2018 or is it enough of a difference to have
the building envelope along with a conditional rezone. The water issue would probably be worked out at
the platting stage. He still hasn’t reached a decision on how he leans on the case.

Commissioner Nevill said he is also struggling to figure out what has changed enaugh that they wouldn’t
lean heavily on the 2018 findings of non-compatibility. There has been testimony on both sides that it will
and won’t change the character of the area. He said they have to understand that in the code, a
conditional rezone says it isn’t a foot in the door and can’t be used by future developers. But if you have
an Ag zone and the zone changes, to him that s a change in the character of the area that winds up being
a fact that supports the finding that it will negatively affect the character of the area. As far as the finding
about adequate facilities, they may not have a clear understanding of the impact, but the testimony of
HOA board members provided compelling testimony that there is a water users’ agreement set for a
certain number of users and when adding another house, they are going to have to figure out how to
irrigate. He clarified that they can only irrigate % an acre off a domestic well and he felt they were reaching
with this lot size to irrigate off a domestic well. Commissioner Nevill said they are going to have to come
up with a solution to the irrigation problem or else it will become a weed pile and that will affect all the
neighbors. He is currently not in favor because there are just too many questions and too many concerns.
Commissioner Villafana said he is undecided but he is leaning towards approval. He listed his reasons why:
since 2018, there are 14 subdivisions that have gone in close to them and within a mile radius the average
lot size is .36. He knows those are within city limits but the growth is rapidly surrounding them. The
character of the area has significantly changed in the last 4 years; maybe not in their little bubble, but
directly outside their little bubble everything has changed. He would rather see an additional parcel/house
created from a 3 acre parcel than take out an area of productive farm ground. He said they are already in
an area seeing immense growth so you could argue that this is an area that is already suited to a one acre
parcel with a house on it. Commissioner Villafana said that is why he is leaning in favor although both
sides have valid arguments.

Commissioner Williamson asked Commissioner Nevill about the testimony that one homeowner already
annexed into the city. He believes that removes them off the water users’ agreement. If Commissioner
Nevill is concerned about capacity, if one or two users are no longer eligible for the well because of
annexation, did that alleviate his concerns about the capacity of the irrigation well?
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Commissioner Nevill said that no one testified that was the case. If someone had said two lots went off
the well and they felt two lots coming on wouldn’t make a difference, that would be one thing. But they
didn’t get any testimony about that and he doesn’t have any facts.

Commissioner Williamson asked Commissioner Nevill if this were to be approved, would a condition that
they need to clear up the water issue and concerns at the platting stage be something he would be
agreeable to? Commissioner Nevill said he doesn’t disagree with asking for that (cond tion) but he doesn’t
know whether that answers the question. What if they do a full investigation and determine that they
can’t put any more taps in? Commissioner Williamson said he is trying to see if there is any avenue to try
to make things easier for everyone

MOTION: Commissioner Nevill moved to recommend denial case CR2022-0032 including modified
Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law and Conditions of Approval, forwarding the recommendation to
the Board of Canyon County Commissioners. Motion seconded by Chairman Sturgill. Roll call vote: 3 in
favor 1 opposed, motion passed.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
MOTION: Commissioner Nevill moved to approve the minutes from 3/16/2023, seconded by
Commissioner Villafana. Voice vote, motion carried.

DIRECTOR, PLANNER, COMMISSION COMMENTS:

Planning Official Dan Lister said they are having weekly workshops with the Board of County
Commissioners on topics they want to discuss as well as trainings. They will share the calendar with the
Planning and Zoning Commissioners. Some workshops will be about the current Comprehensive Plan
and in addition, there will be workshops with Water agencies, Fire Districts and Transportation. He
mentioned the new Planning processes and new design of staff reports. He stated they wanted to come
up with a form that has the specific case findings the Commissioners can use to change, add evidence or
findings when listening to testimony during the hearing. There was discussion about adding two new
Planning and Zoning Commissioners and the process involved.

ADJOURNMENT:
MOTION: Commissioner Williamson moved to adjourn, seconded by Commissioner Nevill. Voice vote
motion carried. Hearing adjourned at 8:42 pm.

An audio recording is on file in the Development Services Departments’ office.

Approved this 4th day of May, 2023

.
/é/‘f [tf"f ‘6 L N

Robert Sturgill, Chairman

ATTEST
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I
Bonnie Puleo, Recording Secretary




March 29, 2023 |

TO: Canyon County D.S.D. and Commissioners

From: Rambo Sand & Gravel, Inc.
Timothy B. Rambo, President :
RE: CR2022-032 |

I own and operate the mineral extraction operation directly to the east

of the proposed rezone referenced above. | am opposed to the

proposed rezone on the basis of traffic generation. My trucks and

heavy equipment enter on to Middleton Road directly across from the

proposed rezone. Truck traffic and car traffic are not a great mix and

adding more traffic at the proposed location is not helpful. My

operation has no time limit and will run into the foreseeable future.

When and if my operation ceases it would eliminate my concerns

regarding traffic.

Thank you for your consideration,

Rambo Sand & Gravel, Inc.,
an Idaho corporation

= 27 2.,

By: Timothy B. Rambo, President
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Al and Robin Sanchez
2525 S. Middleton Rd.; Nampa, [D 83686 /
(208) 866-3117 /

July 4, 2023

Board of Canyon County Commissioners
1115 Albany St.
Caldwell, ID 83605

Re: Case #CR2022-0032

Virgil and Tabita lovu, property owners at 2505 S. Middleton Rd, Nampa. have applied to the
county to have their property rezoned in order to split their property (parcel R29303251). Our
home is adjacent to this property and we oppose the proposed conditional rezoning request.

This is the second time this general request is being made. As you may know, Coyote Cove is a
unique subdivision in that all the property lots have been intentionally established to provide
more open space than most of the subdivisions established in this area. Our subdivision is
relatively small in the number of properties within the subdivision, when compared to many of
the new subdivisions springing up around our arca. However, the majority of property owners
also oppose the requested conditional rezoning.

In our opinion the proposed changes will set precedent for changing the unique characteristics of
Coyote Cove and ask that you deny the conditional rezone request. This is in direct violation of
the existing restrictions/covenants that were in place at the time Virgil and Tabita purchased their
property. These covenants were established to protcct the unique characteristics of the Coyote
Cove Subdivision. These unique characteristics are specifically the reason we built our home in
this sub-division.

Respectfully Submitted

Al Sanchez Robin Sanchez

Cc: Coyote Cove Homeowners and Water-users Committee

CanyonCty Development Services-Virgil lovu Rezone#2 7-5-23

Attachment L1




Susan & Doug Ray
11980 Meredith Ct.

Nampa, |daho 83686

Canyon County Commissioners
1115 Albany St.

Caldwell, Idaho 83605

July 7, 2023

Re: Case # CR2022-0032

Doug and Susan Ray are opposed to the rezoning and subsequent land split of 2505 S. Middleton Rd.
Coyote Cove #2 was developed with the intent of large lots for maintaining large animals, beef, horses,
llamas and goats. Property owners are quiet and tend to stay out of each other’s business. The owners

requesting the change in zoning are the only property owners to do so, all other owners have abided by
the CC&Rs of Coyote Cove #2.

Coyote Cove is an exception to the sprawl of the City of Nampa, an oasis next to the Federal Reserve and
property owners have fought to remain outside of the City of Nampa’s area of impact. Doug and | fear

allowing a single lot to be rezoned and split will change the feel and landscape of the subdivision and
open other lots to rezone and split.

We are asking the commission to carefully consider the decision in this matter.

Susan Ray g Dou:;;?
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July 6, 2023

Canyon County Commissionner
111 N 11th Room 40
Caldwell ID 83605

RE: Rezone Application
To Whom It May Concern:

My name is Costin Pirvu, | live at 11998 Meredith Ct, Nampa ID 83686. My wife,
Alisa Pirvu and | are part of the Coyote Cove Homeowner Association, my wife and |
oppose the Rezoning and Plans to Split the property at 2505 Middleton Road,
Nampa Idaho.

The subdivision was developed to create estate sized lots with preservation of sight
lines and views. Further, subdividing of lots would jeopardize this goal. Therefore,
the proposal is not compatible with surrounding land use and would negatively affect
the character of the area.

Furthermore, the irrigation system does not have the capacity nor the provision for
the delivery of water to the additional lot Mr. lovu is trying to create. As the president
of the Coyote Water Association, the Water Association will not provide water to any
additional lots.

Thank you for your consideration of the above. Please advise if further information is
required.

Sincerely,

T %?
A~ P [

Costin Pirvu & Alisa Pirvu

Attachment L3
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| have included a memo, titled Case #PH2018-6, from the first time this matter
came to the attention of the Canyon County Commissioners in 2018.

Jim Binns still lives in Coyote Cove #2, as does Costin Pirvu. The information
within the memo is still correct and valid.

Thank you.

Susan Ray

Secretary, Coyote Cove Homeowners

Attachment L4




March 1, 2018

Coyote Cove Home Owners Assocation.

Case # PH2018-6

To Canyon County Commission

On behalf of the property owners of this subdivision | would like point
out some of the issues that have come to our attention.

1. All the lots have been engineered with building envelopes,Well &
Septic locations

2. People bought these lots at a premium price because of the size

3. The CC&Rs say the lots cannot be split and Virgil lovu agreed with
these conditions when he bought his lot.

4. All the people in the subdivision are against any change in the
zoning (20 lots)

5. It will put an extra burden on the irrigation well

i )i‘”‘“"*’f};
Jim Binns HOA President

P /5'.?:7,_/'/»
%277—/74 L >

Costin Pirvu HOA Vice President
& TH e

¢ ‘l S~

——ad

.\ s .
S A s Uy
Dan Ehnstrom HOA Secretary Treasurer
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