
Planning & Zoning Commission 
Canyon County Development Services Dept.  

  Case No. CU2022-0024 
  

HEARING DATE: April 4, 2024 

 

  

OWNER: BID, LLC 
  

APPLICANT/REP: Evan Buchert, Premier, LLC 
  

PLANNER: Michelle Barron, Principal Planner 
  

CASE NUMBER: CU2022-0024 
  

LOCATION: 
25706 Boise River Road, Parma; R39054, R39054010, 
R39070010 and R39070010B (Approx. 238 acres) 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The applicant requests a conditional use permit to allow long-term mineral extraction on Parcels 
R39054, R39054010, R39070010, and R39070010B0, approximately 159 acres of 259 acres (Exhibit 
2). The property is zoned “A” (Agricultural). The property is located on Boise River Road, Parma; also 
referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of Section 26, T5N, R5W and the NE¼ of Section 27, T5N, R5W, 
Canyon County, Idaho. 

 

PROJECT INFORMATION (See Exhibit 1 for Parcel Information) 

Parcel R39054, 26.91 acres, is an original parcel (CCZO Section 07-02-03). Parcel R39054010, 136.2 
acres, consists of three original parcels. The parcels were purchased by BID, LLC on April 22, 2021 
(Instrument #2021-029452, Exhibit 2g). 

Parcel R39070010, 61.18 acres, consists of three original parcels. Parcel R39070010B, 14.26 acres, is 
an original parcel (CCZO Section 07-02-03). Parcel R39070010B was purchased by BID, LLC on 
April 22, 2021 (Instrument #2021-029452, Exhibit 2g). Parcel R39070010 was purchased by BID, 
LLC on May 5, 2017 (Instrument #2017-017926, Exhibit 2g). 

The subject parcels are vacant of any structures. 
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APPLICABLE CODE: 

CCZO §07-02-03 Definitions 

COMPATIBILITY: Land uses are compatible if: a) they do not directly or indirectly interfere or 
conflict with or negatively impact one another and b) they do not exclude or diminish one another's use 
of public and private services. A compatibility determination requires a site specific analysis of 
potential interactions between uses and potential impacts of existing and proposed uses on one 
another. Ensuring compatibility may require mitigation from or conditions upon a proposed use to 
minimize interference and conflicts with existing uses. 

CONDITIONAL USE: A use or occupancy of a structure, or use of land, permitted only upon issuance 
of a conditional use permit and subject to the limitations and conditions specified therein. See Idaho 
Code section 67-6512. 

MINERAL EXTRACTION: The various activities associated with the extraction of mineral resources, 
including, but not limited to, gravel, from the ground. 

OPERATION PLAN: A plan of action to include, but not be limited to, time requirements, 
commencement of the operation, hours of operation, noise levels, dust levels, air and water quality, 
raw material delivery, finished product and marketing, site improvements, public and private facilities, 
public amenities and infrastructure. 

ORIGINAL PARCEL: A parcel of platted or unplatted land as it existed on September 6, 1979 (the 
effective date of the Zoning Ordinance 79-008), including any property boundary adjustments as 
defined in this chapter and any reduction in area due to creating a parcel for the exclusive use by 
Canyon County, a municipality within Canyon County, a local highway district, Idaho Transportation 
Department, utility company or corporation under the jurisdiction of the Idaho Public Utilities 
Commission, or other local, State, or Federal agency. 

SETBACK: The space on a lot required to be left open and unoccupied by buildings or structures, 
either by the front, side or rear yard requirements of this chapter, or by delineation on a recorded 
subdivision map or a record of survey. 

CCZO §07-07-01 Conditional Use Permit – Purpose 
Every use which requires the granting of a conditional use permit is declared to possess characteristics 
which require review and appraisal by the commission to determine whether or not the use would 
cause any damage, hazard, nuisance or other detriment to persons or property in the vicinity. The 
commission may require higher standards of site development than those listed specifically in this 
chapter in order to assure that the proposed use will be compatible with other property and uses in the 
vicinity. The commission may revoke or modify its approval of a conditional use permit in accordance 
with the procedures set forth in the hearing and appeals procedures found in article 5 of this chapter. 

CCZO §07-07-05 Conditional Use Permit – Hearing Criteria 
The presiding party shall consider each conditional use permit application by finding adequate 
evidence to answer the following questions in its FCOs: 

(1) Is the proposed use permitted in the zone by conditional use permit; 

(2) What is the nature of the request; 

(3) Is the proposed use consistent with the comprehensive plan; 

(4) Will the proposed use be injurious to other property in the immediate vicinity and/or negatively 
change the essential character of the area; 

(5) Will adequate water, sewer, irrigation, drainage and stormwater drainage facilities, and utility 
systems be provided to accommodate the use; 
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(6) Does legal access to the subject property for the development exist or will it exist at the time of 
development; 

(7) Will there be undue interference with existing or future traffic patterns; and 

(8) Will essential services be provided to accommodate the use including, but not limited to, school 
facilities, police and fire protection, emergency medical services, irrigation facilities, and will the 
services be negatively impacted by such use or require additional public funding in order to meet 
the needs created by the requested use?  

CCZO §07-07-17 Conditional Use Permit – Special Conditions 
Special conditions may be attached to a conditional use permit including, but not limited to, conditions 
which: 

(1) Minimize adverse impact, such as damage, hazard, and nuisance, to persons or the subject 
property or property in the vicinity; 

(2) Control the sequence and timing of development; 

(3) Control the duration of development; 

(4) Designate the exact location and nature of development; 

(5) Require the provision for on site or off site public facilities or services; 

(6) Require more restrictive standards than those generally required in this chapter; or 

(7) Mitigate the negative impacts of the proposed development upon service delivery by any political 
subdivision, including school districts, providing services within the county.  

CCZO §07-07-19 Conditional Use Permit – Additional Studies 
Prior to making a decision concerning a conditional use permit request, the presiding party may 
require studies at the applicant's expense of the social, economic, fiscal, and environmental effects of 
the proposed conditional use.  

CCZO §07-10-27 Land Use Regulations Matrix 
This section lists uses within each land use zone: allowed uses (A), permitted uses through a 
conditional use permit (C), Director administrative decision (D), not applicable because covered by 
different use/section (n/a), or prohibited (-). 

 

 

CCZO §07-14-19 Use Standards – Mineral Extraction Long Term 
(1) If a conditional use permit is required, the following standards shall apply: 

A. Setbacks: 

 
1. Front and corner setbacks shall be measured from the greatest of either the property line, 

right-of-way line, or road easement line of any local or private street. 

2. When making a decision for a conditional use permit for the use, the decision-making body 
shall consider the following: 
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A. The uses of the surrounding properties in the determination of the compatibility of the 
proposed application with such uses; 

B. Duration of the proposed use; 

C. Setbacks from surrounding uses; 

D. Reclamation plan as approved by Idaho Department of Lands; 

E. The locations of all proposed pits and any accessory uses; and 

F. Recommendations from applicable government agencies. 

PROJECT OVERVIEW 

Request: 
The applicant, Premier, LLC, submitted a condition use permit for mineral extraction (Pintail Long 
Term Mineral Extraction) on May 9, 2022. Per the applicant’s letter of intent (Exhibit 2a), the parcels 
would be used for sand and gravel extraction, rock crushing, and equipment storage facility. Mineral 
extraction will be completed in two phases totaling 159 acres of 259 acres (Exhibit 2c). Material sales 
will be conducted on the property to local citizens and contractors. Rock crushing is anticipated to be 
conducted for 4-5 months per year. A scale house and scale will be installed on the parcel which will 
be used to scale trucks entering and leaving the property. 

Duration: Per the approved reclamation plan (Exhibit 2f): The approximate date of construction is 
Spring of 2025. The approximate date of abandonment is the Spring of 2038. The dates are an estimate. 

The applicant provided an approved reclamation plan (Exhibit 2f). The plan states a 30’ setback would 
be established around the property boundary. After reclamation, the property will exist as a wildlife 
habitat. Reclamation will commence for the portions of the properties in which the extraction operation 
is complete. 

Hours of operation are from 7 AM to 7 PM, Monday through Saturday. 

Outside of crushing months, 2-3 full-time employees operate the site. During crushing months, 5-7 
employees will operate the site. 

To address potential impacts, the following mitigation is proposed: 

 All areas not being mined will remain in agricultural production. Mineral extraction will be 
completed in two phases: Phase A, approximately 37 acres, parcel west of SH-95, and Phase B, 
approximately 122 acres, all parcels east of SH-95 (Exhibit 2c). Water from irrigation ditches will 
be utilized for watering crops/non-mined areas until mining is necessary 

 Dust: Wet dust suppression will be used on the property during the operation of all rock crushers. 
Water and/or magnesium chloride will be used on all haul roads to minimize fugitive dust. 

 Noise/Sight: Berms will be created all around the parcel to buffer the use from neighboring 
properties and roadways. The berms will be stockpiled around the perimeter of the pit. These 
berms will be vegetated to prevent water and sediment from leaving the active project area 
(Exhibit 2f). Crushing will be limited to the hours of operation. 

 Erosion, Sediment Control, and Stormwater Prevention: All stormwater will be collected within 
the active pit being the lowest point of elevation on the site. Straw waddles and silt fencing will be 
available onsite for emergency purposes (Exhibit 2f). A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) will be implemented to mitigate the potential risk of stormwater runoff if required by 
the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality or other State agencies. 
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 Fuel/Chemical Spills: Fuels and chemicals will be stored within the bermed area covered with a 
plastic liner to mitigate the risk of harmful seepage into the earth. 

Comprehensive Plan Consistency: 

The request is subject to the 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan. The subject parcels are 
designated as “agriculture” on the Future Land Use Plan (Exhibit 3c). The 2020 Canyon County 
Comprehensive Plan describes the agriculture designation as follows: “The agricultural land use 
designation is the base zone throughout Canyon County. It contains areas of productive irrigated 
croplands, grazing lands, feedlots, dairies, seed production, as well as rangeland and ground of lesser 
agricultural value.” (Page 37 of the 2020 Comp. Plan). 

The 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan provides the following goals and policies to consider as 
part of the request:  

Chapter 1 – Private Property 

Goal 2: The community goal is to acknowledge the responsibilities of each property owner as a 
steward of the land, to use their property wisely, maintain it in good condition, and preserve it for 
future generations. 

Policy 1: No person shall be deprived of private property without due process of law. 

Policy 8: Promote orderly development that benefits the public good and protects the individual with a 
minimum of conflict. 

Policy 9: Property owners shall be responsible for maintaining their property in the best possible 
condition as circumstances allow. 

Policy 10: Land use laws and decisions should avoid imposing unnecessary conditions or procedures 
on development approvals. 

Policy 11: Property owners shall not use their property in a manner that negatively impacts upon the 
surrounding neighbors or neighborhoods. 

Policy 12: Property owners acknowledge and expect that Canyon County will preserve private property 
rights and values by enforcing regulations that will ensure against incompatible and detrimental 
neighboring land uses. 

Policy 13: Canyon County will take appropriate measures to enforce all nuisance ordinances to protect 
quality of life and private property rights. 

Chapter 2 – Population 

Goal 1: Consider population growth trends when making land use decisions. 

Goal 2: To encourage economic expansion and population growth throughout the county plus increase 
economic diversity for continued enhancement of our quality of life to meet citizen needs. 

Chapter 4 – Economic Development 

Goal 1.: To diversify and improve the economy of Canyon County in ways that are compatible with 
community values. 

Goal 2: To support the agriculture industries by encouraging the maintenance of continued agricultural 
land uses and related agricultural activities 

Policy 8: Set aside sites for economic growth and expansion that is compatible with the surrounding 
area. 
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Chapter 5 – Land Use 

Goal 1: To encourage growth and development in an orderly fashion, minimize adverse impacts on 
differing land uses, public health, safety, infrastructure, and services. 

Goal 2: To provide for the orderly growth and accompanying development of the resources within the 
county that is compatible with the surrounding area. 

Goal 3: Use appropriate techniques to mitigate incompatible land uses. 

Goal 5: Achieve a land use balance, which recognizes that existing agricultural uses and non-
agricultural development may occur in the same area. 

Policy 1: Review all residential, commercial and industrial development proposals to determine the 
land use compatibility and impact to surrounding areas. 

Policy 6: Review all development proposals in areas that are critical to groundwater recharge and 
sources to determine impacts, if any, to surface and groundwater quantity and quality. 

Policy 8: Develop, administer, and update the county-wide zoning ordinance to protect property values 
and avoid mixing of incompatible uses. 

Chapter 6 – Natural Resource:  

A - Agricultural Land 

Goal 1: To support the agricultural industry and preservation of agricultural land. 

Policy 1: Protect agricultural activities from land use conflicts or undue interference created by non- 
agricultural development. 

Policy 2: Development should not be allowed to disrupt or destroy irrigation canals, ditches, laterals, 
and associated rights-of-way. This does not apply to privately owned, self-contained systems. 

B - Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Goal 1: Protect fish and wildlife resources and habitats in Canyon County. 

Policy 1: Encourage the protection of natural resources such as, but not limited to, the Snake River, 
Boise River, Lake Lowell, Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge, and Fort Boise Wildlife Management 
Area. 

Policy 3: Encourage preservation of important fish and wildlife habitat areas as well as restoration of 
fish and wildlife habitats where feasible and appropriate. 

C – Water 

Goal 1: Water is an essential and limited natural resource. Groundwater and surface water should be 
preserved and protected. 

Policy 1: Encourage the protection of groundwater and surface water quality. 

Policy 3: Require industrial wastes or hazardous materials to be stored or located in a manner that will 
ensure they will not enter surface water or groundwater systems. 

E - Mineral Resources 

1. Sand and gravel mining operations should be located to avoid potential adverse impacts to the river 
channel. 

2. Encourage measures to provide for future use of an excavated site such as, but not limited to 
industrial, commercial, and residential development. 
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3. Encourage mineral-extraction site design and operation so as to minimize noise, dust, and 
increased truck traffic to the extent reasonably practical. 

4. Consideration should be given, but not limited to the following impacts: economic value of the 
ground, access to the ground, compatibility with surroundings, noise, traffic, visual aesthetics, and 
flooding. 

5. Encourage sand and gravel extraction and associated uses to mitigate adverse impacts on 
surrounding land uses and natural resources. 

6. Mineral extraction sites should be designed to facilitate their reclamation for future use. 

Chapter 7 – Hazardous Areas 

Goal 1: To ensure the safety of residents and the protection of property. 

Goal 2: Carefully consider limiting development in hazardous areas. 

Policy 1: Carefully consider requests to place structures in floodplain areas. 

Policy 2: Discourage development in or near hazardous areas, such as airports, power line corridors, 
electrical substations, flood plains, unstable soil areas and steep slopes, high-velocity wind, and storm-
prone areas, except for industries, which may require these conditions. 

Policy 3: Endeavor to limit structures and developments in areas where known physical constraints or 
hazards exist. Such constraints or hazards include, but are not limited to, the following: i. Flood 
hazards, ii. Unstable soil and/or geologic conditions, iii. Contaminated groundwater.  

Chapter 9 – Transportation 

Policy 19: Require and accept traffic studies in accordance with highway district procedures that 
evaluate the impact of traffic volumes, both internal and external, on adjacent streets and preserve the 
integrity of residential neighborhoods where applicable. 

Chapter 13 – Agriculture 

Goal 3: Protect agricultural lands and land uses from incompatible development. 

Existing Conditions: 
The request abuts the Boise River to the north. The other boundaries either abut a public roadway such 
as Boise River Road /SH-95 or a parcel either in agricultural use or residential use (Exhibit 3a & 3b).  

The parcels are located within a mapped floodplain and floodway (Exhibit 3l). The applicant’s site plan 
shows mineral extraction outside of the mapped floodway. Portions of the parcel near the Boise River 
also include wetlands (see aerial below). 
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The Boise River provides habitat for fish and wildlife. Many protected bird species, such as the Bald 
Eagle, used this habitat for nesting (Exhibit 4d & 4e). 

All parcels in the vicinity are zoned “A” (Agricultural, Exhibit 3d). The average lot size in the vicinity 
is 39.61 acres (Exhibit 3b, 3f & 3h).  

Surrounding Land Use Cases: 
Between 2018 to 2024, the following land use decisions were made (Exhibit 3e): 

- CU2018-0014 – Premier, LLC: Mineral extraction – long term (Exhibit 6a): Approximately 1,200 
feet north of the subject request; and 

- CU2019-0011 – Barber: Amendment to CU2003-454 – Divide 30 acres into four residential lots 
(Exhibit 6e). The parcels created by the decision abuts the east boundary of R39054.  

Other identified uses approved in the area: 

- City of Boise’s Phosphorous Removal Facility (PH2014-33, Exhibit 6c): 3,800 feet southeast of 
the subject request. In 2019, a mineral extraction use was denied adjacent to the phosphorous 
removal plant due to a lack of water rights approval and study/modeling to ensure the request 
would not impact the phosphorous removal facility (CU2018-0010, Exhibit 6b). 

- Parma Valley Winery (CU2004-583, Exhibit 6d): Winery located 2,000 feet south of the subject 
request.  

There are no approved subdivisions within a one-mile radius of the subject parcels (Exhibit 3f). 

Character of the Area: 
The subject parcel and surrounding parcels are predominantly used for agricultural uses. Photos show 
the subject parcels in agricultural production (Exhibit 7). The subject parcels are also near parcels with 
residential dwellings created via land division or by conditional use permit (Examples: LS2004-882, 
R39055010; CU2019-0011/CU2003-454, R39065; and AD2021-0144/AD2021-0173, R39060). 

Canyon Soils Conservation District finds the following regarding the subject parcels (Exhibit 5c): 

- 16%     Prime Farmland 
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- 38.5%  Prime Farmland if irrigated and drained 
- 16%     Prime Farmland if irrigated and reclaim excess salts and sodium. 
- 29.5%  Not Prime Farmland 

 

- 1.4%    Capability Class 2 
- 27%     Capability Class 3 
- 38%     Capability Class 4 
- 12%     Capability Class 6 
- 20%     Unclassified due to water and river rock. 

Best-suited soils appear to be prominent south of Boise River Road (Exhibit 3i). 

Per Exhibit 3g, within a one-mile radius is a large gravel pit north of the Boise River (CU2018-0014, 
Exhibit 6a). A large number of approved gravel pits are located over 18,000 feet east of the subject 
parcel along Notus Road and Boise River Road in the Notus Area of City Impact.  

Within a two-mile radius, there are four feedlots (Exhibit 3g). 

Approximately 2,000 feet south of the proposed request is Parma Valley Winery approved in 
September 2000 (CU2004-583, Exhibit 6d). The winery is situated on a ridge overlooking the subject 
parcels and Boise River (Exhibit 4f). 

Facilities:  
No well or septic system is proposed (Exhibit 2a). Porta-potties will be used on-site. Gravity irrigation 
is provided via surface water rights. The source of the surface water is from a ditch that runs east and 
west of the property (Exhibit 2a).  

No comments were received from Southwest District Health, Riverside Irrigation District, Idaho 
Department of Water Resources (water rights), Idaho Power, or Intermountain Gas. 

Access and Traffic: 
Access is proposed on SH-95 (Exhibit 2c). The applicant proposes all access from SH-95 and estimates 
approximately 45 trucks coming and leaving the sites daily. The majority of the traffic will be during 
off-peak hours (Exhibit 2a). The applicant's letter states a traffic impacts will be addressed before the 
commencement of use (Exhibit 2a). 

No comments were received from the Notus-Parma Highway District. Idaho Transportation 
Department (ITD) does not find there to be traffic impacts based on the truck numbers provided but 
requires the applicant to gain access approval (Exhibit 5b). 

Essential Services:  
Essential services in the area include Parma Fire District, Parma School District, Canyon County 
Sheriff Department, and Canyon County Paramedic/EMT. 

The Parma Fire Department is located approximately 6.1 miles from the subject parcels, with 
approximately a 12-minute response time.  

No comments were received from the Parma Fire District, Parma School District, Canyon County 
Sheriff Department, and Canyon County Paramedic/EMT. 

POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

Wildlife & Habitat Impacts: Golden Eagle Audubon Society (GEAS) and Southwestern Idaho Birders 
Association (SIBA) expressed concerns regarding the potential significant adverse impacts of the 
project on protected bird species and habitats such as Bald Eagle nesting (50 CFR 22.6; Exhibit 4d & 
4e). The comment letter requests the applicant review the request with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to learn of potential impacts to species and habitats 



CU2022-0024 – BID, LLC/Premier, LLC   STAFF REPORT | Page 10 of 13 
 

and ways to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts and incorporate guidelines and mitigation 
measures into their project plan. 

 The applicant did not provide any information regarding wildlife and habitat mitigation 
measures or review with applicable agencies. 

Floodplain/Wetlands: Development is proposed in a mapped floodplain and floodway (Exhibit 3l, 5a 
and 5d). The proposed mineral extraction is shown to be located outside of the mapped floodway 
(Exhibit 2c).  However, the applicant’s site plan shows the proposed access, equipment, fuel storage, 
scales, and scale house in the floodway (Exhibit 2c and 2f). A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis with 
no rise certification or an approved Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) is required to ensure 
that the flood-carrying capacity within the altered or relocated portion of any watercourse is 
maintained.  

Additionally, wetlands are shown on the subject parcels. No approval or comments were received from 
the Idaho Department of Water Resources (floodplain) or the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE). 
The reclamation plan states that the USACE commented that there may be jurisdictional features 
within the planned area of impact and requested the operator to reach out to them for permitting 
guidance (Exhibit 2f). 

 The applicant did not provide any information regarding floodplain or wetland mitigation 
measures or approval from applicable agencies.  

Traffic/Access: The truck trip information should include truck trips, employee trips, local 
customer/contractor trips, haul routes, and cumulative impacts created by the proposal and existing pit 
north of this request (CU2018-0014).  

Compatibility: Opposition letters received (Exhibit 4) express the following concerns: 

 Impacts on farming and hunting (Exhibit 4a, 4b, 4l,4m, 4o, 4u, 4x, 4y, 4cc) 

 Floodplain/wetland impact concerns (Exhibit 4e, 4y, 4ee, 4cc) 

 Impacts to Parma Valley Winery (Exhibit 4f, 4j, 4k, 4l, 4o, 4p, 4r, 4s, 4t, 4u, 4w, 4aa) 

 Impacts on existing dwellings located near the proposal (Exhibit 4g, 4i, 4l, 4n, 4q, 4u, 4x) 

 Gravel truck traffic and associated impacts such as road safety and windshield damage (Exhibit 
4b,4g, 4h, 4i, 4j, 4l, 4q, 4s, 4u, 4w,4bb, 4cc) 

 Dust impacts (Exhibit 4f, 4i, 4n, 4s) 

 Wildlife habitat impacts (Exhibit 4d, 4e, 4f, 4g, 4h, 4i, 4n, 4o, 4p, 4q, 4u, 4x, 4cc) 

 Too many gravel pits in the area (Exhibit 4a, 4f)  

 Groundwater contamination (Exhibit 4i, 4q, 4s, 4u, 4cc) 

 Condition Compliance (Exhibit 4h, 4x, 4dd) 

 Noise impacts (Exhibit 4i, 4l) 

 Impacts to the existing scenery/character (Exhibit 4f, 4k, 4l, 4o, 4t, 4bb)   

 All the above: Petition in opposition (Exhibit 4z) 

 One e-mail of support was received from Kacie Benson (Exhibit 4v) finding Premier LLC a 
good operator who does an excellent job of controlling dust and noise. Ms. Benson finds that 
the request will bring more business to the area, boost the economy, and will not impact Parma 
Valley Winery. 
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COMMENTS 

Public: Property owners within 1,000 feet were noticed on February 21, 2024. A newspaper notice was 
published on February 24, 2024. A notice was posted on parcel R39054010 along Boise River Road on 
February 29, 2024. 

See Exhibit 4 for all public comments received. 

30 letters of opposition were received with one letter including a petition against the request (Exhibit 
4z). One e-mail of support was received from Kacie Benson (Exhibit 4v). One comment provided 
concerns about the hearing and exhibit procedures and process (Exhibit 4ee). 

Agencies: An initial notice was sent to affected agencies on June 9, 2022, with a hearing notice sent 
February 21, 2024. The following agencies were noticed: Parma School District, Parma Fire District, 
Notus-Parma Highway District, Intermountain Gas, Idaho Power, Riverside Irrigation District, Flood 
District #10, Flood District #11, ACHD, COMPASS, Idaho Transportation Department, Canyon 
County Sheriff, Canyon County Paramedics/EMT, Army Corp of Engineers, Mosquito Abatement, 
Natural Resource Conservation District, Canyon Soil Conservation District, DSD Floodplain Manager, 
Bureau of Land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, Department of Environmental Quality, 
Department of Lands, Environmental Protection Agency, FEMA, Idaho Department of Water 
Resources (floodplain), Idaho Department of Water (water rights), and Idaho Fish and Game. 

See Exhibit 5 for all agency comments received. 

RECOMMENDATION 

DSD staff recommends denial of the request. Due to a lack of information regarding compatibility, 
access, traffic, floodplains, and wetlands, impacts are unknown. Therefore, the required hearing 
findings cannot be made for hearing criteria 1, 4, 6, and 7. Draft FCOs are included for the 
Commission's consideration (Exhibit 8). 

If not denied, staff recommends the Planning and Zoning Commission table the hearing to a date 
uncertain to request the applicant submit the following additional information: 

- Detailed operations and site plan better addressing the use standard requirements (CCZO 
Section 07-14-19) including the location of berms, all irrigation ditches and setbacks from 
ditches, access, internal circulation and parking, and plans to mitigate potential impacts such as 
noise, dust, groundwater contamination, and compatibility with the surrounding area. 

- Flood study regarding potential pit capture and how pit dewatering will be routed back to the 
Boise River (Exhibit 5e). An evacuation plan during a flood event should be included (Exhibit 
5a).  

Additionally, access, equipment storage, fuel storage, scale house, and scales are proposed in 
the mapped floodway (Exhibit 2c & 4ee). A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis with no rise 
certification should be provided to ensure that the flood-carrying capacity within the altered or 
relocated portion of any watercourse is maintained (Exhibit 5a). If the request alters the 
watercourse where it cannot be maintained, the applicant should submit and receive approval 
for CLOMR (Conditional Letter of Map Revision) before conditional use permit approval. 

- Wetland removal and mitigation approval by the Idaho Department of Water Resources 
(IDWR) and U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) should be submitted (Exhibit 2f). If 
wetlands will not be impacted, a plan demonstrating how the use will not impact wetland 
resources with review comments and approval from IDWR and the USACE. 
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- Traffic impact study addressing truck trips, employee trips, local customer/contractor trips, 
haul routes, and cumulative impacts created by the proposal and existing pit north of this 
request (CU2018-0014).  

- Review by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to learn 
of potential impacts to species and habitats and ways to avoid and/or minimize potential 
impacts, and the applicant incorporating guidelines and mitigation measures into their project 
plan. 

DECISION OPTIONS 

The Planning and Zoning Commission has the following options: 

- Approve Case No. CU2022-0024 with conditions of approval as recommended or modified; 

o Direct staff to return at the next available hearing with revised FCOs and recommended 
conditions for approval. 

- Deny Case No. CU2022-0024 as provided by staff (Exhibit 8) or modified; or 

- Table the hearing to a date certain to require additional information. 

EXHIBITS 

1. Parcel Information Reports for R39054, R39054010, R39070010, and R39070010B0 
2. Application Submittal 

a. Letter of Intent with additional information via e-mail 
b. Land Use Worksheet 
c. Site Plan w/ phasing 
d. 1st Neighborhood Meeting – 3/29/2022 
e. 2nd Neighborhood Meeting –  
f. Reclamation plan 
g. Deeds 

3. Maps 
a. Aerial 
b. Vicinity 
c. 2020 Comp. Plan – Future Land Use 
d. Zoning 
e. Cases w/summary 
f. Plat w/Lot Report 
g. Dairy, Feedlot, and Gravel Pit 
h. Lot Classification 
i. Soils & Farmland w/report 
j. Contour 
k. Nitrate/Wells 
l. Floodplain 

4. Public Comments 
a. Kent Seward 
b. Karen Stead 
c. Pam Jurries Eguia 
d. Daniel Salemi, President of the Golden Eagle Audubon Society  
e. Louisa Evers, Southwestern Idaho Birders Association 
f. Stephanie Hodge, Parma Ridge Winery & Bistro 
g. Cindy Petrucci 
h. Sandra Tracy 
i. Jerry & Lynn Yates 
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j. Samantha Maxey, Snake River Wine Tours 
k. Ron & Elizabeth Taylor 
l. Gerri Smith 
m. Greg Helsel 
n. David Johnston 
o. Randee Hoagland 
p. Debbie Delaney 
q. Clarissa Parker 
r. Patti & Ben Coe 
s. Chris & Jeannie Johnston 
t. Lynda Rogers 
u. Jordan Roberts 
v. Kacie Benson - Support 
w. Shirley Dickstein 
x. Dan & Pam Roberts 
y. Mary Baker 
z. Parma Community Petition 
aa. Geneva Nelson 
bb. Chris and Nikki Dale 
cc. Jody Hillard 
dd. Morrow & Fischer Representing Obendorf 
ee. Keri Smith 

5. Agency Comments 
a. Idaho Dept. of Water Resources – NFIP  
b. Idaho Transportation Dept. 
c. Canyon Soils Conservation District 
d. DSD Floodplain Manager 
e. Flood District #11 
f. Flood District #10 

6. Cases 
a. CU2018-0014 
b. CU2018-0010 
c. PH2014-33 
d. CU2004-583 
e. CU2019-0011 

7. Site Visit Photos 
8. Draft FCOs 

 



PARCEL INFORMATION REPORT 3/21/2024 10:35:40 AMR39054
PARCEL NUMBER: R39054

OWNER NAME: BID LLC

CO-OWNER:

MAILING ADDRESS: 777 W MAIN STE 900 BOISE ID 83702

SITE ADDRESS: 0 BOISE RIVER RD

TAX CODE: 0510000

TWP: 5N   RNG: 5W   SEC: 26  QUARTER: SW

ACRES: 26.91

HOME OWNERS EXEMPTION: No

AG-EXEMPT: Yes

DRAIN DISTRICT: NOT In Drain Dist

ZONING DESCRIPTION: AG  / AGRICULTURAL

HIGHWAY DISTRICT:  NOTUS-PARMA HWY 

FIRE DISTRICT:  PARMA FIRE

SCHOOL DISTRICT:  PARMA SCHOOL DIST 

IMPACT AREA: NOT In Impact Area

FUTURE LAND USE 2011-2022 : AG

FLU Overlay Zone Desc 2030: INTENSIVE AGRICULTURE OVERLAY

FLU RR Zone Desc 2030:

FUTURE LAND USE 2030: INTENSIVE AGRICULTURE OVERLAY \ AG

IRRIGATION DISTRICT: RIVERSIDE IRRIGATION DISTRICT

FEMA FLOOD ZONE: AE \ X \ X FLOODWAY: NOT In FLOODWAY FIRM PANEL: 
16027C0181F     

WETLAND: NOT In WETLAND

NITRATE PRIORITY: NO Nitrate Prio

FUNCTIONAL Classification: Major Collector

INSTRUMENT NO. : 2021029452

SCENIC BYWAY: NOT In Scenic Byway

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 26-5N-5W SW SWSW LS TX 4 & TX 5

PLATTED SUBDIVISION:

SMALL CITY ZONING:

SMALL CITY ZONING TYPE:

DISCLAIMER:
1. FEMA FLOOD ZONE REFERS TO THE DESIGNATED FEMA FLOOD AREAS. POSSIBLY ONE (1) OF SEVERAL ZONES - SEE FIRM PANEL NUMBER.
2. THIS FORM DOES NOT CALCULATE DATA FOR PARCELS INSIDE CITY LIMITS SO WATCH YOURSELVES.
3. WETLANDS CLASSIFICATION WILL POPULATE IF "ANY" PORTION OF SAID PARCEL CONTAINS A DELINEATED WETLAND.
4. COLLECTORS AND ARTERIALS ARE BASED ON THE SHERRIFS CENTERLINE WITH AN ADDITIONAL 100 FOOT BUFFER. 

CANYON COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MAKES NO WARRANTY WITH RESPECT TO THE
ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, OR USEFULNESS OF THIS PARCEL INFORMATION TOOL. 

CANYON COUNTY ASSUMES NO LIABILITY FOR DIRECT, INDIRECT, SPECIAL, OR  CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES RESULTING FROM 
THE USE OR MISUSE OF THIS PARCEL INFORMATION TOOL OR ANY OF THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN.
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PARCEL INFORMATION REPORT 3/21/2024 10:38:37 AMR39054010
PARCEL NUMBER: R39054010

OWNER NAME: BID LLC

CO-OWNER:

MAILING ADDRESS: 777 W MAIN STE 900 BOISE ID 83702

SITE ADDRESS: 25706 BOISE RIVER RD

TAX CODE: 1420000

TWP: 5N   RNG: 5W   SEC: 26  QUARTER: NW

ACRES: 136.20

HOME OWNERS EXEMPTION: No

AG-EXEMPT: Yes

DRAIN DISTRICT: NOT In Drain Dist

ZONING DESCRIPTION: AG  / AGRICULTURAL

HIGHWAY DISTRICT:  NOTUS-PARMA HWY 

FIRE DISTRICT:  PARMA FIRE

SCHOOL DISTRICT:  PARMA SCHOOL DIST 

IMPACT AREA: NOT In Impact Area

FUTURE LAND USE 2011-2022 : AG

FLU Overlay Zone Desc 2030: INTENSIVE AGRICULTURE OVERLAY

FLU RR Zone Desc 2030:

FUTURE LAND USE 2030: INTENSIVE AGRICULTURE OVERLAY \ AG

IRRIGATION DISTRICT: NOT In IRRIG_DIST

FEMA FLOOD ZONE: AE \ AE \ X \ X FLOODWAY: FLOODWAY FIRM PANEL: 
16027C0181F     

WETLAND: NOT In WETLAND

NITRATE PRIORITY: NO Nitrate Prio

FUNCTIONAL Classification: Major Collector

INSTRUMENT NO. : 2021029452

SCENIC BYWAY: NOT In Scenic Byway

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 26-5N-5W NW SE 1/4 S OF RIVER,, LTS 5 & 6 - S OF RIVER,, LT 7 W 
OF RIVER,, SESW-S OF RIVER

PLATTED SUBDIVISION:

SMALL CITY ZONING:

SMALL CITY ZONING TYPE:

DISCLAIMER:
1. FEMA FLOOD ZONE REFERS TO THE DESIGNATED FEMA FLOOD AREAS. POSSIBLY ONE (1) OF SEVERAL ZONES - SEE FIRM PANEL NUMBER.
2. THIS FORM DOES NOT CALCULATE DATA FOR PARCELS INSIDE CITY LIMITS SO WATCH YOURSELVES.
3. WETLANDS CLASSIFICATION WILL POPULATE IF "ANY" PORTION OF SAID PARCEL CONTAINS A DELINEATED WETLAND.
4. COLLECTORS AND ARTERIALS ARE BASED ON THE SHERRIFS CENTERLINE WITH AN ADDITIONAL 100 FOOT BUFFER. 

CANYON COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MAKES NO WARRANTY WITH RESPECT TO THE
ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, OR USEFULNESS OF THIS PARCEL INFORMATION TOOL. 

CANYON COUNTY ASSUMES NO LIABILITY FOR DIRECT, INDIRECT, SPECIAL, OR  CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES RESULTING FROM 
THE USE OR MISUSE OF THIS PARCEL INFORMATION TOOL OR ANY OF THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN.

Exhibit 1 - Pg 2



 

Exhibit 1 - Pg 3



PARCEL INFORMATION REPORT 3/21/2024 10:41:36 AMR39070010
PARCEL NUMBER: R39070010

OWNER NAME: BID LLC

CO-OWNER:

MAILING ADDRESS: 777 W MAIN STE 900 BOISE ID 83702

SITE ADDRESS: 0 HWY 95

TAX CODE: 1420000

TWP: 5N   RNG: 5W   SEC: 27  QUARTER: NE

ACRES: 61.18

HOME OWNERS EXEMPTION: No

AG-EXEMPT: Yes

DRAIN DISTRICT: NOT In Drain Dist

ZONING DESCRIPTION: AG  / AGRICULTURAL

HIGHWAY DISTRICT:  NOTUS-PARMA HWY 

FIRE DISTRICT:  PARMA FIRE

SCHOOL DISTRICT:  PARMA SCHOOL DIST 

IMPACT AREA: NOT In Impact Area

FUTURE LAND USE 2011-2022 : AG

FLU Overlay Zone Desc 2030:

FLU RR Zone Desc 2030:

FUTURE LAND USE 2030: AG

IRRIGATION DISTRICT: NOT In IRRIG_DIST

FEMA FLOOD ZONE: AE \ AE \ X FLOODWAY: FLOODWAY FIRM PANEL: 
16027C0181F     

WETLAND: NOT In WETLAND

NITRATE PRIORITY: ADA CANYON

FUNCTIONAL Classification: Other Principal Arterials

INSTRUMENT NO. : 2017017926

SCENIC BYWAY: NOT In Scenic Byway

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 27-5N-5W NE LT 2-S OF RIVER & LT 1 LS HWY & LS E OF HWY

PLATTED SUBDIVISION:

SMALL CITY ZONING:

SMALL CITY ZONING TYPE:

DISCLAIMER:
1. FEMA FLOOD ZONE REFERS TO THE DESIGNATED FEMA FLOOD AREAS. POSSIBLY ONE (1) OF SEVERAL ZONES - SEE FIRM PANEL NUMBER.
2. THIS FORM DOES NOT CALCULATE DATA FOR PARCELS INSIDE CITY LIMITS SO WATCH YOURSELVES.
3. WETLANDS CLASSIFICATION WILL POPULATE IF "ANY" PORTION OF SAID PARCEL CONTAINS A DELINEATED WETLAND.
4. COLLECTORS AND ARTERIALS ARE BASED ON THE SHERRIFS CENTERLINE WITH AN ADDITIONAL 100 FOOT BUFFER. 

CANYON COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MAKES NO WARRANTY WITH RESPECT TO THE
ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, OR USEFULNESS OF THIS PARCEL INFORMATION TOOL. 

CANYON COUNTY ASSUMES NO LIABILITY FOR DIRECT, INDIRECT, SPECIAL, OR  CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES RESULTING FROM 
THE USE OR MISUSE OF THIS PARCEL INFORMATION TOOL OR ANY OF THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN.
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PARCEL INFORMATION REPORT 3/21/2024 10:42:05 AMR39070010B
PARCEL NUMBER: R39070010B

OWNER NAME: BID LLC

CO-OWNER:

MAILING ADDRESS: 777 W MAIN STE 900 BOISE ID 83702

SITE ADDRESS: 0 HWY 95

TAX CODE: 1420000

TWP: 5N   RNG: 5W   SEC: 27  QUARTER: NE

ACRES: 14.26

HOME OWNERS EXEMPTION: No

AG-EXEMPT: Yes

DRAIN DISTRICT: NOT In Drain Dist

ZONING DESCRIPTION: AG  / AGRICULTURAL

HIGHWAY DISTRICT:  NOTUS-PARMA HWY 

FIRE DISTRICT:  PARMA FIRE

SCHOOL DISTRICT:  PARMA SCHOOL DIST 

IMPACT AREA: NOT In Impact Area

FUTURE LAND USE 2011-2022 : AG

FLU Overlay Zone Desc 2030:

FLU RR Zone Desc 2030:

FUTURE LAND USE 2030: AG

IRRIGATION DISTRICT: NOT In IRRIG_DIST

FEMA FLOOD ZONE: AE \ AE \ X \ X FLOODWAY: FLOODWAY FIRM PANEL: 
16027C0181F     

WETLAND: Freshwater Emergent Wetland

NITRATE PRIORITY: NO Nitrate Prio

FUNCTIONAL Classification: Other Principal Arterials

INSTRUMENT NO. : 2021029452

SCENIC BYWAY: NOT In Scenic Byway

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 27-5N-5W NE LTS 1 & 2 E OF HWY

PLATTED SUBDIVISION:

SMALL CITY ZONING:

SMALL CITY ZONING TYPE:

DISCLAIMER:
1. FEMA FLOOD ZONE REFERS TO THE DESIGNATED FEMA FLOOD AREAS. POSSIBLY ONE (1) OF SEVERAL ZONES - SEE FIRM PANEL NUMBER.
2. THIS FORM DOES NOT CALCULATE DATA FOR PARCELS INSIDE CITY LIMITS SO WATCH YOURSELVES.
3. WETLANDS CLASSIFICATION WILL POPULATE IF "ANY" PORTION OF SAID PARCEL CONTAINS A DELINEATED WETLAND.
4. COLLECTORS AND ARTERIALS ARE BASED ON THE SHERRIFS CENTERLINE WITH AN ADDITIONAL 100 FOOT BUFFER. 

CANYON COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES MAKES NO WARRANTY WITH RESPECT TO THE
ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, OR USEFULNESS OF THIS PARCEL INFORMATION TOOL. 

CANYON COUNTY ASSUMES NO LIABILITY FOR DIRECT, INDIRECT, SPECIAL, OR  CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES RESULTING FROM 
THE USE OR MISUSE OF THIS PARCEL INFORMATION TOOL OR ANY OF THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN.
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Derek Kraft

03  06  2024
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CU2022-0024 - Neighborhood Meeting 

 

1500 S. Washington Ave. 

Emmett, ID 83617 

(208) 901-8189 

 

The Neighborhood Meeting details are as follows:  
  

Purpose: The purpose of this neighborhood meeting is to review the proposed project and 
discuss neighborhood concerns, if any. 

 
Date:  March 6, 2024  
 
Time:  5:30pm – 6:30pm 
 
Meeting Location: 25706 Boise River Road Parma, ID 83660 
  
Property Description: The property is located at 25706 Boise River Road, Parma, Idaho 

and is in Canyon County, Tax Parcel Nos. R390701101 and R39054010.   
 
 The project is summarized below:  
  

Project Description: The applicant proposes a conditional use permit for a long term 
mineral extraction of sand/gravel and processing on the property. Operational 
hours would be 7 am to 7 pm, Monday through Saturday. During months where 
the crusher is operating onsite, crushing hours will be from 7 am to 7 pm, 
Monday through Saturday. 

 
Site Location: 25706 Boise River Road, in Canyon County, Idaho and identified as 

Canyon County Tax Parcel Nos. R390701101 and R39054010.  
 
Proposed access: Ingress/egress will occur through Highway 95, not Boise River Road. 
 
Total acreage: 238 acres in total, of which, approximately 159 acres will be excavated as 

part of the extraction process.  
 
Proposed lots: No subdivision is proposed as part of this CUP application.  

Exhibit 2e - Pg 3



 
Notice of Second Neighborhood Meeting – March 6, 2024 

 

February 23, 2024 
 
Dear Neighbor: 
 
 We are in the process of applying for a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) application with Canyon 
County Development Services (DSD). The CUP application was filed in 2022 and is application number 
CU2023-0024. We are holding a second neighborhood meeting on this CUP application given the time 
that has passed since the first and to provide additional details regarding the proposed use. The 
neighborhood meeting is being held in accordance with Canyon County Zoning Ordinance § 07-01-15.   
 
 This meeting is for informational purposes and to receive feedback from you as we continue to 
move through the application process. This is not a Public Hearing before a governing body of the County. 
Once our application has been fully processed, a public hearing date will be scheduled.  Prior to the 
scheduled public hearing date, you will receive an official notification from Canyon County DSD 
regarding the Public Hearing via postal mail, newspaper publication, and/or a display on the property for 
which the CUP is applied.   
   
 The Neighborhood Meeting details are as follows:  
  

Purpose: The purpose of the neighborhood meeting is to review the proposed project and discuss     
neighborhood concerns, if any  
Date: March 6, 2024  
Time: 5:30pm – 6:30pm 
Location: The meeting will be held on site at 25706 Boise River Road, Parma, Idaho (see map)  
Property Description: The property is located at 25706 Boise River Road, Parma, Idaho and is 
Canyon County Tax Parcel Nos. R390701101 and R39054010.   

 
 The project is summarized below:  
  

Project Description: The applicant proposes a conditional use permit for a mineral extraction for 
sand/gravel and processing on the property.  

Site Location: 25706 Boise River Road, in Canyon County, Idaho and identified as Canyon 
County Tax Parcel Nos. R390701101 and R39054010.  

Proposed access: The Property is accessed from Highway 95 in the center of the two parcels, and 
will become a stabilized construction entrance to support project activities. 

Total acreage: Approximately 238 acres 
Proposed lots: No subdivision is proposed as part of the CUP application.   

 
 We look forward to the neighborhood meeting and encourage you to attend.  At that time we will 
answer any questions you may have.  Please do not call Canyon County Development Services regarding 
this meeting.  If you have any questions prior to the meeting, please contact us at RDTeam@premierllc.net 
or (208) 901-8189, ext. 714.    
    
       Sincerely,  
       Premier Aggregates 
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Notice of Second Neighborhood Meeting – March 6, 2024 

 

Meeting Location Map 
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Michelle Barron

From: Kent Seward <kentseward@icloud.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 7, 2024 7:17 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Boise river 

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

I would just like to say that I am completely against more gravel pits in the Parma area. It’s taking over too much 
farm/hunting ground.  
Sent from my iPhone 

Exhibit 4a

Exhibit 4a



1

Michelle Barron

From: Karen Stead <zionmuse@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 7, 2024 3:00 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  comment on land use item CU2022-0024

I would like to express my opinion on the proposed gravel pit (Pintail Long Term Mineral Extraction). 

Thoughts: 

-There is already a gravel pit nearby, north of the Boise River.  

-I don't like the idea of additional trucks on the roadways.  

-Does this project take existing farmland? 

-Replacing my windshield is expensive and I have replaced more since moving to Idaho (8 years ago) than 

in the previous 25 years.  

Thanks for your consideration. Please forward to the appropriate party if necessary! 

Karen Stead 

Parma 
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Michelle Barron

From: Pam Jurries Eguia <pampam0903@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2024 8:09 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case # cu2022-0024

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Stop the gravel pit !!! 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Michelle Barron

From: president@goldeneagleaudubon.org

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2024 7:28 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  RE: Bid, LLC; CU2022-0024- application for the Pintail Long Term Mineral 

Extraction

Via email to: michelle.barron@canyoncounty.id.gov

3/14/2024 

RE: Bid, LLC; CU2022-0024

Dear Ms. Barron, 

My name is Daniel Salemi, and I am the President of the Golden Eagle Audubon Society.  The Golden Eagle 

Audubon Society (GEAS) is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization founded in 1972, serves southwest Idaho and 

represents over 1,500 members. GEAS’ mission is to build an understanding, appreciation, and respect for the 

natural world to conserve and restore natural ecosystems for birds and other wildlife. GEAS’ region includes 

Ada, Elmore, Canyon, Owyhee, Washington, Payette, Gem, and Boise counties. 

I am writing to submit comments on behalf of GEAS on the Bid, LLC application for the Pintail Long Term 

Mineral Extraction south of the Boise River on both sides of Highway 95. This project came to the attention of 

GEAS thanks to one of our board members, who was birding in the area and happened to see a posted Public 

Meeting Notice. 

On the Bid, LLC application for the Pintail Long Term Mineral Extraction south of the Boise River, GEAS is 
concerned about potential significant adverse impacts of the project on several bird species. We have 
knowledge of an active Bald Eagle nest next to the river on the property where the notice was posted. Bald 
Eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA.) BGEPA prohibits anyone, 
without a permit issued by the Secretary of the Interior, from "taking" Bald or Golden Eagles, including their 
parts, such as feathers, nests, or eggs, and provides criminal penalties for “take.” BGEPA defines "take" as to 
"pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb."  Regulations further 
define "disturb" as “to agitate or bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, 
based on the best scientific information available, 1) injury to an eagle, 2) a decrease in its productivity, by 
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or 3) nest abandonment, by 
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior" (50 CFR 22.6). 

Bald Eagles generally use the same nest or an alternate nest nearby year after year. In Idaho, nesting activity 
by a mated pair of eagles begins as early as January 1st, and egg laying and incubation can run from February 
1st through the end of May. After the eggs hatch, the young eagles are cared for in or near the nest by both 
parents until they can survive on their own, which can take until the end of August.  

Bald Eagles are sensitive to human activity in the vicinity of their nest throughout the breeding season, and 
such activity may lead to nest abandonment or decrease the chances of successfully raising chicks. GEAS 
encourages you and the applicant to review the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) National Bald Eagle 
Management Guidelines (https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/national-bald-eagle-
management-guidelines_0.pdf), developed to advise landowners, land managers and others who share public 
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and private lands with Bald Eagles about when and under what circumstances the protective provisions of the 
BGEPA may apply to their activities. The guidelines are intended to help people minimize such impacts, 
particularly where they may constitute disturbance, which is prohibited by federal law. GEAS strongly 
recommends that Canyon County require the applicant to incorporate the guidelines into the project plan. 

Based on the information in the Preliminary Hearing Materials and National Bald Eagle Management 
Guidelines, it is likely that the project, if approved, will require a take permit from the USFWS. Permits are 
issued and maintained through ePermits. Additional information on eagle take permitting, as well as eagle 
conservation, is available on ePermits and through the USFWS’ Eagle Management Program. Permitting will go 
easier for the applicant if they have already committed to following the National Bald Eagle Management 
Guidelines. 

In addition to Bald Eagles, GEAS is aware of at least one heron rookery (an area used by groups of herons for 
nesting and rearing young) downstream and that Yellow-billed Cuckoos, listed as Threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), have been found downstream of the project area. These species and their 
habitat could be adversely impacted by sediment from the project area being transported downstream during 
flood events.  

Several migratory waterfowl species winter along the Boise River and shorebirds also use the river to rest, 
feed, and prepare for further migration. The riparian corridor contains many cottonwood trees, which are 
disappearing along the Boise River and support a wide variety of songbirds. These species are protected under 
the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. In our semi-arid environment, riparian areas are hotspots of biological diversity. 
GEAS strongly advises the applicant to contact the USFWS and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to learn 
more about potential impacts to protected and other sensitive species from this project; ways to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate those impacts; and incorporate mitigation measures into the project design.

Failing this, GEAS urges denial of the project application.      

We would appreciate being notified of future applications that may impact birds and be added to an email 

notification list, if there is one: info@goldeneagleaudubon.org. If not, please let us know how to be better 

informed.      

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this permit application. 

Respectfully, 

Daniel Salemi 

President, Golden Eagle Audubon Society 

Exhibit 4d - Pg 2



1

Michelle Barron

From: Louisa Evers <elouisa603@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2024 1:47 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Comments on Case No. CU2022-0024

Attachments: SIBA Comments Pintail Mineral Extraction.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Attached are comments on this proposal from the Southwestern Idaho Birders Association (SIBA). We hope 
these will be useful in the decision process. 

--  
Louisa Evers 
elouisa603@gmail.com
Take care of the birds and you take care of the world 
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Via email to: michelle.barron@canyoncounty.id.gov 

RE: Bid, LLC; CU2022-0024        March 13, 2024 

Dear Ms. Barron, 

The Southwestern Idaho Birders Association (SIBA) is writing to provide comments on the 
proposed Pintail Long-term Mineral Extraction Project south of Parma. SIBA is a local birding 
club with members in Ada, Canyon, and Gem counties. We meet monthly at Deer Flat National 
Wildlife Refuge Visitors Center and conduct monthly field trips around southwest Idaho. Several 
of our members regularly bird the area of the proposed operation. Please add SIBA to the 
mailing list for this and similar projects along the Boise River at SIBAInfo1@gmail.com. 

 

SIBA is concerned about potential significant adverse impacts of the project on several bird 
species. There is an active Bald eagle nest next to the river on the property where the notice 
was posted. Bald Eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA.) 
BGEPA prohibits anyone from “taking” Bald or Golden eagles without a permit issued by the 
Secretary of the Interior. BGEPA defines "take" as "pursue, shoot, shoot at, poison, wound, kill, 
capture, trap, collect, molest or disturb."  Regulations further define "disturb" as “to agitate or 
bother a bald or golden eagle to a degree that causes, or is likely to cause, based on the best 
scientific information available, 1) injury to an eagle, 2) a decrease in its productivity, by 
substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering behavior, or 3) nest 
abandonment, by substantially interfering with normal breeding, feeding, or sheltering 
behavior" (50 CFR 22.6).   
 

Bald eagles generally use the same nest or an alternate nest nearby year after year. In Idaho, 
nesting activity by a mated pair of eagles begins as early as January 1st, and egg laying and 
incubation can run from February 1st through the end of May. After the eggs hatch, the young 
eagles are cared for in or near the nest by both parents until they can survive on their own, 
which can take until the end of August.  
 

Bald Eagles are sensitive to human activity in the vicinity of their nest throughout the breeding 
season, and such activity may lead to nest abandonment or decrease the chances of 
successfully raising chicks. SIBA encourages the County and the applicant to review the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines 
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(https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/national-bald-eagle-management-
guidelines_0.pdf), developed to advise landowners, land managers and others who share public 
and private lands with Bald eagles about when and under what circumstances the protective 
provisions of the BGEPA may apply to their activities. The guidelines are intended to help 
people minimize such impacts, particularly where they may constitute disturbance which is 
prohibited by federal law. SIBA recommends that Canyon County require the applicant to 
incorporate the guidelines into the project plan. Based on the information in the Preliminary 
Hearing Materials and National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines, it is likely that the project, 
if approved, will require a take permit from the USFWS. Permitting will go easier for the 
applicant if they have already committed to following the National Bald Eagle Management 
Guidelines. 
 

SIBA is also aware of at least one heron rookery (an area used by groups of herons for nesting 
and rearing young) downstream and that Yellow-billed cuckoos, listed as Threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA), have been found downstream of the project area. These species 
and their habitat could be adversely impacted by sediment from the project area being 
transported downstream during flood events.  
 

Several migratory waterfowl species winter along the Boise River and shorebirds also use the 
river to rest, feed, and prepare for further migration. The riparian corridor contains many 
cottonwood trees, which are fast disappearing along the Boise River and support a wide variety 
of songbirds. These species are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. In our semi-arid 
environment, riparian areas are hotspots of biological diversity. SIBA recommends that the 
applicant to contact the USFWS and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to learn more about 
potential impacts to protected and other sensitive species from this project; ways to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate those impacts; and incorporate mitigation measures into the project 
design.  
 
In addition to our concern about the birds directly, SIBA is also concerned about their habitat, 
including food sources. Bald eagles, osprey, herons, egrets, and mergansers are fish-eating 
birds. Fish habitat in the Boise River is already degraded from irrigation withdrawals, 
agricultural runoff, development, and other sand and gravel operations upriver from this 
location. The Boise River is listed under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act for failing to meet 
temperature, sediment, bacteria, phosphorus, dissolved oxygen, and flow standards. The 
proposed mineral extraction site will add to the problems with temperature, sediment, and 
flow since ground water will enter the extraction site. 
 
This project falls within the primary floodplain of the Boise River. Has the applicant contacted 
the US Army Corps of Engineers and the US Environmental Protection Agency about needed 
permits and mitigation measures to operate within the floodplain? The farm fields downriver of 
the proposed mine also provides bird habitat. How will the applicant deal with the inevitable 
flooding? If they construct a berm to keep floodwaters out, that will simply redirect the water 
and it’s energy downriver, leading to worse flooding and erosion downriver, further damaging 
the river and habitat. 
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If the applicant is unable or unwilling to mitigate potential impacts to birds, habitat, and river 
conditions SIBA urges denial of the project application. 
 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this permit application. 

SIBA Board of Directors 

Cheryl Huizinga – President 

Julie Steele – Vice President 

Terri Hernandez – Secretary 

Boyd Steele – Treasurer 

Louisa Evers – Program Coordinator 

James Jarrett – Field Trip Coordinator 

JC Clancy – Publicity Coordinator 

Kathy Lopez – Membership Coordinator 

Tressa Van Nest – Hospitality Coordinator 

Hai Longworth – Communications Coordinator 

Mary Ann Williams – Newsletter Coordinator 

Denise Hughes – Facebook Coordinator 
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Michelle Barron

From: Storm & Stephanie Hodge <info@parmaridge.wine>

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2024 8:09 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case No. CU2022-0024

Attachments: Scan_20240314 (2).png; Scan_20240314.png; Rainbow 12.jpg; Rainbow3.jpg; Lucky 

Tongue 3.jpg; Syrah 2022 Front.jpg; Purple Clouds.jpg; Sunset pic.jpg; Vine4.jpg; 

Vineyard 10.jpg; Parma Ridge Winery Letter.docx

Good evening Michelle, 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to provide wriften tesfimony for case CU2022-0024.  Please see 
aftached.  I’ve included my lefter and images of the property as well as painfings (Label fitled Syrah 2022 is an 
original art piece/wine label, also Purple Clouds is an original art piece of the property.). The proposed gravel 
pit is in the fields below our vineyard that you can see from these images. I’ve included to PDF scanned copy 
of the signed lefter and a word document if that is easier to read. 

Please reach out if you have quesfions.

Best, 

Stephanie Hodge, owner 
Parma Ridge Winery & Bistro 
208-946-5187 
www.parmaridge.wine 
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March 14, 2024 

 

RE: Case No CU2022-0024  

     

To Whom it May Concern:  

 

My name is Stephanie Hodge, one of the owners of Parma Ridge Winery & Bistro.  My husband, Storm 

Hodge and I purchased the property in October of 2014.  The vineyard was originally planted in 1998 

and is the 16th winery established in the state of Idaho. 

Since purchasing the property, we added a bistro with an outdoor dining and tasting area.  Our grand 

opening was August 28, 2015 and the entire community came out to support our venture. Our 

panoramic views are some of the best in the Sunnyslope Wine Trail area and create the perfect 

backdrop for our customers to enjoy their tasting and dining experience (Please see attached images).  

Customers from outer areas can come to our place to get a little slice of heaven and unwind with the 

scenic backdrop. 

This time of the year we have the pleasure of watching the snow geese fly throughout the area and land 

to spend time in the fields below.  We have customers that are avid bird watchers and join us at Parma 

Ridge to see this beautiful site. 

I am an artist and have had a 20+ year career in producing and selling original landscape paintings.  One 

of the unique things about Parma Ridge is that I showcase my artwork of the vineyard and surrounding 

fields on these paintings.  These original paintings hang in our tasting room & bistro and are also 

showcased on the wine labels. Each type of wine has its own unique label showcasing this landscape 

(Please see attached images). 

In the 8.5 years that we have been open, Storm and I have worked hard to create a one-of-a-kind 

experience for our guests.  We have established a reputation for creating a quality product and 

providing an inviting and personal experience.  Most of our business occurs during the months that our 

guests can take in the breathtaking views and enjoy the peace and quiet on our patio. 

  



 

 
 

My letter is in response to the proposed gravel pit that would be just down the hill from our vineyard 

and patio.  The proposed 238-acre mineral extraction and rock crusher would run 12 hours per day, 6 

days per week.  This would destroy this picturesque view that our customers come for and instead be 

replaced with mounds of dirt and rock.  Additionally, the level of dust in the air is of concern for our 

vines and their ability to ripen and produce the best fruit possible. Guests would dwindle; in that they 

would not want to experience a dusty and loud outdoor experience without the beautiful view they had 

come for. This would dramatically affect our business with the lack of guests and also the inability to 

produce the best wine possible in this region. 

Another concern is the disruption to the natural agricultural environment that is also below.  The 

proposed land is next to the Boise River where waterfowl and other native species live and flourish.  Has 

there been an environmental impact study done on this particular piece of land and the impact of the 

animals that live in this area? 

We have enough gravel pits. I propose that Canyon County considers what they want to be known 

for…Do we want a bunch of gravel pits, or do we want lush agricultural land, premier wine country and a 

quality growing region and soil like no other?  

Thank you for taking the time to review this information so that you can make the most informed 

decision possible.  

 

Kind Regards, 

 

 

Stephanie Hodge 

Owner, Parma Ridge Winery & Bistro 

24509 Rudd Road, Parma ID 83660 

(208) 946-5187 

www.parmaridge.wine   

info@parmaridge.wine   
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Michelle Barron

From: Storm & Stephanie Hodge <info@parmaridge.wine>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 10:44 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Fwd: Dust study

Attachments: 10.1515_fhort-2017-0021.pdf

Keri wanted me to send this to you for submission. 

Get Outlook for iOS

From: Storm & Stephanie Hodge 
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2024 2:01:24 PM 
To: Keri Kay Smith-Sigman <kerikay@hotmail.com> 
Subject: Dust study  

Will this work?

Storm
Sent from my iPad 
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ABSTRACT

Dust pollution can negatively affect plant productivity in hot, dry areas with high insolation during summer. 
To understand the effect of water-deficit and its interaction with dust pollution on vegetative and physiological 
changes in grapevine ʻBidaneh Sefid ,̓ two-year-old plants were subjected to drought stress (-0.1 and -1 MPa) 
and dust treatment in a greenhouse during 2013 and 2014. The results showed that dust had a significant 
negative effect on the number of leaves, shoot length, root and shoot dry weights, and total dry weight under 
both drought and well-irrigated conditions. Dust, when applied in combination with drought, caused severe 
growth reduction. Leaf relative water content (RWC) and membrane stability index (MSI) were reduced under 
dust and drought stress, while soluble carbohydrate, proline, malondialdehyde (MDA) and H2O2 concentrations 
increased. Furthermore, dust application resulted in characteristics similar to those induced by water-deficit 
stress and intensified vegetative and physiological changes when applied together. Dust and drought treatments 
increased peroxidases and ascorbate peroxidase activities when compared to the control. The results indicate 
that dust has an adverse effect on the growth and physiology of grapevine and plays a negative role in the 
response of grapevine to drought stress.

Key words: antioxidant enzymes, drought, dust, growth, lipid peroxidation

Morphological and physiological responses of grapevine 
(Vitis vinifera L.) to drought stress and dust pollution

Leila Karami, Nasser Ghaderi*, Taimoor Javadi

Department of Horticultural Sciences
 Agricultural Faculty, University of Kurdistan

P. O. Box 416, Postal code 66177-15175 
Sanandej, Iran

*Corresponding author.
Tel.: +98 871 6627723-6; fax +98 871 6624004;
e-mail: ghaderi.n@gmail.com, n.ghaderi@uok.ac.ir (N. Ghaderi).

INTRODUCTION
Grapevines are extensively grown in semi-arid 
areas in the world and have been adapted to  
a wide range of weather conditions. Climate change 
predictions suggest that drought in the next 50 years 
will become an even greater problem in the world 
and is one of the major limitations for viticultural 
production worldwide (Chaves et al. 2007). In 
grapevines, many studies have been reported on 
gas exchange (Poni et al. 2014), water-use efficiency 
(Ghaderi et al. 2011), biochemical changes (Beis 
and Patakas 2015), biomass distribution (Xiao 

et al. 2006), in addition to yield and fruit quality 
(Romero et al. 2015) in response to different degrees 
of drought stress.  

Global air pollution is a serious problem, which 
can be defined as a change in the atmospheric 
conditions affecting the biochemical activities and 
physiological and morphological characteristics of 
plants (Tripathi and Gautam 2007). Dust can cause 
climate change on a global scale and local changes 
in the biological cycle (Engelstaedter et al. 2006). 
Dust particles in the air can either arise from wind-
blown dust or be transferred naturally from deserts. 
Dust-producing areas are mainly located in the arid 
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232� Responses of grapevine to drought stress and dust pollution

region of the Middle East with annual rainfall of 
less than 200-250 mm per year, which encompasses 
a region extending from northeast Africa to the 
central and southern parts of Asia. According to 
the literature, the Middle East is a leading area for 
generating dust storms. Currently, the existence 
of dust particles hovering in the air has become 
a major problem that has its origins in the desert 
regions in the south and southwest of Iran (in 
Iraq, Syria and Saudi Arabia). Wang et al. (2006) 
have explained that dust-related problems have 
gradually been increasing in arid and semi-arid 
areas due to the lower than average rainfall in those 
areas. Many researchers have reported that dust has 
a direct effect on plants through the scattering and 
absorption of sunlight as well as prevention of heat 
emission (Haywood et al. 2001). 

There are few reports regarding the effect of 
dust and air pollution on plants. Before sustaining 
visible damage to the leaves, plants experience 
physiological and biochemical changes when 
exposed to airborne pollutants (Liu and Ding 2008). 
Reductions in chlorophyll, carotenoids and ascorbic 
acid contents have been reported in the leaves 
of Ficus religiosa, Mangifera indica, Polyalthia 
longifolia, Delonix regia under dust pollution 
(Chauhan 2010). Various studies have shown that 
pollution with cement dust and urban pollution 
have adverse effects on photosynthetic pigments, 
photosynthetic rate, quantum yield and photosystem 
integrity in plants (Rai 2016). In addition, Kumar 
and Thambavani (2012), and Prajapati and Tripathi 
(2008) found that dust deposition brings about  
a decreased transpiration rate and lower stomatal 
conductance along with a higher leaf temperature. 
Dust pollution causes a progressive reduction in 
the photosynthetic ability of leaves and in the 
growth and productivity of plants, leading to  
a probable change in morphological characteristics, 
photosynthetic pigment concentration and/
or relationships, as well as in the antioxidant 
mechanism of leaves (Younis et al. 2013, Gupta et 
al. 2015). Closure of leaf stomata and a reduction in 
stomatal conductance (Siqueira-Silva et al. 2016), 
an increase in leaf temperature and collapse of the 
leaf cuticle layer have been reported as the negative 
impacts of dust pollution (Naidoo and Chirkoot 
2004). Rai (2016), on the other hand, reported leaf 
shading, blocking of stomata, transpiration rate 
reduction and increase in leaf temperature as the 
problems with dust deposition in plants leading to a 
direct decline in the photosynthetic rate. 

Due to the current permanent rise in global 
air temperature, together with a reduction in 
precipitation and higher evapotranspiration in the 
last decade, the negative effects of dust pollution 
have dramatically increased. These problems could 
easily affect the quality and quantity of grape plants. 
Therefore, the aim of the current experiment was to 
assess the effects of drought stress and its interaction 
with dust treatments on the physiological and 
morphological characteristics of grapes. It is worth 
mentioning that the interaction effects of dust and 
drought on the morpho-physiological parameters of 
grapevine have not been studied yet. 

MATERIAL AND METHODS
Experimental design
The experiment was carried out during the 2013 
and 2014 growing seasons in the greenhouse of 
the University of Kurdistan located in Western 
Iran (35°8' N; 46°51' E). Two-year-old, own-rooted 
plants of Vitis vinifera L. ʻBidaneh Sefidʼ were 
planted in 15 L pots containing a mixture of soil, 
sand and manure (1.5:1:1 v/v/v). After bud break, 
all plants were pruned to a double shoot. For two 
months before starting the experiment the plants 
had periodically been watered and soil moisture 
was maintained at field capacity. Thereafter, 
two irrigation treatments were applied: (i) fully-
irrigated (control), in which the root system of each 
plant was irrigated to soil capacity until the soil 
water potential had reached -0.1 MPa; (ii) deficit 
irrigation, in which the root system of each plant 
was irrigated until the soil water potential had 
reached -1 MPa. Soil moisture was determined with 
a gypsum block. Dust treatment was also applied 
to grapevine plants during the experimental period 
once a month. Initially, for dust application, the 
grapevine canopy was sprayed with water using 
a sprayer and immediately soil dust (soil) was 
applied as uniformly as possible using a manually 
operated duster. Deposits left by a dust storm had 
been collected and applied to grape leaves. The 
collected dust contained arsenic, lead, cadmium, 
nickel, chromium, silver, copper, zinc, manganese 
and iron. The particles were 10 µm in diameter and 
included quartz, calcite and dolomite. The control 
grapevines were sprayed with water during each 
application of dust. To calculate the amount of dust 
deposition on leaves after the application of dust, 10 
random leaves were separated and the average dust 
deposition on the leaves was determined as grams 
per cm2 of leaf surface area. The leaf surface was 
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washed with distilled water; the water collected 
from washing the leaf surface was then evaporated. 
The residue was weighed and expressed as dust 
deposition per 1 cm2 of leaf surface area. Overall, 
the treatments included the control (-0.1 MPa), dust 
(0.0011 g cm-2), drought stress (-1 MPa), and dust 
+ drought stress. The experiment’s duration was 
three months during 2013 and 2014, from 15 May to 
15 August. Eighteen plants were selected for each 
separate treatment in the first year and 12 plants 
were kept for second-year evaluations. During 
autumn and winter, the remaining plants were kept 
in an unheated greenhouse so that plant growth 
was restricted by low temperature. Experiments 
were repeated on the remaining plants in the 
second year, like in the first year. The experiment 
was based on a completely randomized design with 
three replications.

Trait measurements
Three months after the onset of the experiment,  
6 plants were randomly collected from each 
treatment to measure the dry weight of leaves, 
shoots and roots, the total and single leaf surface 
area, and also the number of leaves per plant. The 
roots, shoots and leaves were placed in an oven 
at 70°C for 72 hours, then their dry weights were 
measured. To measure leaf characteristics, initially, 
dust residue was carefully removed with a brush 
from both sides and weighed. Leaf surface was 
measured using a leaf area meter. 

Relative water content (RWC) was determined 
according to the Galmés et al. (2007) method 
based on the following equation: RWC (%) = [(FW 
− DW) / (TW − DW)] × 100, where FW, TW and 
DW represent leaf fresh, turgid and dry weight, 
respectively. To determine the leaf membrane 
stability index (MSI), the collected leaves were 
cut into small pieces (0.1 g) and placed in 10 mL 
of double-distilled water at 40°C for 30 min. 
After incubation, the conductivity of the water 
containing the leaf pieces (C1) was determined 
using a conductivity meter (RC-16C Model, Alpha 
Metals, USA). Then, test tubes containing samples 
in the second set were heated at 100°C for 10 min. 
and their conductivity (C2) was read again. The 
MSI was calculated using the following formula 
(Sairam 1994): MSI% = [1- (C1/C2)] × 100. 

Fully expanded leaves were collected at 
midday and then washed with deionized water; the 
adhering water was removed with a paper towel. 
The leaf samples were immediately frozen in 
liquid nitrogen and stored at -80oC until analysis. 

Soluble carbohydrate content was determined by 
the phenol-sulphuric acid method (Khochert 1987).  
0.5 g of leaf tissue was homogenized with 5 ml of 
95% ethanol. Then, 100 μl of ice-cold alcoholic 
extract was mixed with 3 ml of anthrone solution 
(150 mg anthrone dissolved in 100 ml of 72% 
sulphuric acid, w/w). The samples were then 
incubated in a boiling water bath for 10 minutes. 
The optical density was measured at 625 nm 
using a spectrophotometer (Beckman Coulter, 
Inc., Fullerton, CA, USA). Subsequently, the 
concentrations of soluble carbohydrates were 
determined using a glucose standard and expressed 
as mg g-1 fresh weight.  

The amount of proline was estimated according 
to the Bates et al. (1973) method. 0.5 g of fresh 
leaf tissue was homogenized with 10 ml of 3% 
sulfosalicilic acid, and then the mixture was 
centrifuged at 6,000 × g for 5 minutes. Then,  
2 milliliters of the supernatant were mixed with  
2 ml of ninhydrin and 2 mL of glycolic acetic acid. 
The samples were incubated in a boiling water bath 
for one hour and placed in an ice bath for a few 
minutes immediately after being removed from 
the bath. Then, 4 ml of toluene was added to each 
sample. The optical density of the supernatant phase 
was measured at 520 nm using a spectrophotometer 
(Beckman Coulter, Inc., Fullerton, CA, USA).

To determine the level of hydrogen peroxide, 
0.3 g of leaf tissue was homogenized with 5 mL 
0.1% trichloroacetic acid (TCA). The homogenate 
was centrifuged at 10,000 × g for 5 minutes. Then, 
0.25 mL of the supernatant was mixed with 0.25 
mL of 100 mM K-phosphate buffer and 0.5 mL of 
1M KI. The absorbance was measured at 390 nm 
with a spectrophotometer (Beckman Coulter, Inc., 
Fullerton, CA, USA). Hydrogen peroxide level was 
calculated using a standard curve prepared with 
known H2O2 concentrations (Alexieva et al. 2001).

Lipid peroxidation was measured by determining 
the malondialdehyde (MDA) content in the leaves 
according to the method of Dhindsa et al. (1981).  
5 mL of trichloroacetic acid (0.1% TCA) was added 
to 0.3 g of leaf tissues and homogenized completely. 
The homogenated samples were centrifuged at 
10,000 × g for 5 min. at 4°C. The supernatant  
(0.3 ml) was mixed with 1.2 ml of 0.5% 
thiobarbituric acid (TBA) prepared in 20% TCA, 
and incubated at 95°C for 30 min. The reaction 
was stopped by putting the sample in an ice bath 
for 5 min.; samples were centrifuged at 10,000 
× g for 10 min. at 25°C. The absorbance of the 
supernatant was read at 532 nm using a Beckman 
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UV-DU 520 spectrophotometer (Beckman Coulter, 
Inc., Fullerton, CA, USA). After deducting the 
non-specific absorbance at 600 nm, the extinction 
coefficient of 155 mM-1 cm-1 was used to calculate 
the MDA concentration. 

Peroxidase activity (POD) was determined 
according to the method of Hemeda and Klein 
(1990). The 1 mL reaction mixture contained, 90 
µL of 0.3% hydrogen peroxide, 780 µL of 50 mM 
potassium phosphate buffer (pH 6.6) and 40 µL of 
enzyme extract. POD activity was calculated on 
the basis of the increase in absorbance at 470 nm 
due to guaiacol oxidation (ɛ = 26.6 mM-1 cm-1). The 
Nakano and Asada (1981) method was used for the 
ascorbate peroxidase activity (APX) assay. Suitable 
aliquots of the enzyme extract were added to the 
reaction mixture containing 50 mM potassium 
phosphate buffer (pH 7.0), 0.1 mM EDTA, 0.5 mM 
ascorbate, and 0.1 mM H2O2 in a total volume of 
1.0 mL. The reaction was initiated by adding the 
enzyme extract. The decline in absorbance at 290 
nm was recorded every 30 s for 3.0 min. 

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) and mean 
comparisons were performed using SAS software 
(SAS Institute Inc. 1990) according to a factorial 
experiment based on a completely randomized 
design (CRD). The least significant difference 
(LSD) test was applied for comparison at  

a significance level of 0.05. Charts and curve fittings 
were performed with Office Microsoft Excel 2016 
software.

RESULTS
Drought stress, dust, and dust + drought stress 
reduced total leaf surface area per plant, the 
number of leaves and single leaf surface area  
(Tab. 1) in both years. Excessive reductions in these 
traits were observed in plants that were treated with 
dust + drought in the second year. Shoot length 
decreased in the drought stress and dust + drought 
stress treatments in both years. However, shoot 
length in dust-treated plants exhibited a steeper 
decline in the second year compared to the control 
(Tab. 1). Shoot length in plants that were treated 
with dust remained similar to that of the control in 
the first year, whereas a higher reduction in shoot 
length was observed in the dust + drought stress 
treatments compared to the other treatments in the 
second year (Tab. 1). 

Reductions of 25 and 17% in total dry weight 
were observed in plants that were treated with 
dust in the first and second year respectively. More 
diminished plant dry matter was obtained in plants 
subjected to drought stress and dust compared to 
the control plants (Tab. 2). Based on the results of 

Table 1. Effect of drought stress and dust on the number of leaves, leaf area, single leaf area, shoot length and root 
volume during two growing seasons

Treatment Number of leaves Leaf area
(dm2 per plant)

Single leaf area
(cm2 per leaf)

Shoot length
(cm)

Root volume
(cm3)

2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014

Control
Without dust 31.3 a 79.0 a 28.7 a 51.4 a 92.3 a 65.1 a 189.3 a 112.0 a 210.0 a 181.7 a
Dust 29.3 a 57.0 b 17.6 b 32.3 b 60.0 b 55.9 b 186.0 a 92.7 b 170.0 b 151.7 b

Drought
Without dust 8.0 b 36.0 c 2.5 c 7.7 c 36.3 c 21.5 c 86.3 b 63.3 c 56.7 c 40.0 c
Dust 4.7 c 19.3 d 0.9 c 3.1 d 24.2 c 16.1 d 79.0 b 43.7 d 56.7 c 30.0 c

Means with the same letter in each column are not significantly different at p < 0.05 (LSD test). Control (-0.1 MPa), Dust (0.011 g 
cm-2), Drought (-1 MPa)

Table 2. Effect of drought stress and dust on shoot dry weight, root dry weight, root : shoot ratio and total dry weight 
during two growing seasons

Treatment Shoot dry weight
(g per plant)

Root dry weight
(g per plant) Root : Shoot Total dry weight

(g per plant)
2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014

Control
Without dust 46.55 a 68.92 a 55.64 a 56.45 a 1.19 a 0.82 c 102.2 a 126.4 a
Dust 36.35 b 51.14 b 39.95 b 53.62 a 1.10 a 1.05 b 76.3 b 104.8 b

Drought
Without dust 11.23 c 11.42 c 7.99 c 14.17 b 0.72 b 1.27 a 19.22 c 25.59 c
Dust 8.49 d 8.83 d 6.27 c 10.90 c 0.82 b 1.24 ab 15.37 d 19.74 d

Means with the same letter in each column are not significantly different at p < 0.05 (LSD test). Control (-0.1 MPa), Dust (0.011 g 
cm-2), Drought (-1 MPa)
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the present study, the root-to-shoot ratio decreased 
in the first year due to drought stress, but increased 
in the second year under dust, drought, and drought 
+ dust (Tab. 2). There was a reduction of 28, 85 and 
88% in root dry weight, and 22, 75 and 81% in shoot 
dry weight in the dust, drought and drought + dust 
treatments respectively in the first year (Tab. 2). 

Deficit irrigation and dust treatments resulted 
in lower RWC than the control in both the first 
and second year of the experiment (Tab. 3). The 
drought + dust treatment produced significant 
RWC reductions compared to the other treatments 

in the first and second year. The RWC was high 
in the control (93.28 and 93.75% in the first and 
second year, respectively), with a decline in the dust 
treatment (82.92 and 90.35 % in the first and second 
year, respectively), followed by drought (79.88 and 
74.87 % in the first and second year, respectively) 
and dust + drought (74.56 and 70.22 % in the first 
and second year, respectively). Increased amounts 
of soluble carbohydrates were recorded for both 
the dust and drought stress treatments in both 2013 
and 2014. The amount of proline increased under 
drought stress and drought + dust in both growing 

Table 3. Effect of drought stress and dust on relative water content (RWC), proline, soluble carbohydrates, membrane 
stability index (MSI) and malondialdehyde (MDA) during two growing seasons

Treatment RWC
(%)

Proline
(mg g-1 FW)

Soluble 
carbohydrates
(mg g-1 FW)

MSI
(%)

MDA
(µmol g-1 FW)

2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014 2013 2014

Control
Without dust 93.3 a 93.7 a 0.16 c 0.22 d 32.5 d 33.0 d 82.9 a 89.6 a 0.43 d 0.44 d
Dust 82.9 b 90.3 b 0.13 c 0.40 c 35.3 c 36.9 c 77.1 b 87.5 a 1.12 c 1.05 c

Drought
Without dust 79.9 b 74.8 c 1.84 a 2.08 b 43.1 a 41.0 b 68.7 c 84.1 b 2.41 b 1.73 b
Dust 74.6 c 70.2 d 1.21 b 2.28 a 39.5 b 45.2 a 67.9 c 80.9 c 4.34 a 2.21 a

Means with the same letter in each column are not significantly different at p < 0.05 (LSD test). Control (-0.1 MPa), Dust (0.011 g 
cm-2), Drought (-1 MPa)
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Figure 1. Effect of drought stress and dust on H2O2 (A – 2013 and B – 2014) and peroxidase activity (C – 2013 and 
D – 2014). Means for columns with the same letter are not significantly different at p < 0.05 (LSD test).  Vertical bars 
indicate standard error. Control (-0.1 MPa), Dust (0.011 g cm-2), Drought stress (-1 MPa)
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seasons. Dust deposition on leaves increased the 
proline content in the second year. Maximum 
amounts of soluble carbohydrates and proline 
accumulated under dust + drought stress, which 
was recorded in the second year (Tab. 3). 

The membrane stability index was reduced 
in both years in response to dust and drought in 
comparison with the control (Tab. 3). Drought stress 
and dust increased the amount of MDA and H2O2 
during the first and second year. The dust + drought 
treatment resulted in significantly higher MDA and 
H2O2 concentrations and a lower MSI than in the 
control. The present results showed that the dust 
+ drought treatment intensified stress, which was 
shown by the measurements of MSI, MDA (Tab. 3) 
and H2O2 (Fig. 1A, B). Dust and drought resulted 
in a distinct increase in the POD (Fig. 1C, D) and 
APX (Fig. 2) activities in grape leaves. Maximum 
leaf POD activity in both years was observed due to 
the stress caused by dust + drought.

DISCUSSION
In our results, the application of dust, drought 
stress and dust + drought stress to grapevine leaves 
decreased shoot length by 2, 54 and 58% in the 
first growing season and by 17, 43 and 61% in the 
second growing season, respectively, compared to 
the control (Tab. 1). The greater reduction in shoot 
length in the second year can be related to the longer 
exposure of plants to dust. Similar reduction in the 
number of leaves was also observed under dust, 
drought stress and dust + drought stress conditions. 
The decrease in the number of leaves was related 
not only to the reduction in shoot growth induced 

by dust, but also to the damaging effects of dust, 
which caused leaf defoliation. Leaf surface area 
was reduced under dust, drought and drought + 
dust in both growing seasons (Tab. 1). Drought 
stress intensified the effect of dust to the extent that 
their combined effect reduced leaf surface area by 
approximately 74 and 75% in the first and second 
year, respectively, compared to the control. In this 
study, the reduction in total leaf surface area was 
caused by the reduced number of leaves and early 
leaf senescence. The loss of those leaves decreased 
the supply of carbohydrates or growth hormones to 
meristematic regions, thereby inhibiting growth. 
Reductions in the numbers of leaves and leaf surface 
area as a result of drought stress have been observed 
in other studies, including grapevine (Pou et al. 
2012), apple (Alizadeh et al. 2011) and strawberry 
(Ghaderi et al. 2015). Considerable reductions in leaf 
surface area and shoot length have been reported in 
Cassia siamea and Glauca species (Shweta 2012), 
and Eucalyptus camaldulensis (Seyyednejad and 
Koochak 2011) that were treated with dust. The 
leaf is one of the organs that are more susceptible 
to air pollution. A deposit of dust on the leaves 
eventually forms a thick coating on them (Raina 
et al. 2008), limiting sunlight penetration and thus 
reducing photosynthesis and causing destruction 
of leaf tissues and premature leaf fall (Brandt and 
Rhoades 1973). Similar results have been reported 
by Noor et al. (2015) and Qadir et al. (2016), all of 
whom observed a reduction in leaf surface area in 
plants exposed to dust and air pollutants. 

Dust caused a severe decrease in shoot dry 
weight (22 and 26% in the first and second year, 
respectively) and root dry weight (28 and 5% in the 
first and second year, respectively), and a significant 
decrease in biomass (by 25 and 17% in the first and 
second year, respectively) (Tab. 2). The changes in 
these characteristics coincided with a reduction in 
RWC by 11 and 4% in the first and second year, 
respectively (Tab. 3). Greater reduction in growth 
was recorded in plants treated with dust + drought 
stress. Therefore, it is apparent that drought stress 
+ dust cause a greater negative impact on the 
growth of plants. In addition to reducing RWC, the 
induction of oxidative stress under such conditions 
can also be effective in reducing growth (Fig. 1A, 
B). Like in the present study, growth reduction has 
been found in Astragalus jaegerianus  (Wijayratne 
et al. 2009) and fig (Abdel-Rahman 2012) plants 
covered with dust. The changes can be attributed 
to the shading caused by the dust on the leaf, 
decline in leaf surface area and damage to the 
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Figure 2. Effect of drought stress and dust on ascorbic 
peroxidase activity (2014). Means for columns with the 
same letter are not significantly different at p < 0.05 
(LSD test). Vertical bars indicate standard error. Control 
(-0.1 MPa), Dust (0.011 g cm-2), Drought stress (-1 MPa)
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photosynthetic apparatus due to the toxicity of 
the pollutants and increased water stress (Hossain 
et al. 2015). Considerable reductions in shoot and 
root dry weight have been reported in Polyalthia 
longifolia, Ficus religiosa and Azadirachta indica 
(Saini et al. 2011), and some medicinal plants (Lee 
et al. 2003) that were treated with dust. 

The decrease in the root-to-shoot ratio in the 
first year is related to a lower reduction in shoot dry 
weight and a higher reduction in root dry weight 
compared to the second year. Greater reductions 
in root growth compared to shoot growth under 
drought stress have been documented in several 
studies (Azhiri-Sigari et al. 2000, Cui et al. 2008). 
The reports indicated that the root growth response 
to drought stress depends on stress duration and 
stress development rate, and on the allocation of 
carbohydrates to the roots (Xu et al. 2015). In the 
first year of our study, the roots probably contained 
lower amounts of carbohydrates; therefore, they 
experienced a greater reduction in dry weight 
compared to the shoots. Wissuwa et al. (2005) had 
reported that a decrease in dry matter allocation to 
the roots may be related to a decreased concentration 
of starch. The increase in the root-to-shoot ratio 
due to drought and dust observed in our study 
was a result of a greater reduction in aboveground 
biomass rather than an increase in root biomass in 
the second year (Tab. 2). This was because the root 
dry weight under drought stress and dust was lower 
than that in the control. The growing of roots is  
a strategy used by plants to absorb more water from 
the soil under drought conditions (da Silva Lobato 
et al. 2008), which will contribute to higher cell 
turgor and better plant growth and development.  
It has also been reported that drought (Lemoine 
et al. 2013) and dust (Bao et al. 2016) limit shoot 
and root growth, but their effects on root growth 
are lower compared to shoot growth. Root growth 
is generally less affected by drought stress than 
shoot growth (Mahajan and Tuteja 2005). This 
often results in an increase in the root-to-shoot ratio 
when water is limited. 

Total soluble carbohydrates and proline were 
increased in all the plants that were treated 
with dust compared with the non-treated plants, 
and drought intensified the effect of dust on 
grapevine soluble carbohydrate content (Tab. 3). 
Moreover, the presented results clearly illustrate 
that dust alters several biochemical traits, such as 
carbohydrate and proline amounts in grapevine 
leaves. In addition, the concentrations of soluble 
carbohydrates and proline were higher in the plants 

treated with dust + drought. Soluble carbohydrates 
and proline commonly accumulate in crop plants 
as osmoprotectants in response to abiotic stress. In 
regard to the accumulation of proline in grapevine, 
the results of the present investigation are similar 
to the findings of Ghaderi and Siosemardeh (2011), 
and Ghaderi et al. (2015), who reported that in 
strawberries the highest level of proline was 
observed in responses to drought. The increased 
accumulation of soluble carbohydrates and proline 
in response to dust and drought stress is a strategy 
for improving stress tolerance (Hoekstra et al. 
2001), regulating osmotic adjustment and reducing 
lipid peroxidation (Gupta et al. 2015). 

Dust and drought increased the peroxidation of 
membrane lipids (MDA) and oxidative stress (H2O2), 
and reduced the cell membrane stability index  
(Tab. 3, Fig. 1). Drought stress stimulates the 
production of reactive oxygen species (Liu and 
Huang 2000) that cause membrane injuries and 
thus induce oxidative stress (Zlatev and Lidon 
2012). Stressed plants produce higher amounts 
of reactive oxygen species, including H2O2, than 
in their steady state, which can cause an increase 
in lipid peroxidation (Hoekstra et al. 2001). Dust 
deposition also restricts the availability of light 
for photosynthesis, blocks stomatal pores for 
CO2 diffusion, and increases oxidative stress on 
plants (Das and Prasad 2010). In agreement with 
the present study, dust deposition has been found 
to increase the MDA in wheat (Chen 2010) and 
Azadirachta indica (Qadir et al. 2016). 

Dust and drought caused a distinct increase in 
the POD (Fig. 1C, D) and APX (Fig. 2) activities 
in grapevine leaves. Leaf POD activity in both 
years and that of APX in 2014 increased due to the 
stress induced by dust and drought. The present 
study demonstrated that the application of dust and 
drought together intensified the POD activity. Some 
signalling molecules, such as oxidative molecules, 
may cause an increase in the antioxidant capacity 
of cells. To alleviate cellular injury, stressed plants 
produce antioxidant enzymes (Zlatev and Lidon 
2012). As a consequence of POD and APX’s role 
in scavenging H2O2, an increase in POD and APX 
activities can be regarded as a defence mechanism 
of the plant against the reinforcement of oxidative 
processes. Dust accumulation on plants might alter 
the leaf antioxidant mechanism (Chaturvedi et 
al. 2013), and increased APX activity under dust 
pollution has been reported by Siqueira-Silva et al. 
(2016).
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Finally, it can be concluded that the growth of 
grapevine plants was found to be affected by dust 
and drought. Dust evidently causes substantial 
changes to leaf physiology by destroying the cell 
membrane. Accumulation of soluble carbohydrates 
and proline was augmented in plants by the 
occurrence of dust and drought stress. Higher 
increases in soluble carbohydrates and proline 
were observed in the dust + drought treatment. 
Significant decrease in leaf relative water content 
due to dust and drought stress was observed. 
Extensive reduction in RWC was recorded when 
dust and drought stress were applied together. The 
dusted leaves and plants subjected to drought had 
higher MDA and H2O2 compared to the control. The 
dust + drought combination produced significantly 
higher MDA and H2O2 and lower MSI compared 
to the other treatments in the second year of the 
experiment. The POD and APX activities involving 
enzymatic antioxidants were increased due to the 
stress caused by dust and drought. Based on the 
results of this study, it is clear that dust pollution of 
the grape plants produced effects similar to those 
caused by water-deficit conditions; on the other 
hand, the interaction effects of dust and drought 
applied together exacerbated the physiological and 
morphological changes in grapevine. This suggests 
that dust greatly affects the response of grapevine to 
water-deficit stress and increases damage to plants.
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Michelle Barron

From: Cindy Petrucci <cindy.petrucci@att.net>

Sent: Friday, March 15, 2024 12:06 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case no CU2022-0024

Hello, 

We are completely OPPOSED for the development of a 238 acre gravel pit that would span both sides of Hwy 95 in 
Parma. We live in Wilder and this would add more truck traffic through town as well as issues with the debris that comes 
off the trucks.  

The Parma Ridge Winery is above this proposed area which we are members. This is a beautiful place to sit and overlook 
the Parma valley below. This would complete disrupt the peacefulness of this entire business as well as affect the 
vineyards with all the dust that comes with having a gravel pit. The folks that own the winery work extremely hard and 
this would definitely affect the ambiance they are entitled to have.  

There are so many other areas that do not have residential as well as businesses around that another gravel pit could 
use. Please keep our beautiful areas alone and allow us the residences of this area to enjoy our natural surroundings.  

Thank you, 

Tim & Cindy Petrucci 
Wilder, ID  
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Michelle Barron

From: Sandra Tracy <sandytracy423@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, March 15, 2024 2:53 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Re: Case No. CU2022-0024

Sandra Tracy 
25080 Batt Corner Road 
Parma, ID 83660 

Dear Ms. Barron 

I have some concerns in regards to Case Number CU2022-0024.  Can you please address the following: 

1.  Will the  trucks be required to cover their loads to prevent damage to vehicles travelling down the highway.  Will they 
be required to keep the highway clean of rocks and debris. 

2.  There is a great variety of wildlife in the proposed area, ducks, geese, hawks, and eagles.  What considerations and 
safeguards have been put in place in regards to protecting their habitat. Has the appropriate environmental agency been 
involved in the process to protect the river and wildlife. 

3. It was my understanding that this area of Canyon County was to remain zoned agricultural.  Is mining considered 
agricultural in Canyon County or is this area being rezoned to include other commercial non agricultural businesses. 

4.  What is the expected level of noise and is there a maximum that will be tolerated or allowed.  Who will monitor the 
noise level on a daily basis. 

5.  What will the impact be on residential property values in the proposed area.  If this proposal passes, when will the 
mine be operational. 

6. If this operation does commence what agency would have oversight to make sure they are in compliance and are 
being a responsible neighbor. 

At this point in time I have significant concerns about this proposal.  I look forward to your response. 

Sincerely, 
Sandra Tracy 
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Michelle Barron

From: Lynn Yates <layjay817@aol.com>

Sent: Friday, March 15, 2024 5:16 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  case number CU2022-024

Attachments: Gravel Pit objections and concerns.docx

Attached is the document related to the above referenced case number  
Thank you for your time on this matter 
Lynn Yates 
25125 Boise River rd. Parma        
208 6971477

AOL Mail Stationery

Exhibit 4i

Exhibit 4i - Pg 1



CANYON COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

111 NORTH 11TH AVE Suite 310 Caldwell Idaho 83605 

Canyon county planning and zoning commission schedule public hearing 

 APRIL 4 2024 AT 6:30 pm in public meefing room on 1st floor above address 

Case # CU2022-0024  

Gravel Pit objecfions and concerns 

 Road Impact: Based on applicate informafion of 6000 trucks per year 

based on 280 working days per year equals 21 trucks per day  

 Request IDT due a Traffic impact report 

 Property values will be reduced 

 Water flow;  Ground water contaminafion concern for well quality  

Disrupfing the flow of the Boise River will affect parficulates in the 

water, wild life in and around the river . Natural water flow will be 

disrupted. 

 Ponds created will increase mosquito populafion plus west nile virus. 

The Mosquito abatement depart will be impacted 

 Nature flora and fauna damage (birds and hazardous plants)which 

would disrupt the natural balance of nature and habitats 

 Air borne contaminants; crystalline silica and asbestos travel 

approximate 500 meters in calm day and smaller the parficles the 

further they travel(very windy area) children and older adults are 

very suscepfible to lung issues such as silicosis.  These parficles can 

impact animals and crops like grapes, orchards and pasture land 

 Noise and air pollufion ongoing during the whole mining process 

 Long term environmental effects: Damage incurred in creafion of all 

gravel pits can never be reversed. 

 How many gravel pits are in canyon county and how much gravel is 

needed in the next 15 year?    
 Thank you for your fime. Jerry and Lynn Yates Boise River Rd 
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Michelle Barron

From: Snake River Wine Tours <info@snakeriverwinetours.com>

Sent: Friday, March 15, 2024 11:18 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Opposition to Case No. CU2022-0024

Dear Michelle Barron,  

I am writing to express my strong opposition to Case No. CU2022-0024. As a Parma resident and proprietor of Snake 
River Wine Tours who brings tour groups to Parma Ridge Winery, I believe that the proposed changes would significantly 
detract from the overall experience of our customers and pose various risks to our operations. 

One of the primary concerns is the potential increase in noise and dust resulting from the proposed project. Parma 
Ridge Winery prides itself on providing a serene and enjoyable environment for our patrons to savor fine wines and 
cuisine. However, if the area becomes excessively noisy and dusty due to increased truck traffic, it will undoubtedly 
diminish the quality of our guests' experiences. Our customers include visitors on wine tours, and any disruption to their 
enjoyment could lead to a decline in business and visitor satisfaction of Parma, Idaho. 

Additionally, the safety of our commercial Mercedes Sprinter vans, which transport guests to and from the winery, is a 
significant concern. The frequency of gravel trucks on the roads poses a heightened risk of rock chips to our vans' 
windshields. As you may be aware, repairing or replacing these large windshields comes at a substantial cost to our 
business, which ultimately impacts our bottom line. Despite efforts to address these issues with gravel truck companies, 
we have consistently encountered resistance and have been left to bear the financial burden of repairs. 

Furthermore, the proposed project stands to negatively impact not only the Hodge family but local, family-run 
businesses like ours. The influx of 6,000 trucks annually onto small country roads leading to Highway 95 would have far-
reaching consequences for the entire community, disrupting daily life and imposing additional costs and risks on 
residents and business owners alike. 

In conclusion, I urge you to carefully consider the broader implications of Case No. CU2022-0024 on the Parma 
community. The potential adverse effects on local businesses, including Parma Ridge Winery and Snake River Wine 
Tours, cannot be understated. I implore you to prioritize the well-being and livelihoods of residents and businesses by 
rejecting this proposal. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. I trust that you will thoroughly evaluate the concerns raised and 
make a decision that serves the best interests of our community. 

Sincerely, 

Samantha Maxey 
Owner of Snake River Wine Tours 
31140 Circle Dr 
Parma, ID 83660 
208-995-1197 
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Michelle Barron

From: B Taylor <ba.taylor@earthlink.net>

Sent: Saturday, March 16, 2024 9:02 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case No CU2022-0024

Ms Barron, 

I was devastated to hear about the 238 acre gravel pit that is being proposed at the south side of the 
river on both sides of Hwy 95 in Parma.  The scenary is so beautiful around here, and I would hate for 
it to be spoiled by a loud, ugly gravel pit.  The agriculture and bird wildlife is also wonderful around 
here, we should be careful not to create anything to disturb it.  It would also spoil the land around 
Parma Ridge Winery, possibly damaging their vines and their livelihood.  The area around here is 
tranquil and beautiful and a little peace in this world is something to hold on to. 

This is not a good proposal, and my husband and I heartily oppose it.  

Ron and Elizabeth Taylor 

906 N Pioneer Way 

Parma ID  83660 

2088122058 
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Michelle Barron

From: Gerri Smith <gesmith00@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 16, 2024 1:35 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Fwd:

Attachments: 20240316_120914.jpg; 20240316_120919.jpg; 20240316_120917.jpg

Case No CU2022-0024 

Opposition 

Attached are pictures I took today from Parma Ridge Winery.  I believe when they say a picture is worth 1,000 words 
that is correct. 

This is a beautiful, peaceful Agriculture area.  If you hear anything it might be a tractor, a bird, or geese.  This is not an 
appropriate site for a Commericial Mineral Extraction facility.  The houses you see in the picture are right beside this 
proposal.  Can you imagine the noise, dirt, trucks.. and so much more all day, everyday. 

Yes, anyone sitting on the veranda at Parma Ridge will hear this, all day, everyday.  Should their business which is 
Agriculture be destroyed by a Commercial endeavor that is Not Agriculture.?  NO! 

Dirt.. can you imagine the effect on everyone that lives in this area? 
I guess an important question is would you want this in your neighborhood?   

Please deny this conditional use permit. 

Gerri Smith 
Canyon Couunty Resident 
22517 Bauman Rd Wilder ID 83676 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Gerri Smith <gesmith00@gmail.com> 
Date: Sat, Mar 16, 2024 at 1:12 PM 
Subject:  
To: Gerri Smith <Gesmith00@gmail.com> 
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Michelle Barron

From: Greg Helsel <ghelsel@outlook.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 10:08 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Conditional Use Permit for long-term mineral extraction, rock crushing, and 

storage of equipment Case # CU2022-0024

Dear Ms. Barron, 

I wish to add to the community response in opposition to the subject conditional use permit 
application.  I am in full agreement with the community's concerns.  When the public is condemned by 
multiple government agencies for causing negative climate change how this application be 
considered because of the operation's many adverse effects which will result? 

Please do not approve this permit application. 

Thank you, 

Greg Helsel 

25277 Marina Ct. 
Wilder, ID 83676 
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Michelle Barron

From: David  Johnston <david@dcjohnstoncpa.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 9:37 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case No CU2022-0024

Attachments: premier aggregate meeting details.pdf

Dear Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission: 

My name is David C. Johnston, I am the managing member of Ducks End, LLC.  Ducks End, LLC owns the property located 
at 25242 Boise River Rd., Parma, ID  83660 where I live full fime.  I have full authority to represent Ducks End, LLC in this 
mafter.

Ducks End, LLC (David C. Johnston, Managing Member) oppose the condifional use permit requested in Case No. 
CU2022-0024 and urges the commission to reject the permit for the following reasons: 

 Reason 1 – Damage and nuisance to me: 

 Secfion 07-07-01 of the County Code of Canyon County, Idaho states that “Every use which requires the 
granfing of a condifional use permit is declared to possess characterisfics which require review and 
appraisal by the commission to determine whether or not the use would cause ANY damage, hazard, 
nuisance or other detriment to persons or property in the vicinity.”  

 My property/home is less than 1,000 feet from the locafion where the condifional use permit 
is being applied for, therefore, I am in the vicinity.  I am within the set nofificafion distance.

 Long term mineral extracfion will create dust and parficulate mafter as well as noise pollufion 
that will affect my property.  The applicants will tell you that it will not affect my property 
which they cannot prove.  The dust is created outside and not contained within a structure 
with systems to filter the air.  If the applicants are less than 100% effecfive in mifigafing the 
parficulate mafter and noise pollufion, I would be damaged by health complicafions and 
nuisances.  The project size and the hours of operafion (see Premier Aggregates CU2022-0024 
– Neighborhood Meefing memo aftached) raise the risk of damage to my health and 
nuisances to a very high level.  The proposed hours of operafions are 12 hours a day, six days a 
week.  If the applicants are 90% effecfive in mifigafing the dust and noise pollufion, that would 
equate to 1.2 hours of noise and air pollufion per day, 7.2 hours of pollufion per week. 374 
hours or 15.58 days of pollufion per year .  There is absolutely no way in guaranteeing that the 
applicants can contain or control the dust and noise 100% of the fime therefore, per the code 
secfion, I am damaged, it is a health hazard, and it is a nuisance and detriment to me and my 
property which is in the vicinity of the project.  This alone should warrant rejecfion of the 
permit. 

 Reason 2 – Injurious to other property and negafively changing the essenfial character of the area:

 Secfion 07-07-05 of the County Code of Canyon County, Idaho asks “Will the proposed use be injurious 
to other property in the immediate vicinity and/or negafively change the essenfial character of the 
area;”

 I have stated in reason 1 that the proposed use will be injurious to me and my property and that I am in 
the immediate vicinity. 

 The proposed change of use, by definifion, changes the essenfial character of the area as well.  The 
character of the area is defined by agricultural property with single family homes.  The character of the 
area also includes the natural riverbank of the Boise River.  The proposed site is directly located on the 
Boise River.  Operafing a mineral extracfion operafion directly adjacent to the Boise River will obviously 
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change the character of the riverbank in terms of beauty as well as the habitat and paths of all types of 
wildlife.   

The commission is nofified of the risk to me and my family and must take into considerafion my health and well being in 
considerafion of this permit.  I am in the vicinity and the prevailing wind blows from the applicant’s locafion to mine.

I built my home because of the beauty and natural character of the area.  The beauty and natural character of the area 
does not include mineral extracfion facilifies on 159 acres directly in my vicinity and risks to my health.  The commission 
must reject this permit. 

Sincerely, 

David C. Johnston 
Managing Member, Ducks End, LLC 
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Michelle Barron

From: Randee Hoagland <randee@dcjohnstoncpa.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 9:39 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Cc: Randee Hoagland

Subject: [External]  CU2022-0024 

To the Planning & Zoning Commission: 

I strongly oppose the request for a Conditional Use Permit (CU2022-0024) affecting Canyon 
County Parcels R39070-010, R39054-010, R39054, and R39070-010B. 

I live within 1000 feet of this area at 25242 Boise River Rd.  

The agriculture, wildlife, and serenity are characteristic of the current permitted use and precisely 
why I choose to live there. I am submitting pictures to show how the proposed permit will 
negatively change the essential character of this area if it is granted. 

These pictures were taken from where I live on the river within 1000 feet of the area facing the 
affected area: 

These are pictures of the property a couple days ago (please note the waterfowl decoys on their 
own property): 
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This picture is taken from up above the area a couple days ago: 

Pictures from above: 
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Premier Aggregates Pintail Pit: 
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If you have driven up and down highway 20/26 you would see the drastic effect that gravel pits 
have on the area. It would be naïve to think that this pit would be any different than the many 
others that have already been granted.  
Of most note are the following pictures – a profound example which can be seen driving alongside 
the Notus Gravel Pit. On one side of the street, you can appreciate the serene agricultural 
landscape while on the exact opposite side of the street lies the barren wasted effects of a gravel pit 
- directly in contrast even with the partially blocked distant views: 

Directly across the street from Notus Gravel Pit – what a contrast! 
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Pictures of the Thueson Marin Pit off Weitz Rd: 
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Premier Aggregates will argue that reclamation of this area will leave lakes and ponds that will be 
pleasing to the eye and good for the waterfowl.  I ask if the following pictures are congruent with 
the picture they will paint? 
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People have built their homes and made their livelihood in this area based on its current 
characteristics. This acreage is directly adjacent to multiple single-family homes and in the vicinity 
of businesses that depend on the current characteristics of the acreage.  
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Have you considered the following homes? Ask yourself if this permit would drastically change the 
characteristics of their everyday life. Consider Rick & Lori Church, Les & Sammie Brennan who 
are RIGHT on that property line.   

Have you considered the effect that this will have on Parma Ridge Winery?  Here is a picture of 
myself and friends. We chose to dine on the patio because of the view and the serenity. I can assure 
you we would not have chosen to dine on a patio where there were loud beeping trucks, a 
cacophony of noise, and dust.  

I urge you to consider how drastically the proposed use would change the essential character of the 
area and negatively affect all of those around it.  

Randee Hoagland 
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Michelle Barron

From: Debbie Delaney <dixiedeb54@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 12:44 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case number: CU2022-0024

Attachments: geese in field.jpg; turkeys in field.jpg

Michelle Barron 
Here is my testimony and pictures for the hearing 

Testimony for hearing of the Planning and zoning commission April 4, 2024
 Development Services Department, Attn:

Thank you for allowing me to speak.

My name is Debbie Delaney and I have lived on Boise River Rd. in Parma for 27 years.  My 

property starts about 1 mile from the sign at the proposed site of the gravel pit on Boise River 

Rd.   My property line to the north is the Boise River.  I am accustomed to regularly seeing 

wildlife on my property.  March 15th I had 15 to 20 turkeys in my field,  and then they flew 

across the river.  The turkeys move up and down the river all year.  On the 17th I had 30-40 

White fronted geese feeding in my field, and I got to watch them coming in to land.  They 

come each year and visit on their trek north for the summer.  Thousands of snow geese feed in 

the fields around our property.  Deer live and move up and down the river as well.   I have 

watched up to 8 deer come in and feed in my yard.  

How will the proposed gravel pits, impact the animals that make the river and the fields 

bordering it home?  Will they continue to live here once the machinery and noise moves to the 

neighborhood?  

The beauty of our area will be impacted, which is the reason we live here.  Parma Ridge 

Winery will be directly impacted as the gravel pit will destroy the view from their dining room 

windows.  Pictures of the wildlife in the area are included.

Thank you for the time and for allowing me to speak.

Debbie Delaney
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Michelle Barron

From: Clarissa Parker <cpwired@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 6:06 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case No. CU2022-0024 - Comments

To whom it may concern ; 

I am writing concerning  Case No. CU2022-0024, 
I am opposed to the request for long-term mineral extraction on Parcels R39054, R39054010, R39070010, AND 
R39070010B0 for the following reasons: 
1)   My home sits southeast of the said parcels on the hill overlooking the parcels.  My home's value would be impacted 
and drop significantly as it is considered a 'view'  home.  My home is located at 24454 Rudd Rd., Parma.   
      Our view directly faces the Boise River in the direction of parcels in consideration. Our view would be degraded, as 
there would be machinery, trenches and mounds of excavation equipment, from the land movement and the noise 
would be very difficult to deal with. 
2)  The impact to wildlife that migrate here every year would be detrimental. 
     Every year geese, ducks, turkeys as well as deer make this a stopping area for resting and water. The excavation site 
would hinder their life. 
3)  There is a serious concern about the impact the truck traffic will have on the area. The damage to the surrounding 
roads. We have seen this happen to Simplot Rd.(Hwy 19).  As an example on Hwy 19, the increase of truck traffic in 
the last 4 years, has created much             road damage, not to forget the amount of material thrown off of trucks that 
can be quite severe.  Hwy 95 traffic is already very busy during the rush hours, due to additional residents in the area, it 
has now become a bear during those rush hours. Assuming this                         excavation company uses Hwy 95, this will 
be and issue for the 2 lane highway.    
4)  The use of chemicals could result in several issues. If there will be use of any type of chemicals in or around the site 
area, for fuel, cleaning or processes, etc.  These chemicals will leach into the soil and eventually make it into the Boise 
River.  This will pollute the River          that is currently the home of millions of fish. 

I am a content resident, citizen, and taxpayer.  I enjoy my quality of life in Canyon County.  I believe you are fair and 
uphold the rights of people and value the lands' resources as well, as many residents enjoy the wonderful outdoor 
activities offered in Canyon County. 
Allowing this business to excavate would make living here untolerable.  I feel that I represent many local residents views 
on this subject.  I am certain if there were changes that would hinder your qualify of life, you would be equally as 
concerned. 

I plan on attending the April 4 meeting. 
Your concerned taxpayer, 
Judson and Clarissa Parker 
24454 Rudd Rd.  Parma.  83660 
2008-477-8140 
cpwired@gmail.com
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Michelle Barron

From: 5303052730@mms.att.net

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 7:13 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  

I'm writing in regards to case number CU2022-0024 I think a sand and gravel plant by parma winery is totally wrong 
There are acouple plants by marshing that do not interfere with anyone.  
This plant will harm a business that employees a number of people. 
Would hurt their wineries grapes and business.  
Please stop this 
Patti and Ben Coe 
Nampa idaho  
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Michelle Barron

From: Chris & Jeannie Johnston <idaladdinjasmine@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2024 12:09 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case # CU2022-0024

To Whom It May Concern, 
I am requesting that you would please oppose the conditional use permit for Case # CU2022-0024.  I am very concerned about several issues 
regarding this permit.  These items are as follows, not listed in any particular order of importance. 

The area of the proposed gravel pit is very near the river.  How will this endeavor affect the wildlife, water quality and air quality?  What will this 
do to migratory bird populations that use this area during their migrations?  Has an environmental impact study been conducted, and what were 
the findings? 

There is sure to be increased truck traffic carrying heavy loads of rock and gravel, which could be harmful to drivers.  I have seen many trucks 
from the other gravel operations, cut off cars, drop things from their loads.  This is not only frustrating, but dangerous to the other 
motorists.  Has a study been done to see if there is an increase of accidents and other incidences between these trucks since the other gravel 
pits have begun operations? 

Businesses such as Parma Ridge Winery will be negatively affected. Part of the draw to the winery is the view of the beautiful river valley they 
overlook.  This will be destroyed if the gravel extraction is permitted.  Residents in the area will also lose this beautiful view. There will also be 
an increase of noise for these people.   

Parma is a wonderful, beautiful, small, quiet town.  This gravel pit, is not something that reflects the values we should be promoting.  
Thank you for your time and consideration of these concerns.  

Jeannie Johnston 
103 Willow Ct.  
Parma, ID  83660 
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Michelle Barron

From: Lynda Rogers <russellandlynda@netzero.net>

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2024 10:42 PM

To: info@parmaridge.wine

Subject: My Letter

My name is Lynda Rogers. I have been employed at Parma Ridge Winery for 6.5 years; this 
summer will be my 7th summer. I became an employee when my oldest son was working in 
the kitchen. Being a stay-at-home mom, I had not worked in years. I am not afraid to admit 
that I was a challenge for Steph my first year. But as she does with all her new hires, she 
supported, trained, coached and taught me not only the job, but to believe in myself enough 
to have the confidence to be a server. Being a server at Parma Ridge is different than being a 
server in other places. We have a vast clientele; people come from Washington, California, 
Oregon, Wyoming, Utah, as well as Garden Valley, Pocatello, McCall, and all over Idaho. We 
have a customer base that includes customers who have been around from the very 
beginning. These people have faithfully supported Parma Ridge through many tough times, 
and the good times are far too many to mention. Every shift is a new, fun experience. I am the 
nosey server. I am going to ask the questions that lead me to be able to make their 
EXPERIENCE unique. Our customers are not there just for dinner or wine tasting; in the hearts 
of the employees, the customers are there for the EXPERIENCE of Parma Ridge Winery. And I 
am the server who is going to find out what that customer needs to make their visit as 
memorable and impactful as possible. Because Parma Ridge is not just a place to get a meal: 
it's an experience. And I want them to come back. The scenery, ambience, friendliness, as well 
as the wine and food make their visit unique to any other establishment. Last summer I had a 
table of two who were here from New Hampshire. They were in Idaho to raft the Snake River 
and fly fish up in Owyhee. That was a Friday; I encouraged them to come back that Sunday, 
but they were short on time. That was a fun table of wine tasting, and lunch, and I hope they 
come back. Every table has a unique story, and I love to find out what it is. The servers who 
interact with these customers are dedicated to making a repeat customer who loves Parma 
Ridge as much as they do.

Storm and Stephanie Hodge, the owners, produce approximately 2,000-2,200 cases of wine 
per year. The process of planting, growing, grooming, harvesting, and the loving relationship 
between grower and grape has to be perfect, because it's all the process of putting fine wines 
into a bottle, and getting those bottles out to the public. Storm and Stephanie are wonderful, 
irreplaceable ambassadors in the community. From the schools to the surrounding farms and 
businesses, they are always there for a contribution to a function that is furthering the 
community of Parma. They employ teenagers from the school. Those kids start in the kitchen 
washing dishes, and if they stay (which most do), they learn every station. They make friends 
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with fellow coworkers and gain the confidence to move around a small area for hours at a 
time, on their feet, and support each other. For the first time in their lives, they learn what 
hard work and teamwork is, and how nice it is to earn their paycheck. These kids learn a new 
appreciation for the community and how to view Parma through the eyes of a winemaker, an 
artist, and a group of coworkers. In turn, this motivates these kids to love their hometown, 
and want to be a part of the investment in their community. It's not a typical "first job"; it's an 
investment in the future of these young people, and the contribution they will return.

Summers bring alot of fun: wine tours, live music nights, visitors, receptions, bridal and baby 
showers, and weddings. We have also hosted funeral services and memorials. If this gravel pit 
is put directly in view there will be no more of those events. People will not pay to listen to 
rock splitters and truck noise, and they will not want to encounter the dust and the smells of 
dirty trucks. And they certainly won't want to hold their special event in the shadow of dust 
and noise. This gravel pit is proposed right next to the Boise River; the tree line is clearly visible 
from our patio. The negative impact to the wildlife, agriculture, and farming will be vast. This 
gravel pit will also create tremendous traffic on our already crowded roads and highways. 
School buses from Parma, Wilder and Homedale are on the roads all the time.

This gravel pit is also going to have a very negative impact on the grapes. The climate 
absolutely affects the growing and the taste of the grapes. Nobody will want wine produced 
from grapes grown next to a gravel pit that emits dust and all kinds of potentially 
dangerous elements into the climate, and tastes like it.

On a personal note: I have been employed by Parma Ridge for a long time now. I have gone 
through the economic highs and lows, health issues, and COVID. Parma Ridge adapted. We did 
our best to maintain our integrity in service and quality of food, through masks and sanitizing 
every inch of the food areas. But this gravel pit will not be something we can adapt to. This 
gravel pit will bring noise, filth, noxious air quality, a negative impact on the grapes, and when 
people stop coming because of these ... the employees will lose our jobs. They will mine all the 
gravel they can out of this ugly gravel pit, and when there is no more, they will be gone. Off to 
the next place ... and Parma will be stuck with whatever remains of the pit. The owners will 
have to find a different way to sustain themselves, and we employees will be out of a job. And 
it's not like we can just go find another one. Parma Ridge is exclusive. It's the only place for 
fine dining and wine tasting, without having to go into Nampa. There are many wineries, but 
we are also a bistro. We have amazing food. And the biggest loser will be the community of 
Parma. Those of us who will lose our job; the school will lose an ambassador who supports 
their athletics, academics, and is always there to extend a gift basket or gift certificate for an 
event. The customers, some of whom have been there since the beginning, will no longer have 
Parma Ridge.
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There are at least six other gravel pits in the area, from Parma to Notus, and into Caldwell. I 
don't know what Canyon County really wants to be known for, but I'm confident enough to say 
wineries, farms and agriculture, and wildlife would greatly outnumber the gravel pit.

In summary, I'd like to tell you a Parma Ridge story. When the summer of 2022 was coming to 
a close and we were folding into fall, there was a crisp beautiful day on The Ridge. I had 
several tables outside, and all of our customers were excitedly looking to the sky. We are used 
to beautiful rainbows, white fluffy clouds, and sunshine ... but this was a different energy. I 
approached a customer and he told me to "look up! There's an eagle!" And it was so ... a big, 
beautiful eagle was flying right over the deck. He flew for probably 20 minutes, then flew 
toward the tree line of the Boise River. But in just a few minutes, he was back. He flew again, 
over the deck ... but very shortly another eagle joined in. These two eagles flew in tandem for 
probably 45 minutes, and then both flew down to the trees by the river. I had never 
experienced an eagle flying in the time I had worked there, and haven't since. It was truly 
magical. I'd also like to ask you a question: do you LOVE your job? I mean, truly LOVE your job? 
I do. I literally love my job. I don't want another one. I have no doubt all the other employees 
would say the same. And if you do not love your job, you will not be able to understand how 
important it is to us to keep ours.

I am a Christian. Storm and Stephanie are also Christians, and they handle their business from 
a Christian perspective. Everyone has worth; everyone has a contribution; everyone brings a 
special gift of themselves to The Ridge when they work there. Nothing with God is accidental. 
The eagles that day made us all stop and marvel at The Ridge, both as customer and workers. 
Eagles are America's national bird; they are a symbol of what America is all about. You can 
achieve anything, and the pursuit of happiness is available to all of us. We want to maintain 
the pursuit of happiness Parma Ridge brings. A gravel pit in this location ... another one in the 
area ... is going to diminish business, and hinder the community. And it's going to cost 25-30 
people their job.

If you haven't experienced Parma Ridge Winery, and our special brand in the community, I 
invite you to do so, post haste. This gravel pit will be devastating to the economy and the 
people of Parma. Although the growth is inevitable, we would much more welcome a 
subdivision than a gravel pit. A subdivision would bring us more customers. And gravel pit will 
be the end to Parma Ridge Winery & Bistro. And that is a sad and very scary prospect. Those 
eagles that day represented the promise of "pursuing happiness." Happiness for the owners, 
employees, suppliers, and customers. Please reconsider.

Exhibit 4t - Pg 3



1

Michelle Barron

From: Jordan Roberts <jordan@idahotileoutlet.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 16, 2024 2:25 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Urgent Concern: Proposal for Gravel Pit Near Residential Area

To whom it may concern  

I hope this email finds you well. I am writing to express my deep concerns regarding the proposal to establish a 

gravel pit near our residential area. After thorough consideration and consultation with my neighbors, we strongly 

oppose this development for several reasons that I would like to outline below. 

First and foremost, the establishment of a gravel pit in close proximity to our homes poses a significant threat to the 

local wildlife. Our area is home to diverse flora and fauna, including various species of birds, mammals, and insects. 

The disruption caused by the construction and operation of a gravel pit would not only disturb their natural habitats 

but also lead to displacement and potential harm to these vulnerable creatures. As responsible stewards of our 

environment, it is imperative that we prioritize the protection and preservation of our local wildlife. 

Furthermore, the proposed gravel pit is likely to have a detrimental impact on property values in our community. 

The noise, dust, and increased traffic associated with such an industrial operation would undoubtedly detract from 

the appeal of our neighborhood. Potential homebuyers and investors may be deterred from purchasing properties 

in an area plagued by the noise and pollution generated by a gravel pit. As homeowners, we have invested 

significant resources in our properties, and it is our collective interest to safeguard their value and desirability. 

Additionally, the environmental consequences of excavating gravel in this location cannot be overlooked. The 

extraction process may lead to soil erosion, groundwater contamination, and disruption of natural drainage patterns, 

posing long-term risks to the health of our ecosystem. We must prioritize sustainable development practices that 

minimize ecological harm and promote the well-being of both human and non-human inhabitants of our 

community. 

In light of these concerns, I urge you to reconsider the proposal to establish a gravel pit near our residential area. 

Instead, I encourage you to explore alternative locations that are less densely populated and have minimal 

ecological impact. By doing so, we can ensure the protection of our wildlife, preserve property values, and promote 

sustainable development practices that benefit our entire community. 

This will also have a negative effect on local wineries and other business in the area with all the noise and debris  

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I look forward to your prompt response and constructive engagement 

on this important issue. 

Sincerely, Jordan Roberts, and Chanelle Youren 208-697-1899 

--  
Jordan 
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Michelle Barron

From: Kacie Benson <kcrays33@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, March 16, 2024 7:53 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Support for gravel pit public comment 

To whom it may concern.  
As a patron of the Parma winery and supporter and local that lives near a gravel pit owned and operated by premier 
aggregates. They are very professional and run a clean smooth operation that I see will have NO effect on the winery. 
Premier does an excellent job of controlling dust and noise. They will bring more business to the area as well and boost 
the economy. I am in complete support of this gravel pit to open and be successful and will fully support and bring more 
business to the winery. Thank you.  
Thank you, 
Kacie  
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Michelle Barron

From: Storm & Stephanie Hodge <info@parmaridge.wine>

Sent: Saturday, March 16, 2024 11:38 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  FW: Gravel pit

Please see below.  This is from Shirley Dickstein, the original owner of Parma Ridge Vineyards. 

Best, 

Stephanie Hodge, owner 
Parma Ridge Winery & Bistro 
208-946-5187 
www.parmaridge.wine 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Shirley Dickstein <shirleydickstein25@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, March 15, 2024 4:08 PM 
To: Storm & Stephanie Hodge <info@parmaridge.wine> 
Subject: Gravel pit 

To Whom it May Concern 

My name is Shirley Dickstein, my late husband and I were the original owners of Parma Ridge Winery, located at 24509 
Rudd Road in Parma. We purchased the property in late 1997 and in 1998 he removed apple tree stumps and planted 
grape vines and became the 16th winery in Idaho. We continued as an award winning winery until a decline in his health 
forced us to sell the winery. While living there all those years, it was a great pleasure to relax at the end of the day on 
the deck with a glass of wine and admiring the  magnificent view overlooking the Boise River and surrounding fields. 
The young couple, Storm and Stephanie Hodge, who purchased the winery and went one step further than we were able 
to do and opened a restaurant at the winery. It became a destination restaurant, and we came back frequently to have 
dinner on the patio and once again enjoy the ambiance and the magnificent view. 
I was just informed this is all going to be ruined by the addition of a gravel pit right below the winery. I’m sure they are 
going to lose customers who will be put off by the view of piles of gravel and loud trucks.  
There are industrial areas in Parma and surrounding areas that would be better suited for this type of business. Don’t 
ruin the ambience and view of the winery and other neighbors with a dusty dirty unsuitable business for this area!  

Shirley Dickstein 
3975 E, Clocktower Lane, Meridian ID, 83642 

Sent from my iPad 
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Michelle Barron

From: Pam Roberts <robertsfour@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 8:47 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  

3/16/2024 

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing in regards to the proposed gravel pit along Hwy 95 in Parma. 

I have three avenues of concern with this project moving forward.   

The first would be the  county’s approval of utilizing Ag ground for NON AG use.  As a land owner in canyon 

county I have had first hand experience with being told I am unable to build on my ground because it is Ag 

ground and therefore is not available for any other use.  I am far from the only one in canyon county to be told 

this.  If someone owns 80 acres and would like to allow their grandchild to build on 1/3 of an acre they are 

turned down but if a builder wants to eat up a hundred acres fora huge subdivision or a property owner wants 

to lease out his property for a gravel pit then that seems to be something that is approved.  This is a double 

standard that Canyon County and the surrounding Cities have indulged in for years.  It is time to stop.  If you 

want AG ground to stay AG ground then it is a rule across the board, it is not a rule that is bent for the Big 

Guys that have money to throw around.  The moving of the line in the sand for what is going to be dedicated 

AG ground should not be moved.  You have allowed some of the most beneficial AG ground to be turned into 

subdivisions all in the name of money.  Some have used the excuse in this particular case that this is “not good 

AG ground” but it seems to have grown corn just fine.  I understand this has been grown mainly as a 

duck/goose preserve but AG use is after all, AG use.  This brings me to my second concern. 

By allowing this huge amount of land to be turned into a gravel pit you are destroying the habitat used by 

ducks, geese, deer and many other wildlife animals, not to mention the effects on the river system.  This pit is 

literally located right next to the river.  They WILL have an effect on the flow, a change in what goes into the 

river system as well as the level of water underground.  This is an effect that can not be undone when they 

have exhausted the gravel.  You can not put this back to rights in 8-10 years when they are done. 

My final concern comes from a very personal point.  As a neighbor in very close proximity to this proposed pit I 

attended the initial meeting with Premier last year.  At that meeting we were told that the pit would run 5 

days a week and 8 hours a day with crushing to be no more than 3 week days and only certain months.  Now 

we are being told it will run 6 days a week and 12 hour days. They say they will build berms to help with noise, 

I don’t want to look at weedy berms nor do I believe berms can stop the noise of crushing gravel.  They say 

they will use water to mitigate the dust issues.  Where is this water coming from?  The ground and river so we 

are back to disturbing this resource that many of us require to live.  If our ground water levels are effected 

then our wells are effected.   
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In closing I strongly ask that this pit be denied the use of this ground. I do not want to see this wild habitat 

turned into weedy berms to be left as an eyesore for our future generation.  

 Dan and Pam Roberts 
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Michelle Barron

From: Cris and Mary Ridge Construction <cmridgeconstruction@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 10:03 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case CU 2022-0024

I was writing in regards to this proposed gravel pit on the Boise River outside of Parma. As a geolist daughter I totally 
appreciate gravel pits and the commodity they provide us. However I think this is a terrible location for a gravel pit. It is 
too close to the river. It is located in prime river bottom Ag ground. And while it potentially will provide great gravel and 
other commodities I would strongly oppose it.  

Mary Baker 541.216.1988  
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Michelle Barron

From: Christa <christa.rubadue@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 17, 2024 9:31 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Community Petition to Oppose the request by BID, LLC for a Conditional Use 

Permit (CU2022-0024) affecting Canyon County Parcels R39070-010, R39054-010 

,R39054, and R39070-010B

Attachments: Parma Community Letter.pdf

Dear Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission, Planner Barron, and Premier, LLC with BID, 
LLC, 

We, the undersigned residents, families, and concerned community members of Parma, ID, 
express our collective concern and opposition to the proposed conditional use permit for long-
term mineral extraction,  rock crushing, and storage of equipment on parcels R39070-010, 
R39054-010, R39054, and R39070-010B. We believe that this project, if approved, will have far-
reaching and detrimental impacts on our community, affecting our farmers, the river, the 
wetland, public health, and the overall well-being of residents. 

Please see the attached letter and community petition signed by local residents and nearby 
residents. 

We appreciate your careful consideration of these pressing matters and trust that you will 
prioritize the interests and well-being of our community in your decision-making process. We 
believe that our community's health, environment, and economic well-being should not be 
compromised for mineral extraction purposes. Therefore, we urge the Planning and Zoning 
Commission to deny this conditional use permit application. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

The Parma Community 
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PARMA COMMUNITY LETTER 
March 12, 2024 

 

To: Planning & Zoning Commission 
c/o: Michelle Barron, Staff Planner 

 

Subject: Community Petition to Oppose the request by BID, LLC for a Conditional Use Permit 
(CU2022-0024) affecting Canyon County Parcels R39070-010, R39054-010 ,R39054, and 
R39070-010B 

 

Dear Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission, Planner Barron, and Premier, LLC with BID, LLC, 

 

We, the undersigned residents, families, and concerned community members of Parma, ID, express 
our collective concern and opposition to the proposed conditional use permit for long-term mineral 
extraction, rock crushing, and storage of equipment on parcels R39070-010, R39054-010, R39054, 
and R39070-010B. We believe that this project, if approved, will have far-reaching and detrimental 
impacts on our community, affecting our farmers, the river, the wetland, public health, and the 
overall well-being of residents. 

On April 4, 2019, the Commission approved 80 of 182 acres for the same use to the same 
developer. This approval is still valid for 15 more years.  Another pit in this immediate area will 
change the pristine agricultural character of the land south of the Boise River and be an economic 
detriment to existing agriculturally related businesses operating within the area and to the homes 
within the area.   

Since the 2019 approval, Canyon County adopted the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  The plan 
identifies this area as agriculture, but more importantly the land was included in the Agri-tourism and 
Intensive Agricultural area.  The plan states the following purpose: 

Intensive 
Agriculture  

This overlay is applied to protect working lands and operations. These areas may 
have higher quality soils, water availability, and relatively flat topography. Uses 
may include seed production, crops, orchards, vineyards, concentrated animal 
feeding operations, grazing, and other agriculturally-based uses. This 
designation aims to protect agriculture operations from incompatible uses and 
reduce the conflicts concerning noise, dust, smells, and safety. (Map 2)  
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Figure 1: A portion of "Map 2", pg 30 of the 2030 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan. Red X indicates approximate center 
of subject properties. 

Furthermore, not only do large farming operations exist in this area in accordance with the principals 
of an intensive agricultural area, Parma Ridge Winery is immediately south of the property and 
overlooks the proposed gravel pit.  Agritourism was included in this plan (as stated above) to reduce 
incompatible uses.  This is your opportunity now to not only recognize the County’s plan, but also the 
existing viable uses in this area that already contribute significantly to the Canyon County and State 
economy.  Approving this use, could effectively strip the property rights of the winery to continue 
operation as they currently do with outdoor dining and views of this supposedly protected agritourism 
and intensive agricultural area that people drive from across the country to experience.  They are not 
driving to this area to sit outside, inhale the fumes and dust from a gravel pit and to hear the 
crushing of rocks.   

Our primary concerns include: 

1.  **Impact on Farmers:**  
The proposed long-term mineral extraction threatens the livelihoods of our local farmers. The 
potential disruption of fertile land, compromised soil quality, and increased industrial activity 
pose serious risks to the sustainability of our agricultural community.  
 

2. **Environmental Consequences:**  
The river and wetlands in our community are integral to our local ecosystem. We fear that the 
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proposed mineral extraction activities could lead to habitat destruction, water contamination, 
and disruption of the natural balance of our environment. 

 
3. **Highway Safety and Infrastructure:**  

The anticipated increase in gravel truck traffic poses significant safety risks to our community. 
Potential damage to the highway infrastructure and the associated risks to public safety must be 
thoroughly assessed and addressed. 

 
4. **Health Concerns:**  

The dust generated by mineral extraction activities poses a direct threat to the health of our 
residents. Particulate matter in the air can lead to respiratory issues and other health 
complications, especially for vulnerable populations. 

 
5. **Noise Pollution:**  

The constant noise from mineral extraction activities and the operation of heavy machinery can 
have adverse effects on the well-being of our residents. Noise pollution disrupts sleep patterns, 
contributes to stress, and diminishes the quality of life. 

 
6. **Disruption of Natural Patterns:**  

The artificial lights associated with mineral extraction can disrupt the natural patterns of wildlife, 
interfere with human sleep cycles, and obscure the beauty of the night sky, including our ability 
to appreciate stars and celestial events. 

THEREFORE, WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, URGE THE CANYON COUNTY TO TAKE THE FOLLOWING 

ACTIONS: 
1. Reject/Deny the Conditional Use Permit: 

We request the Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission to reject the conditional use 
permit for long-term mineral extraction, rock crushing and equipment storage on parcels 
R39070-010, R39054-010 ,R39054, and R39070-010B 
 

2. Preserve Agricultural Lands: 
Recognize and prioritize the importance of preserving our agricultural lands and supporting the 
livelihoods of our local farmers, ranchers and wine makers in the immediate vicinity. 
 

3. Demand a Comprehensive Environmental Impact Assessment: 
IF, the Commission wants to proceed with considering this application, in accordance with CCZO 
§07-07-19 we call for a thorough and transparent environmental impact assessment to evaluate 
the potential harm to the river, wetlands, and overall ecosystem caused by long-term mineral 
extraction specific to this property and surrounding area. 
 

4. Implement Safety Measures: 
IF, the Commission wants to proceed with considering this application, in accordance with CCZO 
§07-07-19 we call for the developer to complete a comprehensive Traffic Impact Study that 
includes the cumulative impacts of the proposed development, their own gravel pit to the north 
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of the Boise River, the winery and any other identified existing traffic concerns of the community 
identified during the public hearing process prior to approval of the application.  Enforce safety 
measures to address the increased traffic associated with mineral extraction, ensuring the 
preservation of the highway infrastructure and the safety of our residents. 
 

5. Mitigate Health Impacts: 
IF, the Commission wants to proceed with considering this application, in accordance with CCZO 
§07-07-19 we request the commission to develop and enforce measures to mitigate the health 
impacts of dust generated by mineral extraction, safeguarding the well-being of our community 
members. 
 

6. Minimize Light Pollution: 
IF, the Commission wants to proceed with considering this application, in accordance with CCZO 
§07-07-19 we request the commission implement strategies to minimize light pollution 
associated with mineral extraction, preserving the natural patterns of wildlife, ensuring the 
quality of human sleep, and allowing residents to enjoy the beauty of the night sky. 

We appreciate your careful consideration of these pressing matters and trust that you will prioritize 
the interests and well-being of our community in your decision-making process. We believe that our 
community's health, environment, and economic well-being should not be compromised for mineral 
extraction purposes. Therefore, we urge the Planning and Zoning Commission to deny this 
conditional use permit application. 

Thank you for your attention to our concerns. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

The Parma Community 

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED FOR NAMES AND SIGNATURES 
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APPLICABLE ZONING CODES FOR YOUR REFERENCE: 
The expectation is that the Commission will consider and include all applicable codes referenced at 
a minimum within the Planning & Zoning’s Findings, Conclusions of Law and Order.   

  

07-14-19: MINERAL EXTRACTION LONG TERM: 

(1) If a conditional use permit is required, the following standards shall apply: 

2.    When making a decision for a conditional use permit for the use, the decision making 
body shall consider the following: 

(A) The uses of the surrounding properties in the determination of the compatibility of 
the proposed application with such uses; 

(E) The locations of all proposed pits and any accessory uses; and 

(F) Recommendations from applicable government agencies. 

 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS 
07-07-01: PURPOSE: 

Every use which requires the granting of a conditional use permit is declared to possess 
characteristics which require review and appraisal by the commission to determine whether or not 
the use would cause any damage, hazard, nuisance or other detriment to persons or property in the 
vicinity. The commission may require higher standards of site development than those listed 
specifically in this chapter in order to assure that the proposed use will be compatible with other 
property and uses in the vicinity. The commission may revoke or modify its approval of a conditional 
use permit in accordance with the procedures set forth in the hearing and appeals procedures found 
in article 5 of this chapter. (Ord. 10-006, 8-16-2010) 

07-07-19: ADDITIONAL STUDIES: 

Prior to making a decision concerning a conditional use permit request, the presiding party may 
require studies at the applicant's expense of the social, economic, fiscal, and environmental effects 
of the proposed conditional use. (Ord. 10-006, 8-16-2010; amd. Ord. 11-003, 3-16-2011) 

07-07-17: SPECIAL CONDITIONS: 

Special conditions may be attached to a conditional use permit including, but not limited to, 
conditions which: 

(1) Minimize adverse impact, such as damage, hazard, and nuisance, to persons or the subject 
property or property in the vicinity; 
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(2) Control the sequence and timing of development; 
(3) Control the duration of development; 
(4) Designate the exact location and nature of development; 
(5) Require the provision for on site or off site public facilities or services; 
(6) Require more restrictive standards than those generally required in this chapter; or 
(7) Mitigate the negative impacts of the proposed development upon service delivery by any 

political subdivision, including school districts, providing services within the county. (Ord. 10-
006, 8-16-2010; amd. Ord. 11-003, 3-16-2011) 

07-07-05: HEARING CRITERIA: 

The presiding party shall consider each conditional use permit application by finding adequate 
evidence to answer the following questions in its FCOs: 

(1) Is the proposed use permitted in the zone by conditional use permit; 
(2) What is the nature of the request; 
(3) Is the proposed use consistent with the comprehensive plan; 
(4) Will the proposed use be injurious to other property in the immediate vicinity and/or 

negatively change the essential character of the area; 
(5) Will adequate water, sewer, irrigation, drainage and stormwater drainage facilities, and utility 

systems be provided to accommodate the use; 
(6) Does legal access to the subject property for the development exist or will it exist at the time 

of development; 
(7) Will there be undue interference with existing or future traffic patterns; and 
(8) Will essential services be provided to accommodate the use including, but not limited to, 

school facilities, police and fire protection, emergency medical services, irrigation facilities, 
and will the services be negatively impacted by such use or require additional public funding 
in order to meet the needs created by the requested use? (Ord. 16-001, 1-8-2016) 
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Michelle Barron

From: Geneva <gconvention@live.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 14, 2024 11:22 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Case CU 2022-0024 

Good morning, 

I'm writing to oppose the proposed gravel pit being considered near Parma Ridge Winery.  

We have dined there many times specifically because of the agriculture, the expansive views and serenity offered on the 
patio.  
Allowing this beautiful land to be dug up for gravel would negatively affect the wineries business, as well as destroy 
natural habitat for all animals who rely on it.  
Once the land is dug up, and then abandoned when the gravel is no longer wanted, it would be impossible to return to 
its original state.  
Please do not allow this to happen to this peaceful land near Parma Ridge. 

Sincerely,  

Geneva Nelson 

Get Outlook for iOS
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Michelle Barron

From: Chris and Nikki Dale <dalesnails6@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, March 7, 2024 11:40 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Cc: BOCC

Subject: [External]  Bid llc CU 2022-0024

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To Whom it May Concern, 

We are Parma residents living a few miles from this proposed gravel pit. 

We have so many gravel trucks on our stretch of 20/26, the main thoroughfare this gravel pit will utilize for transportation. We don’t 
think we need more. We have to replace most of our vehicle windshields yearly because of the rocks falling from trucks. Even with 
covers on loads, many rocks escape and find their way to patrons’ vehicles on this Highway.  

Besides the rock damage, there’s just SO MUCH heavy truck traffic on our stretch of 20/26 from Parma to the freeway east! (There’s 
a lot going west, too) We have lots of farm trucks in our area, as well.  It makes for slow going and dangerous passing situations. We 
have a lot of accidents on this corridor every year. Many are fatal. Frustrated drivers trying to pass slower moving vehicles is a main 
culprit.  

What about the beauty of our area right next to the Boise River? The noise, dust and large piles will surely take away from this 
pristine and serene place. Many families from all over enjoy this area for fishing, hunting and recreating. There’s a boat dock not too 
far from this area.  

Thank you for considering Parma residents’ views.  

Chris and Nikki Dale Family 
Parma, Idaho  
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Canyon County Development Service, Michelle Barron, and to anyone this may concern:


This is my opinion, and questions I have, to the currently proposed Case # CU2022-0024 for 
the gravel pits proposed south of the Boise River on Highway 95.


Since the pits were put in, and high production mining began, on highway 20/26 between 
Notus and I84, that stretch of road has become more dangerous, more congested, and had 
significant wear and tear use from the amount of heavy load trucks. Not to mention the amount 
of windshields sacrificed. I don’t know much about that project, or if there were impact fees 
paid to the county or ITD to maintain, repair, or replace these roads more frequently for the 
introduced heavy use front those pits, but if all that road repair is going to fall on the tax payer, 
someone is definitely laughing all the way to the bank. This falls on the development services 
of Canyon County to make sure our tax dollars aren’t just getting transferred into developer 
pockets. I skimmed through the proposal and I haven’t seen anything from ITD or Canyon 
county about a plan for this introduced wear and tear on Highway 95, a main highway corridor, 
or proposed exiting lanes, merge lanes, or acceleration lanes, or even widening the highway to 
accommodate the new heavier, larger, and slower traffic. Also, being so close to the river, and 
on both sides of the highway, where would they even propose exiting lanes, merge lanes, or 
acceleration lanes? Furthermore, something will need to be done about the highway 
intersection at 95 and 20/26. 20/26 is a heavily used road these days, and to have slow single 
and double load gravel trucks piling up at that intersection is going to be a total mess.


I’m not even sure how the one on the north side of Boise road got approved. Did that have 
impact fees? Is there money from that project that’s going to go to repairing, maintaining, 
replacing, the accelerated deterioration of highway 95 from that pit? How much money is 
accumulating for this road impact?


I see a couple different numbers on different pages, but is this taking out 159 acres of farm 
ground, or 238, or how much? How big is this project and how much ground is involved in the 
total project? Are they mining 159 on 238 acres, or? This being said, this is on Class 2 soil, on 
a 1-8 scale, 1 being the best and 8 being the worst. This being why Canyon County Soil 
Conservation District opposes the plan.


Are there environmental studies available, for wildlife, plants, wetlands, etc? I did see the water 
district had a long list of items, but haven’t read them yet, but I imagine it’s really just a wash 
for them, since they wouldn’t technically be losing water. I will have read their conditions by the 
time of the meeting.


I also saw that the flood control district is opposed to this plan as well.


The proposal says 4-5 months of the year, 7am-7pm, 45 trucks a day. I haven’t seen the pits on 
20/26 operate that way, but let’s look at these assumptions. If they operate 7am to 7 pm for 5 
days a week, that’s 260 days a year. That’s over 8 and a half months of the year. I’m assuming 
that’s what they’re trying to speculate they will be running, but also downplaying the actual 
amount of trucks and use for the year. 7 am to 7 pm is also a bit of an obnoxious sound impact 
for the current homes around there and the businesses. Not to mention the air particulate that 
will be produced by these pits. I digress. 45 trucks a day from 7 am to 7 pm is 3.75 trucks an 
hour, and I’m assuming there would be an inflow of trucks to be filled as well, which would 
double the amount of gravel truck traffic on, at least 95, and partly on 20/26, assuming trucks 
go North and South, out of the pits. 


This just seems rushed and not thought thoroughly through, currently. 
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I’m sure I’m leaving out a few concerns that will surface by the time of the meeting, but I 
wanted to get my opinion to the development council before they did their review report.


Thanks,


Jody Hilliard
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Michelle Barron

From: Dove Spangler <dove@morrowfischer.com>

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2024 4:55 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Cc: Julie Fischer

Subject: [External]  Case No. CU2022-0024

Attachments: Exhibit B.pdf; Exhibit A.pdf; LTR to CCDS re Opposition to CU2022-0024.pdf

Importance: High

Michelle, 

Please find the attached letter of opposition regarding the above referenced matter.   

Thank you.  

Dove Spangler 
Paralegal 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

4 Ogden Ave. 
Nampa, Idaho 83651 

Tel.  (208) 475-2200 

dove@morrowfischer.com

The information contained in this email is confidential and may also contain privileged attorney-client information or work product. The information is intended 
only for the use of the individual or entity listed in the subject line. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, 
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please immediately notify us by reply email or 
telephone at (208) 475-2200, and delete/destroy the original message. Thank you.
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Public Complaint Form

Notice of Land Use or Building Complaint

Name

Gregory Obendorf

Address

26496 Deb Lane
Parma, ID 83660
United States

Phone

(208) 573-3054

Email

jfischer@morrowfischer.com

Statement of Complaint

Address or location of subjected property:

26237 Deb Lane, Parma, ID 83660

The subject property may be in violation for the following reason(s):

The Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, Conditions of Approval, and Order (“Permit”) require the applicant to
comply with CCZO § 07-14-19 standards. The applicant represented it would do so and maintain a 50-foot
minimum buffer between the property boundaries; and a 100-foot buffer from adjacent pond to the east which
has been identified as a wetland. See Additional Standards for Setbacks at paragraph 3, Permit at p. 4.
In addition, the County expressly conditioned approval of the Permit as follows: "The operator shall maintain a
minimum 50-foot undisturbed perimeter along the external property boundaries other than permitted approach
to public roads and 100 feet from any wetlands. Berms shall be constructed and maintained around all mineral
extraction operations and crushing areas.” See Condition of Approval No. 5, Permit at p. 5.
The applicant has not maintained a 50-foot perimeter along the external property boundary. In addition, berms
are not complete (as required) around the extraction operations. Instead the berms are being constructed as
extraction proceeds and are located within the area that is to remain undisturbed. The result is that the
operations are adversely affecting the neighboring property owners.
The complaining party herein relied upon the representations of applicant and set back requirements imposed by
the County (including CCZO § 07-14-19 in withdrawing his protest to the application. Under the current
circumstances, the complainant is not being afforded the protections required of the County.

Please indicate the approximate date(s) that the violation(s) may have occured:

Continuing

Do you wish to have a Code Enforcment Officer investigate this complaint?

Yes

Date

05/04/2020
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Michelle Barron

From: Michelle Barron

Sent: Sunday, March 10, 2024 8:26 PM

To: 'Keri Smith'

Cc: Carl Anderson

Subject: RE: [External]  BID, LLC

Keri, 

The preliminary hearing materials is something that the department put in place to help people have the 
informafion that we had received prior to scheduling the hearing.  It is complete, as it is preliminary 
materials.  Case maps are items that are added to the Staff Report that will be put on the website 10 days 
prior to the hearing.  The Preliminary Hearing Materials will not be updated, but the Staff Report will be 
posted at a later date. 

I will have Carl respond to the process for idenfifying representafives.  What I have experienced in the past is 
that some people want a representafive, but they also want to speak. Somefimes there are 2 or more 
individuals that want to be considered the representafives and ask for more fime.  Typically, you may ask for 
more fime from the hearing body at the fime of the hearing. I would recommend wrifing it in your wriften 
comments and approaching the planner prior to the start of the hearing so that they may speak to the Chair. 

A PowerPoint presentafion may be brought to the hearing, but it is strongly recommended to provide the 
informafion prior to the deadline so that the hearing body has fime to look at the informafion as with any 
other submifted comment.  The acceptance of the PowerPoint informafion is up to the hearing body.  It is 
spoken into the record, but to have it be part of the record other than what the recording secretary 
documents in the minutes, it would need to be accepted by them or provided before the deadline. 

Again, Carl may have addifional informafion on this topic.

Thanks, 

Michelle Barron 
Principal Planner 
Canyon County Development Services Department 
111 N. 11th Ave., #310, Caldwell, ID  83605 
Direct Line:  208-455-6033        
DSD Office Phone:  208-454-7458 
Email:  Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov
Website:  www.canyoncounty.id.gov

From: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com>  
Sent: Saturday, March 9, 2024 9:20 AM 
To: Michelle Barron <Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
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Cc: Carl Anderson <Carl.Anderson@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: [External] BID, LLC 

Good morning.  I’m reviewing case files and need some follow-up regarding the BID, LLC (CU2022-0024) case.   

Can you please confirm that the “preliminary hearing materials” document uploaded for this case is complete?  I don’t 
see any of the case maps.  Is anything else missing?   

Would you please let me know if you upload an update for this case online? 

Please confirm your official process for idenfifying a representafive for the opposifion so that they may be afforded 10 
minutes at the hearing.   

And last, but not least, please confirm if a PowerPoint presentafion may be brought to the hearing to help with/support 
their presentafion.

Thank you, 

Keri Smith 
Treasure Valley Planning Idaho 
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Michelle Barron

From: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 10, 2024 8:37 PM

To: Michelle Barron

Cc: Carl Anderson

Subject: Re: [External]  Re: BID, LLC

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

No. My intention was that you would try and answer the questions I had so that we can better evaluate impacts of the 
development. If you don’t have any of the answers I will work from there on a “comment letter”.  

My only true statement was regarding the CLOMR. I will definitely consider submitting something about that. Thanks.  

Keri 

From: Michelle Barron <Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Sent: Sunday, March 10, 2024 8:29 PM 
To: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com> 
Cc: Carl Anderson <Carl.Anderson@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: RE: [External] Re: BID, LLC  

Keri,

I appreciate your comments.  If you would like to submit this as your written comments, I can add this to the 
file. 

Thanks,

Michelle Barron
Principal Planner
Canyon County Development Services Department
111 N. 11th Ave., #310, Caldwell, ID  83605
Direct Line:  208-455-6033       
DSD Office Phone:  208-454-7458
Email:  Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov
Website:  www.canyoncounty.id.gov

From: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com>  
Sent: Saturday, March 9, 2024 9:53 AM 
To: Michelle Barron <Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Cc: Carl Anderson <Carl.Anderson@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: [External] Re: BID, LLC 
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Ok, a few more random question.   

In the Master Application file… any ideas why a 2017 purchase sale agreement was included with the application?  I’m 
not sure why that is applicable?  It’s no longer a valid agreement… Did the property close?  Who owns the land?  

From the maps included, please confirm that they are proposing to put the scales and scale house in the floodway?   

I see that the State Floodplain Coordinator is requiring a CLOMR.  This is the correct move, but I hope Canyon County is 
aware that changes to the floodplain can be allowed that impact adjacent properties with a CLOMR.  For example, you 
can increase flood levels with a CLOMR legally, or move water onto adjacent property legally by proposed changes to 
another property.  I would encourage Canyon County to require a condition that does not allow for any increase in Base 
Flood Elevations on the subject property or surrounding properties (upstream, downstream, or across).  The boundaries 
of the floodplain on adjacent properties should also not be negatively impacted/changed.   

Will the Canyon County Floodplain Administrator be recommending conditions of approval?   

The application states that it is adjacent to other “gravel producing properties”.  Are these identified anywhere?  Are 
there any approved gravel pits within ½ mile or 1 mile of the site?   

Page 1 of the application posted on line… the “County Web Map” doesn’t show all of the correct parcels, correct? 

Only two parcels are listed on the master application page 1, is this correct? 

For the neighborhood meeting, did the applicant need to disclose the equipment storage and the rock crushing in 
addition to the mineral extraction to the neighbors?   

Okay, that’s all my questions for now.  Thank you, 

Keri Smith 

From: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com> 
Date: Saturday, March 9, 2024 at 8:20 AM 
To: michelle.barron@canyoncounty.id.gov <Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Cc: Carl Anderson <Carl.Anderson@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: BID, LLC

Good morning.  I’m reviewing case files and need some follow-up regarding the BID, LLC (CU2022-0024) case.   

Can you please confirm that the “preliminary hearing materials” document uploaded for this case is complete?  I don’t 
see any of the case maps.  Is anything else missing?   

Would you please let me know if you upload an update for this case online? 

Please confirm your official process for identifying a representative for the opposition so that they may be afforded 10 
minutes at the hearing.   

And last, but not least, please confirm if a PowerPoint presentation may be brought to the hearing to help with/support 
their presentation.   

Thank you, 

Exhibit 4ee - Pg 4



3

Keri Smith 
Treasure Valley Planning Idaho 
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Michelle Barron

From: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com>

Sent: Sunday, March 10, 2024 9:58 PM

To: Michelle Barron; Carl Anderson

Cc: Jay Gibbons; Sabrina Minshall

Subject: Re: [External]  BID, LLC

Attachments: APA Recomended Hearing-Procedures-Resolution-final-version-with-edits.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Michelle and Carl (I added Sabrina and Jay as I’m sure my email will get forwarded up the chain anyways) , 

In the past, I feel like I remember case maps being included in at least some of the preliminary hearing materials.  Either 
way, they are incredibly beneficial in reviewing the case and submitting comments that are factual and relevant.  I would 
highly encourage the department to consider the inclusion of the case maps in the preliminary hearing materials.   

Regarding the opposition representative.  Please review the Hearing Procedure Guidelines that are read off by the 
Chairman of the P&Z and the BOCC.  Especially the BOCC’s, I know that they state that if a representative is identified at 
the beginning of the hearing, then they are afforded 10 minutes for a presentation.  Please note that all applicant 
representatives are always afforded 10 minutes and are able to prepare for a 10 minute presentation.  Other members 
of their team are also allowed 3 minutes of non-repetitive testimony in support of the application.  “Experts” are 
allowed 5 minutes, but also need to be pre-identified.  So I’m assuming that the hearing bodies and DSD do not want to 
give the applicant’s an advantage of allowing more time to present a case than the general public that have concerns 
about development, correct?  The opposition should be allowed the same opportunity with a representative and then 
other members of the public also providing public comments (that are non-repetitive), correct?   

I understand when two or more people ask to be considered as representatives, that can and should be handled by the 
Board Chair and can be handled by managing/limiting repetitive testimony.   

I’m not actually tracking your response regarding the powerpoint below.  They are allowed at the public hearing, it can 
be presented, but then there is a chance that the Board won’t actually accept it into the record?  Is that a correct 
summation of your comments? Or am I missing something?   

It’s my understanding that in accordance with the “new 41-day process” that they have to be submitted by comment 
deadline to be included in the record, but in the Verhoek’s case, I heard that the developer brought a powerpoint the 
day of the public hearing and it was allowed, with a video.  Did the Board accept this late exhibit into the record?  If this 
was out of the norm was that discussed on the record and an exception to the new process identified?  Or am I 
overthinking it?   

This entire comment deadline is extremely frustrating.  The Department says that it’s to “increase transparency”, but 
actually it’s reducing the opportunity to respond to development with relevant and factual information in a timely 
manner; the constraint is forcing the public to come to hearings with NO evidence (especially if I wasn’t notified by mail 
and I just drove by a site and saw the hearing notice one day before the hearing) or even by the comment deadline, 
pulling together adequate evidence with Public Record Request timelines of the public agencies or hiring professional 
experts to gather sufficient evidence for a decision is just impossible within the time constraints being mandated.  The 
developer’s get more time to testify, they get more time to work on evidence that supports their case, they get full 
access to the file, and given more latitude during the hearing to submit “comments”/evidence with a 
“powerpoint”.  This is not fair due process.   
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I would highly encourage staff to review  State Statute § 67-6534 and Canyon County Zoning Ordinance 01-17-07 (3) that 
states hearing procedures “SHALL” be adopted that include the opportunity for the public to comment and submit 
supporting evidence AT the public hearing.  You can also review the attached Idaho APA  recommended “hearing 
procedures”.  This proposed ordinance recognizes the value of public input with the submission of evidence at a public 
hearing.  It sets a deadline for the developer, but not the general public.  See section 5.   

Respectfully, I beg of you to please consider these comments and help advocate where you can.  We are actively trying 
to help our public become better informed about the public hearing process and the limitations being placed on them is 
truly limiting the ability of Canyon County constituents to protect their own property rights, fight to reduce the burden 
on public services, and preserve the character of their areas.  I know you are all working hard and doing the best you can 
and I hope you know how much I appreciate each of you.  It’s a tough job and incredibly thankless.   

Thank you for responding and trying to help.   

Sincerely, 

Keri K. Smith 

From: Michelle Barron <Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Date: Sunday, March 10, 2024 at 8:26 PM 
To: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com> 
Cc: Carl Anderson <Carl.Anderson@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: RE: [External] BID, LLC 

Keri, 

The preliminary hearing materials is something that the department put in place to help people have the information 
that we had received prior to scheduling the hearing.  It is complete, as it is preliminary materials.  Case maps are items 
that are added to the Staff Report that will be put on the website 10 days prior to the hearing.  The Preliminary Hearing 
Materials will not be updated, but the Staff Report will be posted at a later date. 

I will have Carl respond to the process for identifying representatives.  What I have experienced in the past is that some 
people want a representative, but they also want to speak.  Sometimes there are 2 or more individuals that want to be 
considered the representatives and ask for more time.  Typically, you may ask for more time from the hearing body at 
the time of the hearing.  I would recommend writing it in your written comments and approaching the planner prior to 
the start of the hearing so that they may speak to the Chair. 

A PowerPoint presentation may be brought to the hearing, but it is strongly recommended to provide the information 
prior to the deadline so that the hearing body has time to look at the information as with any other submitted 
comment.  The acceptance of the PowerPoint information is up to the hearing body.  It is spoken into the record, but to 
have it be part of the record other than what the recording secretary documents in the minutes, it would need to be 
accepted by them or provided before the deadline. 

Again, Carl may have additional information on this topic. 

Thanks, 

Michelle Barron
Principal Planner
Canyon County Development Services Department
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111 N. 11th Ave., #310, Caldwell, ID  83605
Direct Line:  208-455-6033        
DSD Office Phone:  208-454-7458 
Email:  Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov
Website:  www.canyoncounty.id.gov

From: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com>  
Sent: Saturday, March 9, 2024 9:20 AM 
To: Michelle Barron <Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Cc: Carl Anderson <Carl.Anderson@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: [External] BID, LLC 

Good morning.  I’m reviewing case files and need some follow-up regarding the BID, LLC (CU2022-0024) case.   

Can you please confirm that the “preliminary hearing materials” document uploaded for this case is complete?  I don’t 
see any of the case maps.  Is anything else missing?   

Would you please let me know if you upload an update for this case online? 

Please confirm your official process for identifying a representative for the opposition so that they may be afforded 10 
minutes at the hearing.   

And last, but not least, please confirm if a PowerPoint presentation may be brought to the hearing to help with/support 
their presentation.   

Thank you, 

Keri Smith 
Treasure Valley Planning Idaho 
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Hearing Procedures Resolution; page 1 

 
RESOLUTION NO._____ 

CITY OF RIVER CITY 
 
TITLE: LAND USE PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURES 
 
WHEREAS: Idaho Code §67-6534 requires that cities maintain a regular set of 

procedures for public hearings held by the City of River City Planning and 
Zoning Commission and City Council in matters governed by the Local 
Land Use Planning Act; and 

 
WHEREAS: From time to time it is beneficial to review and revise those hearing 

procedures to better facilitate input from the public and to promote a 
thorough and expeditious hearing;   

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and City Council that the City of River 

City hereby adopts the following procedures to be applied in matters 
concerning land use-related public hearings: 

 

Section 1. Public Notice 

a. If a public hearing is required by law or ordinance, the planning commission and, when 
applicable, the city council shall hold at least one public hearing in which interested 
persons shall have an opportunity to be heard. At least fifteen (15) days prior to the 
hearing, notice of the time and place and a summary of the proposal shall be published in 
the city’s official newspaper.  Notice of public hearing should only be published when an 
application is complete in a manner sufficient to address the requirements established by 
ordinance and application forms. 

b.   In the case of annexations, conditional use permits, site-specific rezones, subdivisions, 
and variances, notice shall also be provided to property owners within the land being 
considered; those record owners of lands within three hundred feet (300') of the external 
boundaries of the land being considered; and, optionally, within any additional areas that 
may be substantially impacted by the proposal as determined by the planning and zoning 
commission or by decision of the community development department staff.  Contents of 
the mailed notice must contain the information required by law and when practical should 
include information guided by this Resolution such as requirements of testimony, default 
time limits (or issue-specific time limits, if known), timing for allowing written 
submissions, and other significant conditions or restrictions on testifying.  

c.  When mailed notices would be required to be sent to two hundred (200) or more property 
owners, a notice of public hearing, at least 2” x 4” in size, published in the city’s official 
newspaper at least 15 days prior to the hearing, shall be considered adequate in lieu of 
otherwise required mailed notices.  
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Hearing Procedures Resolution; page 2 

d.  For site-specific matters, the subject property should be posted with signs describing the 
type of action to be considered, contact information for the Community Development 
Department, and the time, date and location of the hearing.  Such signage shall be posted 
on the site as required by law. 

Section 2.  General Rules for Testimony in a Quasi-judicial or Annexation-related 
Public Hearing: 

a. At the commencement of the public hearing, the Commission/Council, or the 
Chairman/Mayor may establish a time limit to be observed by all speakers. This 
resolution provides the default time limits as follows:  Applicant (to describe application 
and reasons that it meets requirements) – not to exceed fifteen (15) minutes. Staff 
explanation – not to exceed fifteen (15) minutes.  Individual testimony – pro, neutral and 
con – three (3) minutes per person (up to fifteen (15) minutes for spokesman in cases 
where spokesmen are pre-authorized by the chairman).  Rebuttal by the applicant (no new 
evidence – only information from the record to rebut assertions by contrary testimony) – 
as needed.  

b. No person shall be permitted to testify or speak before the hearing agency at a public 
hearing unless such person has signed his name and written his contact address on sign-
up sheets to be provided by the city. This requirement shall not apply to staff or technical 
witnesses directed by the chairperson to give evidence or information to the hearing 
agency. 

c. The presiding officer, or the council/commission, is authorized to revise the default 
time frames and order of proceedings so long as due process rights are maintained.  In the 
event of disagreement by governing board members with procedural rulings by the 
chairman, the governing board may suspend or amend any one or more of these rules by 
majority vote of members of the governing board then in attendance, provided that due 
process rights are preserved.  

d. Anyone who intends to appear as a representative of a group at a hearing where 
spokesmen will be allowed should contact the Community Development Department at 
least five days prior to the hearing.  Staff may then apprise the representative of 
procedures for the hearing and any special limits or allowances concerning testimony. 

e. No person shall be permitted to speak before the council/commission at a public 
hearing until such person is recognized by the chairperson.  

f. Testimony should directly address the subject at hand.  

g. Testimony should not be repetitious with other entries into the record.  

h. Testimony should not be personally derogatory.  

i. Testimony should comply with time restrictions established by the hearing agency.  
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j. If oral testimony fails to comply with the aforementioned standards, the chairperson 
may declare such testimony out of order and require it to cease.  

k. All public hearing proceedings shall be recorded electronically or stenographically and 
all persons speaking at such public hearings shall speak before a microphone in such a 
manner as will assure that the recorded testimony or remarks will be complete.  

Section 3. Order for Quasi-Judicial Public Hearing:   

Quasi-judicial hearings involve site-specific decisions (such as rezoning specific property) as 
opposed to legislative hearings which require decisions that have a broad application (such as 
a change in the text of a zoning or subdivision ordinance, which does not necessarily affect 
one specific parcel of land).  Quasi-judicial Public hearings should follow the order of events 
set forth below:  

a. Brief introduction of the subject of the hearing by city staff. 
b. Presentation by applicant. (Decision makers should address their questions to the 

applicant at this time.) 
c. City staff report.  (Decision makers should address their initial questions to staff at 

this time.) 
d. Open Public Hearing: Testimony from public in the following order:  (Questions from 

the decision makers should be asked of the person testifying before they leave the 
podium whenever possible.) 

1. In favor of proposal 
2. Neutral respecting proposal 
3. Opposed to proposal 

e. Rebuttal testimony from applicant. (Decision makers should ask any final questions.)  
If new facts are elicited, the public must be given an opportunity to respond to the 
new facts. 

f. Close Public Hearing 

g. Discussion of hearing subject among governing board members. Questions may also 
be directed to city staff during this period.  Any procedural rules requiring a motion 
prior to discussion are hereby suspended for purposes of such discussion.  Decision 
makers may table the matter until later in the meeting if other public hearings are 
pending or to a later meeting for deliberations. 

h. The final decision should include 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 for rezoning requests, relevant ordinance and statutory provisions 
for other requests, pertinent constitutional principles and factual information 
contained in the record. 
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Section 4. Standards for Written Testimony:  

Written testimony and exhibits from the public to be admitted at a public hearing shall 
comply with the following standards:  

a. Written testimony and exhibits must be submitted at least six (6) calendar days prior to 
the date of the pertinent public hearing. This provision may be varied through notice to 
potential hearing participants. 

b. Written testimony should include the signature and address of the submitter.  

c. Written testimony should address the issue at hand.  

d. Written testimony should not be personally derogatory.  

e. If written testimony or an exhibit fails to comply with the aforementioned standards, 
the chairperson or council/commission may declare such testimony inadmissible.  

Section 5. Exhibits:  

All exhibits, photographs, diagrams, maps, evidence and other material presented during the 
public hearing should be marked or otherwise indentified and entered into the record.  
Exhibits from the Applicant must be submitted at least twenty (20) days prior to the hearing 
and shall be marked or identified prior to publication of any notice of public hearing. 
Original exhibits may be released to the presenting party if requested in writing, and if 
acceptable to the Community Development Director and legal counsel.  If original exhibits 
are released, photocopies or reproducible photos of the originals should be maintained in the 
record. 

Section 6.  Records Maintained:  

The City Clerk should maintain records of all public meetings in the following manner:  

a. Transcribable verbatim recordings of the proceedings should be maintained in 
conformance with Idaho Code §50-907 or its successor.  

b. Originals or accurate duplicates of written submittals to the hearing record and copies 
of applications should be maintained in conformance with Idaho Code §50-907 or its 
successor.  

c. Minutes which catalog the occurrences at the public hearing shall be maintained as 
required by applicable sections of the Idaho Code.  
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      Section 7.  Procedures for Legislative Public Hearings. 

      Public hearings on legislative matters brought pursuant to requirements established by the 
Local land Use Planning Act should take place after notice has been provided as required by law.  
Prior to publishing notice of legislative public hearing a draft of the legislative proposal should 
be prepared and be available for public inspection no later than the day the notice of public 
hearing is published.  Procedural limits on duration of testimony may be established by the 
chairman, subject to approval by the governing board.  Legislative public hearings do not require 
final decisions in a manner comparable to those for quasi-judicial proceedings. 

This resolution shall be in full force from the date of its adoption until superseded by a 
resolution addressing the same subject matter. 
 
Adopted this ________ day of ____________, 2011. 
 
 
       
 Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
  
City Clerk 
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322 E Front Street, Suite 648, Boise ID 83702 • PO Box 83720, Boise ID 83720-0098 
Phone: 208-287-4800 • Fax: 208-287-6700 • Email: idwrinfo@idwr.idaho.gov • Website: idwr.idaho.gov 

Governor Brad Little  Director Gary Spackman 

March 4, 2022 
 
Devin Krasowski, County Engineer 
Canyon County Development Services Dept. 
111 N 11th Avenue #140 
Caldwell, ID  83605 
 
Re: CU2022-0019: 25706 Boise River Road, Parma; BID, LLC Gravel Pit (238-acres)  
 
Dear Mr. Krasowski, 
 
The long-term mineral extraction (gravel mining, crushing, washing, stockpiling operations, 
equipment storage facility, a scale with scale house, porta-potties, perimeter berms, etc.) 
proposed at 25706 Boise River Road, Parma on 238-acres much of which is in the floodplain and 
some which is in the floodway requires an approved Conditional Letter of Map Revision 
(CLOMR) from FEMA before ground may be broken. An approved Letter of Map Revision 
(LOMR) is required prior to abandonment of the mineral extraction project. Canyon County may 
choose to require a bond to ensure the LOMR prior to abandonment is obtained by the project 
applicant. 
 

 
 
The following NFIP regulations apply to this proposed development: 
Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations §60.3   Flood plain management criteria for flood-
prone areas. 
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… Minimum standards for communities are as follows: 
(a) … the community shall: 

(2) Review proposed development to assure that all necessary permits have been received 
from those governmental agencies from which approval is required by Federal or State law, 
including section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, 33 
U.S.C. 1334; 
(3) Review all permit applications to determine whether proposed building sites will be 
reasonably safe from flooding. If a proposed building site is in a flood-prone area, all new 
construction and substantial improvements shall  

(i) be designed (or modified) and adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or 
lateral movement of the structure resulting from hydrodynamic and hydrostatic loads, 
including the effects of buoyancy,  
(ii) be constructed with materials resistant to flood damage,  
(iii) be constructed by methods and practices that minimize flood damages, and  
(iv) be constructed with electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and air conditioning 
equipment and other service facilities that are designed and/or located so as to prevent 
water from entering or accumulating within the components during conditions of 
flooding. 

(4) Review subdivision proposals and other proposed new development, including 
manufactured home parks or subdivisions, to determine whether such proposals will be 
reasonably safe from flooding. If a subdivision proposal or other proposed new 
development is in a flood-prone area, any such proposals shall be reviewed to assure that  

(i) all such proposals are consistent with the need to minimize flood damage within the 
flood-prone area,  
(ii) all public utilities and facilities, such as sewer, gas, electrical, and water systems are 
located and constructed to minimize or eliminate flood damage, and  
(iii) adequate drainage is provided to reduce exposure to flood hazards; 

(5) Require within flood-prone areas new and replacement water supply systems to be 
designed to minimize or eliminate infiltration of flood waters into the systems; and 
(6) Require within flood-prone areas  

(i) new and replacement sanitary sewage systems to be designed to minimize or eliminate 
infiltration of flood waters into the systems and discharges from the systems into flood 
waters and  
(ii) onsite waste disposal systems to be located to avoid impairment to them or 
contamination from them during flooding. 

(b) … the community shall: 
(1) Require permits for all proposed construction and other developments including the 
placement of manufactured homes, within Zone A on the community's FHBM or FIRM; 
(2) Require the application of the standards in paragraphs (a) (2), (3), (4), (5) and (6) of this 
section to development within Zone A on the community's FHBM or FIRM; 
(6) Notify, in riverine situations, adjacent communities and the State Coordinating Office 
prior to any alteration or relocation of a watercourse, and submit copies of such notifications 
to the Federal Insurance Administrator; (This is the CLOMR/LOMR process.) 
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(7) Assure that the flood carrying capacity within the altered or relocated portion of any 
watercourse is maintained; (This is the Hydrologic & Hydraulic Analysis w/No-Rise 
Certification.) 
(8) Require that all manufactured homes to be placed within Zone A on a community's FHBM 
or FIRM shall be installed using methods and practices which minimize flood damage. For 
the purposes of this requirement, manufactured homes must be elevated and anchored to 
resist flotation, collapse, or lateral movement. Methods of anchoring may include, but are 
not to be limited to, use of over-the-top or frame ties to ground anchors. This requirement 
is in addition to applicable State and local anchoring requirements for resisting wind forces. 
(This applies to construction trailers too.) 

(c) … the community shall: 
(1) Require the standards of paragraph (b) of this section within all A1-30 zones, AE zones, 
A zones, AH zones, and AO zones, on the community's FIRM; 
(3) Require that all new construction and substantial improvements of non-residential 
structures within Zones A1-30, AE, and AH zones on the community's firm  

(i) have the lowest floor (including basement) elevated to or above the base flood level 
or,  
(ii) together with attendant utility and sanitary facilities, be designed so that below the 
base flood level the structure is watertight with walls substantially impermeable to the 
passage of water and with structural components having the capability of resisting 
hydrostatic and hydrodynamic loads and effects of buoyancy; 

(4) Provide that where a non-residential structure is intended to be made watertight below 
the base flood level,  

(i) a registered professional engineer or architect shall develop and/or review structural 
design, specifications, and plans for the construction, and shall certify that the design and 
methods of construction are in accordance with accepted standards of practice for 
meeting the applicable provisions of paragraph (c)(3)(ii) or (c)(8)(ii) of this section, and  
(ii) a record of such certificates which includes the specific elevation (in relation to mean 
sea level) to which such structures are floodproofed shall be maintained with the official 
designated by the community under §59.22(a)(9)(iii); 

(5) Require, for all new construction and substantial improvements, that fully enclosed areas 
below the lowest floor that are usable solely for parking of vehicles, building access or 
storage in an area other than a basement and which are subject to flooding shall be designed 
to automatically equalize hydrostatic flood forces on exterior walls by allowing for the entry 
and exit of floodwaters. Designs for meeting this requirement must either be certified by a 
registered professional engineer or architect or meet or exceed the following minimum 
criteria: A minimum of two openings having a total net area of not less than one square inch 
for every square foot of enclosed area subject to flooding shall be provided. The bottom of 
all openings shall be no higher than one foot above grade. Openings may be equipped with 
screens, louvers, valves, or other coverings or devices provided that they permit the 
automatic entry and exit of floodwaters. 
(6) Require that manufactured homes that are placed or substantially improved within 
Zones A1-30, AH, and AE on the community's FIRM on sites 

(i) Outside of a manufactured home park or subdivision, 
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(ii) In a new manufactured home park or subdivision, 
(iii) In an expansion to an existing manufactured home park or subdivision, or 
(iv) In an existing manufactured home park or subdivision on which a manufactured home 
has incurred “substantial damage” as the result of a flood, be elevated on a permanent 
foundation such that the lowest floor of the manufactured home is elevated to or above 
the base flood elevation and be securely anchored to an adequately anchored foundation 
system to resist floatation collapse and lateral movement. (This applies to construction 
trailers.) 

(10) Require until a regulatory floodway is designated, that no new construction, substantial 
improvements, or other development (including fill) shall be permitted within Zones A1-30 
and AE on the community's FIRM, unless it is demonstrated that the cumulative effect of 
the proposed development, when combined with all other existing and anticipated 
development, will not increase the water surface elevation of the base flood more than one 
foot at any point within the community. 
(13) Notwithstanding any other provisions of §60.3, a community may approve certain 
development in Zones Al-30, AE, and AH, on the community's FIRM which increase the water 
surface elevation of the base flood by more than one foot, provided that the community 
first applies for a conditional FIRM revision, fulfills the requirements for such a revision as 
established under the provisions of §65.12, and receives the approval of the Federal 
Insurance Administrator. 
(14) Require that recreational vehicles placed on sites within Zones A1-30, AH, and AE on 
the community's FIRM either 

(i) Be on the site for fewer than 180 consecutive days, 
(ii) Be fully licensed and ready for highway use, or 
(iii) Meet the permit requirements of paragraph (b)(1) of this section and the elevation 
and anchoring requirements for “manufactured homes” in paragraph (c)(6) of this 
section. 
A recreational vehicle is ready for highway use if it is on its wheels or jacking system, is 
attached to the site only by quick disconnect type utilities and security devices, and has 
no permanently attached additions. (This applies to construction trailers.) 

(d) … the community shall designate its regulatory floodway, the community shall: 
(1) Meet the requirements of paragraphs (c) (1) through (14) of this section; 
(2) Select and adopt a regulatory floodway based on the principle that the area chosen for 
the regulatory floodway must be designed to carry the waters of the base flood, without 
increasing the water surface elevation of that flood more than one foot at any point; 
(3) Prohibit encroachments, including fill, new construction, substantial improvements, and 
other development within the adopted regulatory floodway unless it has been 
demonstrated through hydrologic and hydraulic analyses performed in accordance with 
standard engineering practice that the proposed encroachment would not result in any 
increase in flood levels within the community during the occurrence of the base flood 
discharge; 
(4) Notwithstanding any other provisions of §60.3, a community may permit encroachments 
within the adopted regulatory floodway that would result in an increase in base flood 
elevations, provided that the community first applies for a conditional FIRM and floodway 
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revision, fulfills the requirements for such revisions as established under the provisions of 
§65.12, and receives the approval of the Federal Insurance Administrator. (This is a 
CLOMR/LOMR.) 

 
§ Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations 65.3   Requirement to submit new technical data. 

A community's base flood elevations may increase or decrease resulting from physical 
changes affecting flooding conditions. As soon as practicable, but not later than six months after 
the date such information becomes available, a community shall notify the Administrator of the 
changes by submitting technical or scientific data in accordance with this part. Such a submission 
is necessary so that upon confirmation of those physical changes affecting flooding conditions, 
risk premium rates and flood plain management requirements will be based upon current data. 
[51 FR 30313, Aug. 25, 1986] 
 
Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations §65.8   Review of proposed projects. 

A community, or an individual through the community, may request FEMA's comments on 
whether a proposed project, if built as proposed, would justify a map revision. FEMA's comments 
will be issued in the form of a letter, termed a Conditional Letter of Map Revision, in accordance 
with 44 CFR part 72. The data required to support such requests are the same as those required 
for final revisions under §§65.5, 65.6, and 65.7, except as-built certification is not required. All 
such requests shall be submitted to the FEMA Headquarters Office in Washington, DC, and shall 
be accompanied by the appropriate payment, in accordance with 44 CFR part 72. 
[62 FR 5736, Feb. 6, 1997] 
 
Additionally, the gravel extraction company should provide Canyon County an evacuation plan 
which indicates where the stored equipment & porta-potties will be relocated to in the event of 
flooding. 
 
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me at (208) 287-4928, or 
through email at maureen.oshea@idwr.idaho.gov  
 

Thank you, 

Maureen TO’Shea 

Maureen O'Shea, AICP, CFM 
NFIP State Coordinator 

 
 
Cc via email:   
 Steve Fultz, Development Services Director 
 Stephanie Hailey, Floodplain Administrator 
 File  
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Michelle Barron

From: Niki Benyakhlef <Niki.Benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov>

Sent: Monday, March 11, 2024 11:58 AM

To: dkraft@premierllc.net

Cc: Michelle Barron; Brian Duran; Chris Hopper

Subject: [External]  FW: Project Inquiry

Attachments: Parma Source Site Plan.pdf; Middleton Source Site Plan.pdf

Hello Derek! 

Thanks so much for getting back in touch with me so we can move forward with your projects. As we 
discussed on the phone ITD would like to review the following so we can 

25706 Boise River Rd – Although ITD has no issues with the trips that the site will add to US-95 we are 
unsure where access will be taken onto our state facility. Please send a map so we can review 
access to US-95. The radii may need to be widened to ensure trucks (25ton) will not drag debris onto 
roadway.  

14533 River Rd – We will forego our requirement of traffic generation numbers; however I am a bit 
concerned of the speed limit of SH-44 (55MPH) at the intersection of River Rd. I would like to see a 
Traffic Distribution Report and a Turn Lane Warrant document to see if an eastbound acceleration 
lane and/or a center turn lane will be needed. We also want to ensure the radii is the proper width to 
ensure trucks will not drag debris onto roadway. 

Please let me know if you have any further questions.  

Thanks! 

Niki Benyakhlef
Development Services Coordinator

District 3 Development Services
O: 208.334.8337 | C: 208.296.9750 
Email: niki.benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov
Website: itd.idaho.gov

From: Brian Duran <Brian.Duran@itd.idaho.gov>  
Sent: Friday, February 23, 2024 5:01 PM 
To: D3 Development Services <D3Development.Services@itd.idaho.gov> 
Subject: Fw: Project Inquiry 

Please reach out and assist Derek. 

Thanks, 
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Brian Duran | Development Services Manager

Idaho Transportation Department | District 3

Work: (208) 334-8375 Cell: (208) 871-2842

Email: Brian.Duran@itd.idaho.gov | itd.idaho.gov

Enhancing quality of life through transportation 

From: Derek Kraft <dkraft@premierllc.net> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2024 12:49 PM 
To: Brian Duran <Brian.Duran@itd.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Mike Buck <mbuck@premierllc.net>; Connor MacMahon <cmacmahon@premierllc.net> 
Subject: RE: Project Inquiry  
CAUTION: This email originated outside the State of Idaho network. Verify links and attachments BEFORE you click or open, even 
if you recognize and/or trust the sender. Contact your agency service desk with any concerns. 

Hi Brian, 
Here is a little more info regarding the two projects I was referring to: 
Parma Source: 
This would be a long term gravel source located along the Boise River just south of Parma, ID. The proposed access point 
into the source would be via Highway 95. I have attached a site plan of the proposed operation indicating the access 
points. This would be a phased operation with a duration in excess of 10 years. 
Middleton Source:
This would be a temporary gravel source lasting approximately 3 years and located along the Boise River along River 
Road in Caldwell, ID. We have already reached out to CCHD4 and they provided a recommended route via River Road 
and Highway 44. I have attached the recommendation letter from CCHD4 and a site plan of the proposed project. 
We are looking for any feedback that ITD can provide or anything that ITD may require of us to move forward with the 
permitting process for these sources. 
Appreciate your help with this. 
Thanks, 

From: Jason Brinkman <Jason.Brinkman@itd.idaho.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2024 10:48 AM 
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To: Derek Kraft <dkraft@premierllc.net>; Brian Duran <Brian.Duran@itd.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Mike Buck <mbuck@premierllc.net>; Connor MacMahon <cmacmahon@premierllc.net> 
Subject: RE: Project Inquiry 
Derek,
Brian Duran and his team can assist you with this effort. I have copied him on this response.
Thanks,
Jason Brinkman
District Engineer
ITD District 3 – SW Idaho

From: Derek Kraft <dkraft@premierllc.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2024 10:42 AM 
To: Jason Brinkman <Jason.Brinkman@itd.idaho.gov> 
Cc: Mike Buck <mbuck@premierllc.net>; Connor MacMahon <cmacmahon@premierllc.net> 
Subject: Project Inquiry 
CAUTION: This email originated outside the State of Idaho network. Verify links and attachments BEFORE you click or open, even 
if you recognize and/or trust the sender. Contact your agency service desk with any concerns. 

Hello Jason, 
My company is looking into developing two new aggregate sources within Canyon County and looking for some 
guidance with the access points onto State Highway 95 in Parma and State Highway 44 in Middleton/Caldwell area. 
Is this something that you or one of your team members could assist us with? 
Any info would be appreciated. 
Thanks, 
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Michelle Barron

From: Niki Benyakhlef <Niki.Benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov>

Sent: Friday, March 8, 2024 8:49 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  FW: Agency Notice BID, LLC CU2022-0024

Good Morning, Michelle –  

After careful review of the transmittal submitted to ITD on February 21, 2024, regarding BID, LLC 
CU2022-2024, the Department has no comments or concerns to make at this time. Based on the 
limited amount of trips that were provided in the application and the of the location of the parcel 
which provides multiple accesses to US-95, minimal impact can be anticipated. 

Thank you,

Niki Benyakhlef
Development Services Coordinator

District 3 Development Services
O: 208.334.8337 | C: 208.296.9750 
Email: niki.benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov
Website: itd.idaho.gov

From: Amber Lewter <Amber.Lewter@canyoncounty.id.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2024 2:00 PM 
To: 'tkelly@parmaschools.org' <tkelly@parmaschools.org>; 'pfdchief33@gmail.com' <pfdchief33@gmail.com>; 
'parmaruralfire@gmail.com' <parmaruralfire@gmail.com>; 'gwatkins@nphd.net' <gwatkins@nphd.net>; 
'fcdc1875@gmail.com' <fcdc1875@gmail.com>; 'projectmgr@boiseriver.org' <projectmgr@boiseriver.org>; 
'scott_sbi@outlook.com' <scott_sbi@outlook.com>; 'jlucas@achdidaho.org' <jlucas@achdidaho.org>; 
'clittle@achdidaho.org' <clittle@achdidaho.org>; 'gis@compassidaho.org' <gis@compassidaho.org>; D3 Development 
Services <D3Development.Services@itd.idaho.gov>; Niki Benyakhlef <Niki.Benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov>; Brian Crawforth 
<Brian.Crawforth@canyoncounty.id.gov>; Michael Stowell <mstowell@ccparamedics.com>; 'lori.kent@id.nacdnet.net' 
<lori.kent@id.nacdnet.net>; Stephanie Hailey <Stephanie.Hailey@canyoncounty.id.gov>; 'jlunders@2cmad.org' 
<jlunders@2cmad.org>; 'jshoemaker@blm.gov' <jshoemaker@blm.gov>; 'mgrodriguez@usbr.gov' 
<mgrodriguez@usbr.gov>; 'BRO.Admin@deq.idaho.gov' <BRO.Admin@deq.idaho.gov>; 'westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov' 
<westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov>; 'brandon.flack@idfg.idaho.gov' <brandon.flack@idfg.idaho.gov>; 
'john.graves@fema.dhs.gov' <john.graves@fema.dhs.gov>; 'tate.walters@id.usda.gov' <tate.walters@id.usda.gov>; 
'CENWW-RD-BOI-TV@usace.army.mil' <CENWW-RD-BOI-TV@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: RE: Agency Notice BID, LLC CU2022-0024 

CAUTION: This email originated outside the State of Idaho network. Verify links and attachments BEFORE you click or open, even 
if you recognize and/or trust the sender. Contact your agency service desk with any concerns. 

Dear Agencies, 
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It has been brought to my attention that the address was not listed on the legal correctly. The address is 0 Boise River 
Rd. If you have any questions please contact the Planner Michelle Barron. 

Thank you, 

Amber Lewter 

From: Amber Lewter  
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2024 11:45 AM 
To: 'tkelly@parmaschools.org' <tkelly@parmaschools.org>; 'pfdchief33@gmail.com' <pfdchief33@gmail.com>; 
'parmaruralfire@gmail.com' <parmaruralfire@gmail.com>; 'gwatkins@nphd.net' <gwatkins@nphd.net>; 
'fcdc1875@gmail.com' <fcdc1875@gmail.com>; 'projectmgr@boiseriver.org' <projectmgr@boiseriver.org>; 
'scott_sbi@outlook.com' <scott_sbi@outlook.com>; 'jlucas@achdidaho.org' <jlucas@achdidaho.org>; 
'clittle@achdidaho.org' <clittle@achdidaho.org>; 'gis@compassidaho.org' <gis@compassidaho.org>; 
'D3Development.services@itd.idaho.gov' <D3Development.services@itd.idaho.gov>; 'niki.benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov' 
<niki.benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov>; Brian Crawforth <Brian.Crawforth@canyoncounty.id.gov>; Michael Stowell 
<mstowell@ccparamedics.com>; 'lori.kent@id.nacdnet.net' <lori.kent@id.nacdnet.net>; Stephanie Hailey 
<Stephanie.Hailey@canyoncounty.id.gov>; 'jlunders@2cmad.org' <jlunders@2cmad.org>; 'jshoemaker@blm.gov' 
<jshoemaker@blm.gov>; 'mgrodriguez@usbr.gov' <mgrodriguez@usbr.gov>; 'BRO.Admin@deq.idaho.gov' 
<BRO.Admin@deq.idaho.gov>; 'westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov' <westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov>; 
'brandon.flack@idfg.idaho.gov' <brandon.flack@idfg.idaho.gov>; 'john.graves@fema.dhs.gov' 
<john.graves@fema.dhs.gov>; 'tate.walters@id.usda.gov' <tate.walters@id.usda.gov>; 'cenww.rd-boi-
tv@usace.army.mil' <cenww.rd-boi-tv@usace.army.mil> 
Subject: Agency Notice BID, LLC CU2022-0024 

Dear Agencies, 

Please see the attached agency notice regarding the scheduled Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on this project. 
We had previously requested your agency provide comments for the noticed land use application and if any agency 
comments were received, they were included in the Staff report. No response is required unless there is an update to 
your original comments. 

This is the notification that a hearing date of April 4, 2024 at 6:30 pm has been set for this case along with a final 

deadline of March 17, 2024 for agency comments.  

Please direct your comments or questions to Planner Michelle Barron at michelle.barron@canyoncounty.id.gov

Thank you, 

Amber Lewter 
Hearing Specialist

Canyon County Development Services Department
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111 N. 11th Ave., #310, Caldwell, ID  83605

Direct Line:  208-454-6631        

Fax:  208-454-6633 

Email:  amber.lewter@canyoncounty.id.gov

Website:  www.canyoncounty.id.gov

Development Services Department (DSD) 

NEW public office hours 

Effective Jan. 3, 2023 

Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday 

8am – 5pm 

Wednesday 

1pm – 5pm 

**We will not be closed during lunch hour ** 

PUBLIC RECORD NOTICE: All communications transmitted within the Canyon County email system may be a public 
record and may be subject to disclosure under the Idaho Public Records Act and as such may be copied and 
reproduced by members of the public. 
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Archived: Tuesday, January 30, 2024 11:14:43 AM
From: Bonnie Puleo 
Mail received time: Mon, 13 Jun 2022 08:13:48
Sent: Mon, 13 Jun 2022 08:13:48 
To: Dan Lister 
Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Agency Notification BID, LLC / CU2022-0024
Importance: Normal
Sensitivity: None

Dan:

I’m not sure you received this email……it appears she just sent it back to me.\~

Bonnie Puleo

Sr. Administrative Specialist
\~

Canyon County\~Development Services \~
111 No 11th Ave. Suite 310

Caldwell, ID 83605
bonnie.puleo@canyoncounty.id.gov

(208) 454-6631 direct
(208) 454-6633 fax

IMPORTANT: The contents of this email and any attachments are confidential. They are intended for the named recipient(s) only. If  you have received this email
by mistake, please notify the sender immediately and do not disclose the contents to anyone or make copies thereof. 

 

From: Sarah Arjona <Sarah.Arjona@itd.idaho.gov> 
Sent: Friday, June 10, 2022 12:56 PM
To: Bonnie Puleo <Bonnie.Puleo@canyoncounty.id.gov>
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Agency Notification BID, LLC / CU2022-0024

 

Dan,

From what I understand a planner has not yet been assigned to project. The application did not indicate specifics for the site plan
(access, internal circulation). I would like to reach out to the applicant to discuss those topics so that they are not surprised by
ITD’s comments. Could you please provide contact information for the applicant so that I can reach out?
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Thank you,

Sarah Arjona

Development Services Coordinator

ITD District 3

(208) 334-8338

From: Bonnie Puleo <Bonnie.Puleo@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Sent: Thursday, June 9, 2022 4:11 PM
To: 'tkelly@parmaschools.org' <tkelly@parmaschools.org>; 'mitch.kiester@phd3.idaho.gov' <mitch.kiester@phd3.idaho.gov>;
'jack.nygarrd@phd3.idaho.gov' <jack.nygarrd@phd3.idaho.gov>; Parma Fire District <pfdchief33@gmail.com>;
'ParmaRuralFire@gmail.com' <ParmaRuralFire@gmail.com>; 'gwatkins@nphd.net' <gwatkins@nphd.net>; Idaho Power
<easements@idahopower.com>; Megan Kelly <mkelly@idahopower.com>; 'JESSICA.MANSELL@INTGAS.COM'
<JESSICA.MANSELL@INTGAS.COM>; 'MONICA.TAYLOR@INTGAS.COM'
<MONICA.TAYLOR@INTGAS.COM>; 'aflavel.bkirrdist@gmail.com' <aflavel.bkirrdist@gmail.com>; Stephanie Hailey
<Stephanie.Hailey@canyoncounty.id.gov>; 'mack@settlersirrigation.org' <mack@settlersirrigation.org>;
'projectmgr@boiseriver.org' <projectmgr@boiseriver.org>; 'scott_sbi@outlook.com' <scott_sbi@outlook.com>;
'jlucas@achdidaho.org' <jlucas@achdidaho.org>; 'clittle@achdidaho.org' <clittle@achdidaho.org>; D3 Development Services
<D3Development.Services@itd.idaho.gov>; 'CMILLER@COMPASSIDAHO.ORG'
<CMILLER@COMPASSIDAHO.ORG>; Brian Crawforth <Brian.Crawforth@canyoncounty.id.gov>;
'mstowell@ccparamedics.com' <mstowell@ccparamedics.com>; 'cenww-rd@usace.army.mil' <cenww-rd@usace.army.mil>;
'lori.kent@id.nacdnet.net' <lori.kent@id.nacdnet.net>; 'info@canyoncountyhistory.org' <info@canyoncountyhistory.org>;
'BRO.Admin@deq.idaho.gov' <BRO.Admin@deq.idaho.gov>; 'john.graves@fema.dhs.gov' <john.graves@fema.dhs.gov>;
'cdillon@usbr.gov' <cdillon@usbr.gov>; 'jshoemaker@blm.gov' <jshoemaker@blm.gov>; 'maureen.oshea@idwr.idaho.gov'
<maureen.oshea@idwr.idaho.gov>; 'westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov' <westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov>;
'casey.pozzanghera@idfg.idaho.gov' <casey.pozzanghera@idfg.idaho.gov>; 'tate.walters@id.usda.gov'
<tate.walters@id.usda.gov>; 'tricia.canaday@ishs.idaho.gov' <tricia.canaday@ishs.idaho.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Agency Notification BID, LLC / CU2022-0024

--- This email is from an external sender. Be cautious and DO NOT open links or attachments if the sender is unknown. ---

Good afternoon;
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Please see the attached agency notice.\~ Please direct your comments or questions to the Canyon County Planning Department
at zoninginfo@canyoncounty.id.gov.

Thank you,

Bonnie Puleo

Sr. Administrative Specialist
\~

Canyon County\~Development Services \~
111 No 11th Ave. Suite 310

Caldwell, ID 83605
bonnie.puleo@canyoncounty.id.gov

(208) 454-6631 direct
(208) 454-6633 fax

IMPORTANT: The contents of this email and any attachments are confidential. They are intended for the named recipient(s) only. If  you have received this email
by mistake, please notify the sender immediately and do not disclose the contents to anyone or make copies thereof. 
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Michelle Barron

From: Mark Zirschky <projectmgr@boiseriver.org>

Sent: Monday, February 26, 2024 8:55 AM

To: Michelle Barron

Subject: [External]  Fwd: Agency Notice BID, LLC CU2022-0024

Attachments: 41 day AGENCY notice PZ hearing.pdf

Michelle, 

Thank you for providing this information and opportunity for comment. 

All applicable flood zone requirements with Canyon County must be adhered to. 

Regards, 

Mark Zirschky
District Manager
Flood Control District 10
208-861-2766
www.boiseriver.org

To help protect your privacy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic download of this picture from the  
Internet.

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Amber Lewter <Amber.Lewter@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Date: Wed, Feb 21, 2024 at 11:45 AM 
Subject: Agency Notice BID, LLC CU2022-0024 
To: tkelly@parmaschools.org <tkelly@parmaschools.org>, pfdchief33@gmail.com <pfdchief33@gmail.com>, 
parmaruralfire@gmail.com <parmaruralfire@gmail.com>, gwatkins@nphd.net <gwatkins@nphd.net>, 
fcdc1875@gmail.com <fcdc1875@gmail.com>, projectmgr@boiseriver.org <projectmgr@boiseriver.org>, 
scott_sbi@outlook.com <scott_sbi@outlook.com>, jlucas@achdidaho.org <jlucas@achdidaho.org>, 
clittle@achdidaho.org <clittle@achdidaho.org>, gis@compassidaho.org <gis@compassidaho.org>, 
D3Development.services@itd.idaho.gov <D3Development.services@itd.idaho.gov>, niki.benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov
<niki.benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov>, Brian Crawforth <Brian.Crawforth@canyoncounty.id.gov>, Michael Stowell 
<mstowell@ccparamedics.com>, lori.kent@id.nacdnet.net <lori.kent@id.nacdnet.net>, Stephanie Hailey 
<Stephanie.Hailey@canyoncounty.id.gov>, jlunders@2cmad.org <jlunders@2cmad.org>, jshoemaker@blm.gov
<jshoemaker@blm.gov>, mgrodriguez@usbr.gov <mgrodriguez@usbr.gov>, BRO.Admin@deq.idaho.gov
<BRO.Admin@deq.idaho.gov>, westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov <westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov>, 
brandon.flack@idfg.idaho.gov <brandon.flack@idfg.idaho.gov>, john.graves@fema.dhs.gov
<john.graves@fema.dhs.gov>, tate.walters@id.usda.gov <tate.walters@id.usda.gov>, cenww.rd-boi-tv@usace.army.mil
<cenww.rd-boi-tv@usace.army.mil> 

Dear Agencies, 
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Please see the attached agency notice regarding the scheduled Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on this project. 
We had previously requested your agency provide comments for the noticed land use application and if any agency 
comments were received, they were included in the Staff report. No response is required unless there is an update to 
your original comments. 

This is the notification that a hearing date of April 4, 2024 at 6:30 pm has been set for this case along with a final 

deadline of March 17, 2024 for agency comments.  

Please direct your comments or questions to Planner Michelle Barron at michelle.barron@canyoncounty.id.gov

Thank you, 

Amber Lewter

Hearing Specialist

Canyon County Development Services Department

111 N. 11th Ave., #310, Caldwell, ID  83605

Direct Line:  208-454-6631       

Fax:  208-454-6633
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 PLANNING OR ZONING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSION OF LAW AND ORDER 
 

 

In the matter of the application of: 
BID, LLC/Premier, LLC – CU2022-0024 
The Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission 
considers the applicant’s request regarding a conditional 
use permit to allow long-term mineral extraction on 
Parcels R39054, R39054010, R39070010, and 
R39070010B0. The property is zoned “A” (Agricultural).  

The property is located on Boise River Road, Parma; also 
referenced as a portion of the NW ¼ of Section 26, T5N, 
R5W, 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 CU2022-0024. 
 

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 §07-07 (Conditional Use Permits), Canyon County Code §07-02-03 (Definitions), Canyon 
County Code §07-10-27 (Land Use Regulations (Matrix)), Canyon County Code §07-14-19 (Use Standards), 
and Idaho Code §67-6512 (Special Use Permits, Conditions, and Procedures), 

 

a. Notice of the public hearing was provided pursuant to CCZO §07-05-01, Idaho Code §67-6509 and 67-
6512.   
 

b. A special use permit may be granted to an applicant if the proposed use is conditionally permitted by 
the terms of the ordinance, subject to conditions pursuant to specific provisions of the ordinance, 
subject to the ability of political subdivisions, including school districts, to provide services for the 
proposed use, and when it is not in conflict with the plan. Idaho Code §67-6512. 
 

c. Every use which requires the granting of a conditional use permit is declared to possess characteristics 
which require review and appraisal by the commission to determine whether or not the use would cause 
any damage, hazard, nuisance or other detriment to persons or property in the vicinity. See CCZO §07-
07-01. 
 

d. Upon the granting of a special use permit, conditions may be attached to a special use permit including, 
but not limited to, those: (1) Minimizing adverse impact on other development; (2) Controlling the 
sequence and timing of development; (3) Controlling the duration of development; (4) Assuring that 
development is maintained properly; (5) Designating the exact location and nature of development;(6) 
Requiring the provision for on-site or off-site public facilities or services; (7) Requiring more 
restrictive standards than those generally required in an ordinance; (8) Requiring mitigation of effects 
of the proposed development upon service delivery by any political subdivision, including school 
districts, providing services within the planning jurisdiction. See Idaho Code §67-6512, CCZO §07-07-
17, and 07-07-19. 
 

e. Use Standards – Mineral Extraction Long Term: (1) If a conditional use permit is required, the 
following standards shall apply: A. Setbacks: Front 30’, Side 30’, Rear 30’ Corner 30’; 1. Front and 
corner setbacks shall be measured from the greatest of either the property line, right-of-way line, or 
road easement line of any local or private street. 2. When making a decision for 
a conditional use permit for the use, the decision making body shall consider the following: (A) 
The uses of the surrounding properties in the determination of the compatibility of the proposed 
application with such uses; (B) Duration of the proposed use; (C) Setbacks from surrounding uses; (D) 
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Reclamation plan as approved by Idaho Department of Lands; (E) The locations of all proposed pits 
and any accessory uses; and (F) Recommendations from applicable government agencies. See CCZO 
§07-14-19. 

 

2. 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. CCZO §07-03-01, 
07-07-01.  

 

3. There are no mandates in the Local Planning Act as to when conditional permits may or may not be granted, 
aside from non-compliance with the community master plan. I.C. § 67-6512. Chambers v. Kootenai Cnty. Bd. 
of Comm'rs, 125 Idaho 115, 117, 867 P.2d 989, 991 (1994). 
 

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

5. 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 
statutory provisions, pertinent constitutional principles and factual information contained in the record.  
 

6. 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, CU2022-0024, was presented at a public hearing before the Canyon County Planning and Zoning 
Commission on April 4, 2024. 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 
Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission decides as follows: 

 

CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT HEARING CRITERIA – CCZO §07-07-05 
 

1. Is the proposed use permitted in the zone by conditional use permit? 

 

Conclusion:     The subject parcels are zoned “A” (Agricultural). A mineral extraction (long-term) use is allowed in 
the “A” Zone subject to conditional use permit approval. 

 

Findings: (1) The subject parcels, R39054, R39054010, R39070010, and R39070010B, are zoned “A” 
(Agricultural, Exhibit 3d of the Staff Report) 

 

 (2) Pursuant to CCZO §07-10-27: Land Use Matrix, a mineral extraction (long-term) use is allowed 
in the “A” Zone subject to conditional use permit approval. 
 

07-10-27: LAND USE REGULATIONS (MATRIX): 
This section lists uses within each land use zone: allowed uses (A), permitted uses through a 
conditional use permit (C), Director administrative decision (D), not applicable because 
covered by different use/section (n/a), or prohibited (-). 

 

 
 

 (3) The applicant, Premier, LLC, submitted a conditional use permit, CU2022-0024, on May 9, 
2022. 

 

 (4) Evidence includes the application, supporting materials submitted by the applicant, public 
testimony, Canyon County Zoning Ordinance (CCZO) and the staff report with exhibits found in 
Case No. CU2022-00224.  

 

2. What is the nature of the request? 
 

Conclusion: Per the applicant’s letter of intent (Exhibit 2a of the Staff Report), the subject parcels will be used 
for sand and gravel extraction, rock crushing, and equipment storage facility (Pintail Long Term 
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Mineral Extraction). The mineral extraction will be completed in two phases totaling 159 acres of 
the 259 acres (Exhibit 2a of the Staff Report). Material sales will be conducted on the property to 
local citizens and contractors. Rock crushing is anticipated to be conducted for 4-5 months per year. 
A scale house and scale will be installed on the parcel which will be used to scale trucks entering 
and leaving the property.  

The applicant provided an approved reclamation plan (Exhibit 2f of the Staff Report). The plan 
demonstrates states a 30’ setback would be established around the property boundary. After 
reclamation, the property will exist and flourish as a wildlife habitat. Reclamation will commence 
for the portions of the properties in which the extraction operation is complete. After reclamation, 
the property will exist and flourish as a wildlife habitat. 

Per the approved reclamation plan (Exhibit 2f of the Staff Report), the approximate date of 
construction is Spring of 2025. The approximate date of abandonment is the Spring of 2038. The 
dates are an estimate.  

Hours of operation are from 7 AM to 7 PM, Monday through Saturday (Exhibit 2b of the Staff 
Report). Outside of crushing months, 2-3 full-time employees operate the site. During crushing 
months, 5-7 employees will operate the site.  

Access will be from the existing dirt road that abuts SH-95. Access approval and TIS will be 
completed and provided to ITD. The estimated volume of material sales is 150,000 CY annually. At 
25 CY per truck, this is 6,000 trucks per year (Exhibit 2a of the Staff Report). 

To address potential impacts, the following mitigation is proposed (Exhibit 2a of the Staff Report): 

 All areas not being mined will remain in agricultural production. Mineral extraction will be 
completed in two phases: Phase A, approximately 37 acres, parcel west of SH-95, and Phase B, 
approximately 122 acres, all parcels east of SH-95 (Exhibit 2c of the staff report). Water from 
irrigation ditches will be utilized for watering crops/non-mined areas until mining is necessary 

 Wet dust suppression will be used on the property during the operation of all rock crushers. 
Water and/or magnesium chloride will be used on all haul roads to minimize fugitive dust. 

 Five-foot-high berms will be created all around the parcel to buffer the use from neighboring 
properties and roadways to reduce noise and sight impacts. The berms will be stockpiled around 
the perimeter of the pit. These berms will be vegetated to prevent water and sediment from 
leaving the active project area (Exhibit 2f of the staff report). At the time of reclamation, select 
berms will be removed so as not to leave permanent, non-natural, barriers around the property. 
Crushing will be limited to the hours of operation. 

 All stormwater will be collected within the active pit being the lowest point of elevation on the 
site. Straw waddles and silt fencing will be available onsite for emergency purposes (Exhibit 2f 
of the staff report). A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be implemented to 
mitigate the potential risk of stormwater runoff if required by the Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality or other State agencies. 

 Fuels and chemicals will be stored within the bermed areas covered with a plastic liner to 
mitigate the risk of harmful seepage into the earth. 

 

Findings: Evidence includes the application, supporting materials submitted by the applicant, public 
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits found in Case No. CU2022-0024. 

 

3. Is the proposed use consistent with the comprehensive plan? 
 

Conclusion:    When considering all goals and policies regarding land use compatibility, mineral resources, fish 
and wildlife resources, and development in the floodplain, the application submittal does not provide 
sufficient evidence demonstrating consistency with the 2020 Canyon County Compressive Plan. 

 

Findings: (1) The request is subject to the 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan. The subject parcels are 
designated as “agriculture” on the Future Land Use Plan (Exhibit 3c of the Staff Report). The 
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2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan describes the agriculture designation as follows: “The 
agricultural land use designation is the base zone throughout Canyon County. It contains areas 
of productive irrigated croplands, grazing lands, feedlots, dairies, seed production, as well as 
rangeland and ground of lesser agricultural value.” (Page 37 of the 2020 Comp. Plan). 

 

 (2) The 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan provides the following goals and policies to 
consider as part of the request:  

Chapter 1 – Private Property 
 Goal 2: The community goal is to acknowledge the responsibilities of each property owner 

as a steward of the land, to use their property wisely, maintain it in good condition, and 
preserve it for future generations. 

 Policy 1: No person shall be deprived of private property without due process of law. 

 Policy 8: Promote orderly development that benefits the public good and protects the 
individual with a 
minimum of conflict. 

 Policy 9: Property owners shall be responsible for maintaining their property in the best 
possible condition as circumstances allow. 

 Policy 10: Land use laws and decisions should avoid imposing unnecessary conditions or 
procedures on development approvals. 

 Policy 11: Property owners shall not use their property in a manner that negatively impacts 
upon the surrounding neighbors or neighborhoods. 

 Policy 12: Property owners acknowledge and expect that Canyon County will preserve 
private property rights and values by enforcing regulations that will ensure against 
incompatible and detrimental neighboring land uses. 

 Policy 13: Canyon County will take appropriate measures to enforce all nuisance ordinances 
to protect quality of life and private property rights. 

Chapter 2 – Population 
 Goal 1: Consider population growth trends when making land use decisions. 

 Goal 2: To encourage economic expansion and population growth throughout the county 
plus increase 
economic diversity for continued enhancement of our quality of life to meet citizen needs. 

Chapter 4 – Economic Development 
 Goal 1.: To diversify and improve the economy of Canyon County in ways that are 

compatible with community values. 

 Goal 2: To support the agriculture industries by encouraging the maintenance of continued 
agricultural land uses and related agricultural activities 

 Policy 8: Set aside sites for economic growth and expansion that is compatible with the 
surrounding area. 

Chapter 5 – Land Use 
 Goal 1: To encourage growth and development in an orderly fashion, minimize adverse 

impacts on differing land uses, public health, safety, infrastructure, and services. 

 Goal 2: To provide for the orderly growth and accompanying development of the resources 
within the county that is compatible with the surrounding area. 

 Goal 3: Use appropriate techniques to mitigate incompatible land uses. 
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 Goal 5: Achieve a land use balance, which recognizes that existing agricultural uses and 
non-agricultural development may occur in the same area. 

 Policy 1: Review all residential, commercial and industrial development proposals to 
determine the land use compatibility and impact to surrounding areas. 

 Policy 6: Review all development proposals in areas that are critical to groundwater 
recharge and sources to determine impacts, if any, to surface and groundwater quantity and 
quality. 

 Policy 8: Develop, administer, and update the county-wide zoning ordinance to protect 
property values and avoid mixing of incompatible uses. 

Chapter 6 – Natural Resource:  

A - Agricultural Land 
 Goal 1: To support the agricultural industry and preservation of agricultural land. 

 Policy 1: Protect agricultural activities from land use conflicts or undue interference created 
by non- 
agricultural development. 

 Policy 2: Development should not be allowed to disrupt or destroy irrigation canals, ditches, 
laterals, and associated rights-of-way. This does not apply to privately owned, self-
contained systems. 

B - Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
 Goal 1: Protect fish and wildlife resources and habitats in Canyon County. 

 Policy 1: Encourage the protection of natural resources such as, but not limited to, the Snake 
River, Boise River, Lake Lowell, Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge, and Fort Boise 
Wildlife Management Area. 

 Policy 3: Encourage preservation of important fish and wildlife habitat areas as well as 
restoration of fish and wildlife habitats where feasible and appropriate. 

C – Water 
 Goal 1: Water is an essential and limited natural resource. Groundwater and surface water 

should be 
preserved and protected. 

 Policy 1: Encourage the protection of groundwater and surface water quality. 

 Policy 3: Require industrial wastes or hazardous materials to be stored or located in a 
manner that will ensure they will not enter surface water or groundwater systems. 

E - Mineral Resources 

1. Sand and gravel mining operations should be located to avoid potential adverse impacts to 
the river channel. 

2. Encourage measures to provide for future use of an excavated site such as, but not limited to 
industrial, commercial, and residential development. 

3. Encourage mineral-extraction site design and operation so as to minimize noise, dust, and 
increased truck traffic to the extent reasonably practical. 

4. Consideration should be given, but not limited to the following impacts: economic value of 
the ground, access to the ground, compatibility with surroundings, noise, traffic, visual 
aesthetics, and flooding. 

5. Encourage sand and gravel extraction and associated uses to mitigate adverse impacts on 
surrounding land uses and natural resources. 

Exhibit 8



 

Case #CU2022-0024 – BID, LLC/Premier, LLC                                                                                     Findings of fact, Conclusions of law and Order | Page 6 

6. Mineral extraction sites should be designed to facilitate their reclamation for future use. 

Chapter 7 – Hazardous Areas 
 Goal 1: To ensure the safety of residents and the protection of property. 

 Goal 2: Carefully consider limiting development in hazardous areas. 

 Policy 1: Carefully consider requests to place structures in floodplain areas 

 Policy 2: Discourage development in or near hazardous areas, such as airports, power line 
corridors, electrical substations, flood plains, unstable soil areas and steep slopes, high-
velocity wind, and storm-prone areas, except for industries, which may require these 
conditions. 

 Policy 3: Endeavor to limit structures and developments in areas where known physical 
constraints or hazards exist. Such constraints or hazards include, but are not limited to, the 
following: i. Flood hazards, ii. Unstable soil and/or geologic conditions, iii. Contaminated 
groundwater.  

Chapter 9 – Transportation 

 Policy 19: Require and accept traffic studies in accordance with highway district procedures 
that evaluate the impact of traffic volumes, both internal and external, on adjacent streets 
and preserve the integrity of residential neighborhoods where applicable. 

Chapter 13 – Agriculture 
 Goal 3: Protect agricultural lands and land uses from incompatible development. 

 (3) The following information was not submitted to provide sufficient information demonstrating 
consistency with the 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan: 

A. Detailed operations and site plan better addressing the use standard requirements (CCZO 
§07-14-19) including the location of berms, all irrigation ditches and setbacks from ditches, 
access, internal circulation and parking, and plans to mitigate potential impacts such as 
noise, dust, groundwater contamination, and compatibility with the surrounding area. 

B. Flood study regarding potential pit capture and how pit dewatering will be routed back to 
the Boise River (Exhibit 5e of the staff report). An evacuation plan during a flood event 
should be included (Exhibit 5a of the staff report).  

Additionally, access, equipment storage, fuel storage, scale house, and scales are proposed 
in the mapped floodway (Exhibit 2c, 4e & 4ee of the staff report). A hydrologic and 
hydraulic analysis with no rise certification should be provided to ensure that the flood-
carrying capacity within the altered or relocated portion of any watercourse is maintained 
(Exhibit 5a of the staff report). If the request alters the watercourse where it cannot be 
maintained, the applicant should submit and receive approval for a CLOMR (Conditional 
Letter of Map Revision) before conditional use permit approval. 

C. Wetland removal and mitigation approval by the Idaho Department of Water Resources 
(IDWR) and U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE) should be submitted (Exhibit 2f of 
the staff report). If wetlands will not be impacted, a plan demonstrating how the use will 
not impact wetland resources with review comments and approval from IDWR and 
USACE. 

D. Traffic impact study addressing truck trips, employee trips, local customer/contractor trips, 
haul routes, and cumulative impacts created by the proposal and existing pit north of this 
request (CU2018-0014).  

E. Review by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to 
learn of potential impacts to species and habitats and ways to avoid and/or minimize 
potential impacts, and the applicant incorporating guidelines and mitigation measures into 
their project plan (Exhibit 4d & 4e of the staff report). 

 

Exhibit 8



 

Case #CU2022-0024 – BID, LLC/Premier, LLC                                                                                     Findings of fact, Conclusions of law and Order | Page 7 

 (4) Evidence includes the application, supporting materials submitted by the applicant, public 
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits found in Case No. CU2022-0024. 

 

 (5) Evidence includes findings and evidence in hearing criteria 4, 6, and 7 in this document. 
 

4. Will the proposed use be injurious to other property in the immediate vicinity and/or negatively change the 
essential character of the area? 

 

Conclusion:   Without additional information, studies and plans regarding development in the floodplain/wetlands, 
traffic, access, wildlife habitat, and operations plan that demonstrates consistency with the 2020 
Canyon County Comprehensive Plan and CCZO Section 07-14-19 (Use Standards – Mineral 
Extraction Long Term), the request will be injurious to the property within the immediate vicinity 
and negatively changes the essential character of the area. 

 

Findings: (1) The parcels are located within a mapped floodplain and floodway (Exhibit 3l of the staff report). 
The proposed mineral extraction is shown to be located outside of the mapped floodway 
(Exhibit 2c of the staff report).  However, the applicant’s site plan shows the proposed access, 
equipment, fuel storage, scales, and scale house in the floodway (Exhibit 2c and 2f of the staff 
report). A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis with no rise certification or an approved CLOMR is 
required to ensure that the flood-carrying capacity within the altered or relocated portion of any 
watercourse is maintained. 

Additionally, wetlands are shown on the subject parcels. No approval or comments were 
received from the Idaho Department of Water Resources (floodplain) or the U.S. Army Corp of 
Engineers (USACE). The reclamation plan states that the USACE commented that there may be 
jurisdictional features within the planned area of impact and requested the operator to reach out 
to them for permitting guidance (Exhibit 2f of the staff report). 

The applicant did not provide any information regarding floodplain or wetland mitigation 
measures or approval from applicable agencies.  

 

 (2) The Boise River provides habitat for fish and wildlife. Golden Eagle Audubon Society (GEAS) 
and Southwestern Idaho Birders Association (SIBA) expressed concerns regarding the potential 
significant adverse impacts of the project on protected bird species and habitats such as Bald Eagle 
nesting (50 CFR 22.6; Exhibit 4d & 4e of the staff report). The comment letter requests the 
applicant review the request with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game to learn of potential impacts to species and habitats and ways to avoid and/or 
minimize potential impacts and incorporate guidelines and mitigation measures into their project 
plan. 

 

The applicant did not provide any information regarding wildlife and habitat mitigation 
measures or review with applicable agencies. 

 

 (3) The subject parcel and surrounding parcels are predominantly used for agricultural uses. Best-
suited soils appear to be prominent south of Boise River Road (Exhibit 3i of the staff report). 
Photos show the subject parcels in agricultural production (Exhibit 7 of the staff report).  

Canyon Soils Conservation District finds the following regarding the subject parcels (Exhibit 5c 
of the staff report): 16% Prime Farmland; 38.5% Prime Farmland if irrigated and drained; 16% 
Prime Farmland if irrigated and reclaim excess salts and sodium; 29.5% Not Prime Farmland; 
1.4% Capability Class 2; 27% Capability Class 3; 38% Capability Class 4; 12% Capability Class 
6; 20%     Unclassified due to water and river rock.  
 

Per Exhibit 3g of the staff report, within a one-mile radius is a large gravel pit north of the Boise 
River (CU2018-0014, Exhibit 6a of the staff report). A large number of approved gravel pits are 
located over 18,000 feet east of the subject parcel along Notus Road and Boise River Road in 
the Notus Area of City Impact.  

The request is located in close approximately to the land decisions: 
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- City of Boise’s Phosphorous Removal Facility (PH2014-33, Exhibit 6c of the staff report): 
3,800 feet southeast of the subject request. In 2019, a mineral extraction use was denied 
adjacent to the phosphorous removal plant due to a lack of water rights approval and 
study/modeling to ensure the request would not impact the phosphorous removal facility 
(CU2018-0010, Exhibit 6b of the staff report). 

- CU2018-0014 – Premier, LLC: Mineral extraction – long term (Exhibit 6a of the staff 
report): Approximately 1,200 feet north of the subject request; and 

- CU2019-0011 – Barber: Amendment to CU2003-454 – Divide 30 acres into four 
residential lots (Exhibit 6e of the staff report). The parcels created by the decision abuts the 
east boundary of R39054.  

The subject parcels are also near parcels with residential dwellings created via land division or 
by conditional use permit (Examples: LS2004-882, R39055010; CU2019-0011/CU2003-454, 
R39065; and AD2021-0144/AD2021-0173, R39060). 
 

Approximately 2,000 feet south of the proposed request is Parma Valley Winery approved in 
September 2000 (CU2004-583, Exhibit 6d of the staff report). The winery is situated on a ridge 
overlooking the subject parcels and Boise River (Exhibit 4f of the staff report). 
 

(4) The applicant addresses compatibility with the area with the following measures:  

 All areas not being mined will remain in agricultural production. Mineral extraction will be 
completed in two phases: Phase A, approximately 37 acres, parcel west of SH-95, and Phase 
B, approximately 122 acres, all parcels east of SH-95 (Exhibit 2c of the staff report). Water 
from irrigation ditches will be utilized for watering crops/non-mined areas until mining is 
necessary 

 Wet dust suppression will be used on the property during the operation of all rock crushers. 
Water and/or magnesium chloride will be used on all haul roads to minimize fugitive dust. 

 Five-foot-high berms will be created all around the parcel to buffer the use from 
neighboring properties and roadways to reduce noise and sight impacts. The berms will be 
stockpiled around the perimeter of the pit. These berms will be vegetated to prevent water 
and sediment from leaving the active project area (Exhibit 2f of the staff report). At the time 
of reclamation, select berms will be removed so as not to leave permanent, non-natural, 
barriers around the property. Crushing will be limited to the hours of operation. 

 
 (5) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. Property owners within 1,000 

feet were noticed on February 21, 2024. A newspaper notice was published on February 24, 
2024. A notice was posted on parcel R39054010 along Boise River Road on February 29, 2024. 

Opposition letters received (Exhibit 4 of the staff report) express the following concerns: 

 Impacts on farming and hunting (Exhibit 4a, 4b, 4l,4m, 4o, 4u, 4x, 4y, 4cc); 

 Floodplain/wetland impact concerns (Exhibit 4e, 4y, 4ee, 4cc); 

 Impacts to Parma Valley Winery (Exhibit 4f, 4j, 4k, 4l, 4o, 4p, 4r, 4s, 4t, 4u, 4w, 4aa); 

 Impacts on existing dwellings located near the proposal (Exhibit 4g, 4i, 4l, 4n, 4q, 4u, 
4x;); 

 Gravel truck traffic and associated impacts such as road safety and windshield damage 
(Exhibit 4b,4g, 4h, 4i, 4j, 4l, 4q, 4s, 4u, 4w,4bb, 4cc); 

 Dust impacts (Exhibit 4f, 4i, 4n, 4s); 

 Wildlife habitat impacts (Exhibit 4d, 4e, 4f, 4g, 4h, 4i, 4n, 4o, 4p, 4q, 4u, 4x, 4cc); 

 Too many gravel pits in the area (Exhibit 4a, 4f); 

 Groundwater contamination (Exhibit 4i, 4q, 4s, 4u, 4cc); 
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 Condition Compliance (Exhibit 4h, 4x, 4dd); 

 Noise impacts (Exhibit 4i, 4l); 

 Impacts to the existing scenery/character (Exhibit 4f, 4k, 4l, 4o, 4t, 4bb);   

 All the above: Petition in opposition (Exhibit 4z); and 

 Hearing Procedures (Exhibit 4ee). 

One e-mail of support was received from Kacie Benson (Exhibit 4v of the staff report) finding 
Premier LLC a good operator who does an excellent job of controlling dust and noise. The 
request will bring more business to the area, boost the economy, and will not impact Parma 
Valley Winery. 

  
 (6) Evidence includes findings and evidence in hearing criteria 1, 6, and 7 in this document. 
 

 (7) Evidence includes the application, supporting materials submitted by the applicant, public 
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits found in Case No. CU2022-0024. 

 

5. Will adequate water, sewer, irrigation, drainage and stormwater drainage facilities, and utility systems be 
provided to accommodate the use? 

 

Conclusion: Adequate facilities and systems to accommodate the use can be provided before the commencement of 
use. 

 

Findings: (1) No well or septic system is proposed (Exhibit 2a of the staff report). Porta-potties will be used 
on-site (location unknown). Gravity irrigation is provided via surface water rights. The source of 
the surface water is from a ditch that runs east and west of the property (Exhibit 2a of the staff 
report).  

 
 (2) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. An initial notice was sent to 

affected agencies on June 9, 2022, with a hearing notice sent February 21, 2024.   
 

No comments were received from Southwest District Health, Riverside Irrigation District, Idaho 
Department of Water (water rights), Idaho Power, or Intermountain Gas. 

 

 (3) Evidence includes the application, supporting materials submitted by the applicant, public 
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits found in Case No. CU2022-0024. 

 

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

 

Conclusion:  Proposed access to SH-95 exists but is not yet permitted by the Idaho Transportation Department 
(ITD). An access permit for access approval and improvements is required before the commandment 
of use. No access is proposed onto Boise River Road. 

 

Findings: (1) Access is proposed on SH-95 (Exhibit 2a and 2c of the staff report). No access from Boise River 
Road is proposed.  

 
 (2) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. An initial notice was sent to 

affected agencies on June 9, 2022, with a hearing notice sent February 21, 2024.  

a. No comments were received from the Notus-Parma Highway District.  

b. Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) requires the applicant to obtain access approval and 
complete associated improvements before the commencement of use (Exhibit 5b of the staff 
report). 

 

 (3) Evidence includes the application, supporting materials submitted by the applicant, public 
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits found in Case No. CU2022-0024. 

 

7. Will there be undue interference with existing or future traffic patterns? 
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Conclusion:  Without additional information regarding truck trips, employee trips, local customer/contractor trips, 
haul routes, and cumulative impacts created by the proposal and existing pit north of this request 
(CU2018-0014), potential impacts and potential mitigating conditions are unknown. 

 

Findings: (1) The applicant proposes all access from SH-95 and estimates approximately 45 trucks coming 
and leaving the sites daily. The majority of the traffic will be during off-peak hours (Exhibit 2a 
of the staff report). The applicant's letter states access and traffic impacts will be addressed 
before the commencement of use (Exhibit 2a of the staff report). 

 
 (2) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. An initial notice was sent to 

affected agencies on June 9, 2022, with a hearing notice sent February 21, 2024.  

a. No comments were received from the Notus-Parma Highway District.  

b. Based on trip generation numbers provided, the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) 
does not find the use to create traffic impacts on SH-95 (Exhibit 5b of the staff report). 

 (3) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. Property owners within 1,000 
feet were noticed on February 21, 2024. A newspaper notice was published on February 24, 
2024. A notice was posted on parcel R39054010 along Boise River Road on February 29, 2024. 

Opposition letters received (Exhibit 4 of the staff report) expressed concerns regarding gravel 
truck traffic and associated impacts such as road safety and windshield damage (Exhibit 4b,4g, 
4h, 4i, 4j, 4l, 4q, 4s, 4u, 4w,4bb, 4cc of the staff report). 

The applicant's letter of intent and submitted information (Exhibit 2 of the staff report) states 
potential truck trips, but does not include employee trips, local customer/contractor trips, haul 
routes, and cumulative impacts created by the proposal and existing pit north of this request 
(CU2018-0014). Without the additional information, potential impacts and potential mitigating 
conditions are unknown. 

 

 (4) Evidence includes the application, supporting materials submitted by the applicant, public 
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits found in Case No. CU2022-0024. 

 

8. Will essential services be provided to accommodate the use including, but not limited to, school facilities, 
police and fire protection, emergency medical services, irrigation facilities, and will the services be 
negatively impacted by such use or require additional public funding in order to meet the needs created by 
the requested use? 

 

Conclusion:  Essential services are available in the area and the proposed long-term mineral extraction is not 
anticipated to impact essential services or require public funding to accommodate the use.  

 

Findings: (1) Essential services in the area include Parma Fire District, Parma School District, Canyon County 
Sheriff Department, and Canyon County Paramedic/EMT. 
 

 The Parma Fire Department is located approximately 6.1 miles from the subject parcels, 
with approximately a 12-minute response time.  

 
 (2) Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCZO §07-05-01. An initial notice was sent to 

affected agencies on June 9, 2022, with a hearing notice sent February 21, 2024.  No comments 
were received from the Parma Fire District, Parma School District, Canyon County Sheriff 
Department, and Canyon County Paramedic/EMT. 

 

 (3) Evidence includes the application, supporting materials submitted by the applicant, public 
testimony, and the staff report with exhibits found in Case No. CU2022-0024. 

 

Additional Standards §07-14-19 Mineral Extraction Long Term:   
When making a decision for a conditional use permit for the use, the decision-making body shall consider the 
following: 
 

1. The uses of the surrounding properties in the determination of the compatibility of the proposed application 
with such uses; 
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 Conclusion:   The use is not compatible with the surrounding properties. 
 

       Finding:   See findings and evidence within hearing criteria 1, 4, and 7 for more information. 
 

2. Duration of the proposed use; 
 

Conclusion:  The approximate date of construction is the Spring of 2025. The approximate date of abandonment 
is the Spring of 2038. The dates are an estimate. 

 

Finding:  According to CCZO 07-07-23: Provisions for Land Use Time Limitations; “gravel pits are exempt 
from commencement and time completion requirements.  The presiding party has the discretionary 
power to establish commencement and completion requirements as specific conditions of approval 
for gravel pits.”  The applicant's requested duration is estimated. A clear duration date was not 
provided. 

 

3. Setbacks from surrounding uses;  
 

Conclusion:   The reclamation plan states a 30’ setback would be established around the property boundary. The 
site plan does not show the 30’ setbacks. 

 

Finding:   The reclamation plan states a 30’ setback would be established around the property boundary 
(Exhibit 2f of the staff report). Berms will be created all around the parcel to buffer the use of 
neighboring properties and roadways. The berms will be stockpiled around the perimeter of the pit. 
These berms will be vegetated to prevent water and sediment from leaving the active project area. 
 

However, the site plan does not show the 30’ setbacks. The plan does not state or demonstrate any 
setbacks from ditches or canals. 

 

4. Reclamation plan as approved by Idaho Department of Lands;  
 

 Conclusion:   An approved reclamation plan is approved as S603001 dated June 30, 2023. 
 

 Finding:   The applicant has submitted a reclamation plan and amended reclamation plan S603001 (Exhibit 2f 
of the staff report) approved by Idaho Department of Lands. 

 

5. The locations of all proposed pits and any accessory uses;  
 

 Conclusion:    The applicant has provided a site plan (aerial) showing the locations of proposed pits and accessory 
uses. No floodplain development studies or information were submitted.   

Finding:   The applicant has provided a site plan (aerial) showing the locations of proposed pits and the 
location of the access, scale house, scales, equipment, and fuel/chemical storage.  

The location of the access, scale house, scales, equipment, and fuel storage appear to be in a 
mapped floodway (Exhibits 3l and 5a of the staff report). The request does not include a no-rise 
study or Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) approved by FEMA.   

The pit area is located in a mapped floodplain just outside of the mapped floodway (Exhibit 2a and 
3l of the staff report). A flood study regarding potential pit capture and how pit dewatering will be 
routed back to the Boise River was not included (Exhibit 5e of the staff report). An evacuation plan 
during a flood event should be included (Exhibit 5a of the staff report).  

 

6. Recommendations from applicable government agencies 
 

 Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) requires the applicant to obtain access approval and complete associated 
improvements before the commencement of use (Exhibit 5b of the staff report). 

 A flood study regarding potential pit capture and how pit dewatering will be routed back to the Boise River 
should be required (Exhibit 5e of the staff report). An evacuation plan during a flood event should be included 
(Exhibit 5a of the staff report). 

 A hydrologic and hydraulic analysis with no rise certification should be provided to ensure that the flood-
carrying capacity within the altered or relocated portion of any watercourse is maintained (Exhibit 5a of the staff 
report). If the request alters the watercourse where it cannot be maintained, the applicant should submit and 
receive approval for a CLOMR (Conditional Letter of Map Revision) before conditional use permit approval. 
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 Golden Eagle Audubon Society (GEAS) and Southwestern Idaho Birders Association (SIBA) expressed 
concerns regarding the potential significant adverse impacts of the project on protected bird species and habitats 
such as Bald Eagle nesting (50 CFR 22.6; Exhibit 4d & 4e of the staff report). The comment letter requests the 
applicant review the request with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to 
learn of potential impacts to species and habitats and ways to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts and 
incorporate guidelines and mitigation measures into their project plan. 

Order 
 

Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission denies Case #CU2022-0024, a conditional use permit for mineral extraction (long term) on Parcels 
R39054, R39054010, R39070010, and R39070010B0. 

Under Idaho Code Section 67-6519, the following actions may be taken to obtain approval: 
 

1. Submit a detailed operations plan and site plan better addressing the use standard requirements (CCZO Section 07-
14-19) including the location of berms, all irrigation ditches and setbacks from ditches, access, internal circulation, 
and parking, and plans to mitigate potential impacts such as noise, dust, groundwater contamination, and 
compatibility with the surrounding area. 

2. Submit plans, reports and approval from FEMA, IDWR, and USACE for development in a floodplain/floodway and 
wetlands. 

3. Provide review by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Idaho Department of Fish and Game to learn of potential 
impacts to species and habitats and ways to avoid and/or minimize potential impacts, and the applicant incorporating 
guidelines and mitigation measures into their project plan. 

4. Provide a trip generation study addressing truck trips, employee trips, local customer/contractor trips, haul routes, 
and cumulative impacts created by the proposal and existing pit north of this request (CU2018-0014).  

 

DATED this ________ day of _________________________, 2024. 
 

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
                                          CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO 

  
                                                                                               ____________________________________ 
                                                                                                              Robert Sturgill, Chairman 
State of Idaho  ) 

    SS 

County of Canyon County ) 

On this ______day of _____________, in the year 2024, before me_________________________, 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 (she) executed the same. 

Notary:         

 My Commission Expires:      
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