
 
BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM 
CR2022-0005 Tanner Verhoeks, Haven Idaho 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

On November 2, 2023, the Planning and Zoning Commission held a Public Hearing to consider this application.  The 
Commission recommended denial of CR2022-0005.  
 
There were 4 comments received after the Planning and Zoning Commission hearing on November 2, 2023, and prior to 
the deadline for comments from Mike Fast, Gary Geyer, Sue Marostica and Ron Plummer (Exhibit 4, Attachment a-d).  
They have concerns of water, increased traffic and removing an active agricultural parcel from production. 
 

The applicant, Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho, is requesting a Conditional Rezone of parcels R28963, R2891010, 
R2891011, and R28961, approximately 43.95 acres, from “A” (Agricultural) to CR-R-1 (Conditional Rezone – R-1 
Residential) zone. The request includes a development agreement to limit residential development to 29 lots with a public 
water system in substantial conformance with the concept plan. The subject property is located at 9814 Robinson Rd., 
Nampa; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of Section 17, T2N, R1W, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 

Parcel R28961, originally approximately 30 acres, was divided in 1991 by deed (PI2020-0039). Parcel R28963 was 
created by land division in 1999 (LS2002-475). If approved, platting per CCZO §07-17-09 is required. A preliminary plat 
for Haven Creek Subdivision was submitted concurrently with the conditional rezone application (SD2022-0013). The 
Plat has been placed on hold until Conditional Rezone conditions are decided.  

The applicant has reached out to the Kuna School District and has come to an agreement for a project with one of the 
schools in the district.  This partnership has changed the stance of the Kuna School District regarding having room for 
more students that would be added with 29 new homes.  (Exhibit C, Attachments 1 and 2) 

An agreement to place a monitoring well has been made between the applicant and the Idaho Department of Water 
Resources. A pumping test was conducted to gain information about the impact on groundwater from the development.  
The applicant has also firmed up irrigation and drainage issues along with a landscaping plan that will be formally 
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addressed at the time of the Preliminary Plat.  The developer had a Traffic Threshold Analysis completed. (Exhibit B, 
Attachment 3)  

The developer has also decided to put in place a community water system for the 29-lot concept plan. They have also 
garnered support from a local dairy operation. The dairy feels that a larger lot size development would help buffer the 
agriculture production from the denser city. (Exhibit D, Attachment 1) 

The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended the denial of the Conditional Rezone the FCO’s on November 2, 
2023 and signed the FCO’s on November 16, 2023 (Exhibit 5).  

DECISION OPTIONS for Conditional Rezone: 

- The Board of County Commissioners may approve the conditional rezone and direct staff to return with 
findings that support the decision along with conditions for the Development Agreement; or 

- The Board of County Commissioners may deny the conditional rezone; or 
- The Board of County Commissioners may continue the discussion and request additional information on 

specific items. 

ATTACHMENTS/EXHIBITS: 

Exhibit 1:  Draft BOCC FCO’s 

Exhibit 2:  Applicant recommended conditions for Development Agreement 
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                  Attachment a: Mike Fast 

                  Attachment b: Gary Geyer 
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                  Attachment e: Larry Peterson 

                  Attachment f: Zahradnicek, Nichols, Danes 
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Exhibit G:  Planning and Zoning Staff Report 

Attachment 1: Draft FCO’s 

Attachment 2: Letter of Intent, Land Use Worksheet 

Attachment 3: Neighborhood Meeting 

Attachment 4: 26 Lot Concept Plan 

Attachment 5: 29 Lot Concept Plan 

Attachment 6: SWDH Pre-Development Meeting 

Attachment 7: Nutrient Pathogen Study 

Attachment 8: Secondary Dwelling Letter – Atlas 

Attachment 9: Communication about the Nitrate Priority Area 
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Attachment 11: Maps  
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11c. Prime Farmland 
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11g. Lot Report 
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13f.   Kuna School District 

13g.  Ted & Sherry Zahradnicek 

13h.  Michael & Carol Locknane 

13i.  Email between planner Michelle Barron and P & Z Commissioner Williamson 

13j.  Cindy R Teuscher 

13k.  David Duvall, Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District 

13l.  Letter from neighbors 

13m. HDR Memo dated January 20, 2023 – Community Water 

 

Exhibit H: Public Comment: Sue Marostica Letter 

 

  

 



Verhoeks – CR2022-0005  Page 1 

 Board of County Commissioners 
Verhoeks – CR2022-0005 

Development Services Department 
 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 
Conditional Rezone – CR2022-0005 

 

Findings of Fact 
1. The applicant, Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho, is requesting a Conditional Rezone of parcels 

R28963, R2891010, R2891011, and R28961, approximately 43.95 acres, from “A” (Agricultural) to 
CR-R-1 (Conditional Rezone – R-1 Residential) zone. The request includes a development agreement 
to limit residential development to 29 lots with a public water system in substantial conformance with 
the concept plan. The subject property is located at 9814 Robinson Rd., Nampa; also referenced as a 
portion of the NW¼ of Section 17, T2N, R1W, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 

2. The subject property is designated as “residential” on the 2020 Canyon County Future Land Use 
Map.  
 

3. The subject property is located within Nampa’s Area of City Impact.  The City designates the 
property as “low density residential” on their future land use map. 
 

4. The subject property is located within Nampa Highway District No. 1, Kuna Fire District, and Kuna 
School District. 
 

5. The neighborhood meeting was held on November 18, 2021, and January 11, 2022, pursuant to 
CCZO §07-01-15. 
 

6. Notice of the public hearing was provided as per CCZO §07-05-01:  Affected agencies and the City 
of Nampa were notified on December 29, 2023. Full political notice was sent on December 29, 2023. 
Property owners within 600 ft. were notified by mail on December 29, 2023. A newspaper notice was 
published on December 29, 2023. A sign was posted on the property on January 5, 2024. 
 

7. The record consists of exhibits as provided as part of the public hearing staff report, exhibits 
submitted during the public hearing on February 8, 2024, and all information contained in the DSD 
case file, CR2022-0005. 

 

Conclusions of Law 
For this request, the Board of County Commissioners finds and concludes the following regarding the 
Standards of Review for a Conditional Rezone (§07-06-07(6)): 
 

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

 

Conclusion: The request is generally consistent with the 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive 
Plan.  

 

Finding:   The property is designated as “residential” on the Future land use map within the 2020 
Canyon County Comprehensive Plan (Exhibit G, Attachment 11h).  

  

 The request is generally consistent with the following policies and goals of the 2020 
Canyon County Comprehensive Plan: 

 

- Property Rights Policy No. 1: “No person shall be deprived of private property 
without due process of law.” 
 

- Population Policy No. 2: “Encourage high-density development to locate within 
incorporated cities and/or areas of city impact.” 
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- Land Use Goal No. 3: “Use appropriate techniques to mitigate incompatible land 
uses.” 
 

- Land Use Goal No. 4: “To encourage development in those areas of the county 
which provide the most favorable conditions for future community services.” 

 

- Land Use Goal No. 5: “Achieve a land use balance which recognizes that existing 
agricultural uses and non-agricultural development may occur in the same area.” 
 

- Housing Policy No. 1: Encourage a variety of housing choices that meet the needs 
of families, various age groups, and incomes. 
 

- Land Use Policy No. 2: “Encourage orderly development of subdivisions and 
individual land parcels, and require development agreements when appropriate.” 
 

- Public Services, Facilities, and Utilities Policy No. 3: Encourage the 
establishment of new development to be located within the boundaries of a rural 
fire protection district.  
 

- Land Use Component - Residential (Page 37 of the Comprehensive Plan): 
Residential development should be encouraged in or near Areas of City Impact or 
within areas that demonstrate a development pattern of residential land uses. 

 

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

Conclusion: The request is not more appropriate than the current zoning designation due to the 
property being classified as prime farmland, the area surrounding it is in active farming 
and the area consisting of larger residential parcels. 

 

Finding: The parcel consists of best and moderately-suited soils that are gravity irrigated. The 
entire property is classified as prime farmland (Exhibit 11b, c, & d). 

 

 The average lot size found within the vicinity of the subject parcel is 5.35 acres with a 
median of 4.88 acres (Exhibit 11g).  The current subdivisions in the area were entitled 
through a Conditional Use Permit process, not a zoning change. There are 13 approved 
subdivisions within a one-mile radius of the subject parcel, however, the average lot 
size is 3.32 acres. Based on the average lot sizes and predominate agricultural 
character, the area does not support the purpose of the “R-1” zone which is to “promote 
and enhance predominantly single-family living areas at a low-density standard” 
(CCZO Section 07-10-25(3). 

 
 Evidence includes testimony received at the hearing regarding residential lot sizes, the 

Board concurs with the Commission’s findings that larger parcels would be more 
appropriate than the proposed density.  This parcel and surrounding parcels are under 
agricultural production currently based on testimony, site visits and case maps (Exhibit 
G, Attachment 11) and testimony of concern about nearby agriculture in production. 

 

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

 

Conclusion: The request is not compatible with the surrounding land uses.  
 

Finding:     There isn’t similar R-1 zoning near the property and several of the surrounding land 
divisions/subdivisions are larger than the proposed average lot size (1.26 acres) by 
double. The Board concurs with the Planning and Zoning Commission’s concerns 
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about the nearby larger agricultural operations in the area and adding residential uses at 
this density (Exhibit E). 

 
 This parcel is under agricultural production currently based on case maps (Exhibit G, 

Attachment 11) and testimony at the hearing.    
  

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

 

Conclusion: The proposed conditional rezone will negatively affect the character of the area. 
 

Finding:      The character of the area is predominantly agricultural (Exhibit G, Attachment 11c and 
11d). The property is considered best-suited and moderately-suited soils and prime 
farmland if irrigated (Exhibit G, Attachment 11b and Attachment 11d). By adding 
additional residential lots at the proposed density in the area, it would no longer give the 
character of an agricultural area.  

 Area neighbors have testified and requested a denial of the Conditional Rezone because 
of the potential loss of well water, loss of farm ground, increased traffic, and the change 
of character of the area (Exhibit E).  

 The applicant has proposed mitigation through more rural-looking public roads with no 
curb, gutter, sidewalk, or streetlights. They would use more native-looking landscaping. 

 The Board concurs with the Planning and Zoning Commission who did not find 
proposed conditions sufficient to mitigate these concerns. 

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

 

Conclusion: Adequate facilities will be available through proposed mitigation such as a community 
well, specific septic systems recommended by SWDH, irrigation plan, and drainage 
plan proposed along with the future subdivision. There are utility easements in place 
to provide services.  

 

Finding:           Developer proposed to install a community well on the site to serve the 29 residential 
lots.  The SER was approved by Southwest District Health and recommendations were 
made for the type of septic systems to be used.  Irrigation and drainage have been 
addressed after the Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing.  The application 
includes a proposal for a public water system to service the subdivision. 

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

   Conclusion:    Access does exist, as the developer requested and received a variance from the Nampa 
Highway District for new access from Robinson Road, a public road. 

 

       Finding:         Future access will be required to meet CCZO §07-10-03 & Canyon County Code §09-
11-19 unless waived.  

  

 Nampa Highway District #1 approved a request for a single point of access.  No 
additional comments were received from Nampa Highway District #1. (Exhibit G, 
Attachment 12e) 
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G. Does the proposed conditional rezone require public street improvements in order to provide 
adequate access to and from the subject property to minimize undue interference with existing 
or future traffic patterns? What measures have been taken to mitigate traffic impacts? 
 

Conclusion: Impacts on existing and future traffic patterns are not anticipated. Public street 
improvements would not be required unless directed from the Nampa Highway 
District. No measures have been taken to mitigate traffic impacts.  

 

Finding: The subject property has current legal access off of Robinson Road. The request is for 
only one access. The request, as conditioned, is not anticipated to require a traffic 
impact study.  Nampa Highway District will require an access approach and dedication 
at the time of the plat to minimize potential traffic and access impacts (Exhibit G, 
Attachment 12e).  

 

 The developer had a Traffic Threshold Analysis (Exhibit B, Attachment 3).  
   

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

 

Conclusion: Essential services will be provided to accommodate the use.   
 

Finding: The developer contacted the Kuna Fire District and confirmed that the response time 
would be 10 – 12 minutes (Exhibit B, Attachment 3).  

 

 The developer has worked with the Kuna School District and has worked out a 
partnership. The developer proposes working with the Kuna School District to help 
with their technical school students (Exhibit B, Attachments 1, 2,3,4 and Exhibit C, 
Attachments 1 and 2). 

 
 The school district representative did confirm that the Kuna School District is at 

capacity even though they have entered into a partnership with this developer. 
 

Conclusions of Law - Area of City Impact  
The property is within Nampa’s Area of City Impact. The city designates the area as “low-density 
residential”. Pursuant to Canyon County Code §09-11-21(1) of the Nampa Area of City Impact 
Agreement, a notice was provided to the City of Nampa on May 20, 2022, September 19, 2020 and 
December 27, 2023. The City of Nampa provided comments, summarized as follows:  
 

- No city services are available; over two miles from the subject property.  The largest lot size allowed 
in the Low-Density Residential designation is 32,000 square feet. The City of Nampa opposes the 
request. 
 

- The applicant confirmed the desired density from the City of Nampa as seen in Exhibit B, 
Attachment 5.  
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Order 
Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Board of County 
Commissioners denies Case # CR2022-0005, a conditional rezone of parcels R28963, R2891010, 
R2891011 and R28961, from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R-1” (Conditional Rezone – Single Family 
Residential).  

Pursuant to Idaho Code Section 67-6519, the following actions may be taken to obtain approval: 

Based on the average lot size in the area and predominated agricultural land still in production, 
applicant could reapply for a Rural Residential designation with a minimum of 3-acre parcels.  

This area is premature to develop into housing at this time. This parcel is in agriculture production and 
should wait until the land use patterns change gradually. There are no actions or conditions that can 
fully mitigate the concerns at this time for this application. 

 

Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Board of County 
Commissioners deny Case # CR2022-0005, a conditional rezone of parcels R28963, R2891010, 
R2891011 and R28961, from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R-1” (Conditional Rezone – Single Family 
Residential).  

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

DATED this ________ day of _________________________, 2024. 
 
CANYON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
 

   Motion Carried Unanimously 
   Motion Carried/Split Vote Below 
   Motion Defeated/Split Vote Below 
 
 Did Not 
 Yes No  Vote 
 

________________________________________ ______ ______ ______ 
Commissioner Leslie Van Beek 
 

________________________________________ ______ ______ ______ 
Commissioner Brad Holton  
 

________________________________________ ______ ______ ______ 
Commissioner Zach Brooks 
 
Attest: Chris Yamamoto, Clerk 
 
By: _____________________________________  Date: __________________ 
Deputy 
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474 Elgin AVE. – P.O. Box 226 – Notus, ID 83656 – 208-459-4141 – Fax 208-459-3428 

January 9, 2024 

 

Canyon County Development Services Department 

111 North 11th Ave. Suite 140 

Caldwell, ID  83605 

(208) 454-7458 

 

RE:  Conditional Rezone. Parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011, and R28961 

Case No. CR2022-0005 

Applicant: Tanner Verhoeks 

Planner: Michelle Barron 

 

These parcels are located on the east side of Robinson Road and south of Lewis Lane in Nampa, 

Idaho. These parcels are located outside of Black Canyon Irrigation District (District). There are 

no District facilities on or adjacent to this parcel.  

Thank You, 

 

Donald Popoff 
 

Donald Popoff P.E. 

District Engineer 

Black Canyon Irrigation District 
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Canyon County Board of Commissioners
1115 Albany Street
Caldwell, Idaho 83605

Project Summary: Case No. CR2022-0005:
The preliminary plat application concerns parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961 {+/- 43.95
acres) in Nampa, Idaho, located SE of Robinson Rd & Lewis Ln; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of
Section 17, T2N, RlW, Canyon County, Idaho.
Zoning is proposed to change from agricultural (AG) to conditional CR- R-1 residential with a development
agreement. A preliminary plat is required for the planned development of the parcels.

Dear Commissioners:

For just shy of two years, we and 97 of our neighbors have been against the development and voiced our
concerns at the planning and zoning meetings. Planning and Zoning has twice denied this development. These
same concerns were expressed before the developers bought the property as well. Our area is characterized
by its rural agricultural nature, and the property in question, which is being considered for development, faces
several challenges that could be better for such purposes: two different canals cross this property. The canal
companies have cited their concerns about how developing this property will affect their access to service
these canals and the public safety of placing a residential subdivision over them. In April 2023, we recently had
to lower our well by an additional 10 feet and are facing water issues again. This marks the third instance of
our well pump dropping in the last 15 years, and we now stand at a depth of about 100+ feet. Regardless of
what the water experts are testifying, we and several neighbors have had water issues in the last 20 years,
with expectations of it only worsening. Developing property that was once farmland is creating issues with the
watershed that is not replenishing the aquifers. 1

The primary concern we shared is the potential water and sewer issues and the degradation of our rural
lifestyle that the proposed development might trigger. These problems arise from the development's haste to
move forward without waiting for City-provided water and sewer services to become accessible. This proposal
needs to match their projected needs to obtain their approval.

During the most recent rezoning meeting, the County water engineer provided testimony. It was highlighted
that the criteria for permitting well installation on private properties were initially designed with large
homesteaded properties spanning 360+ acres in mind. However, over time, there has been a significant
misinterpretation of these regulations. This misinterpretation, coupled with allowing property owners to
establish wells regardless of property size, has resulted in the unrestricted development of our agricultural
lands without including city water and sewer services. This is affecting everyone's water supplies. Regrettably,
those with larger acreages are now burdened with the associated expenses. This creates a taking of the
current property owners and their rights.

We have written to the Attorney General of Idaho with our concerns. The letter is attached for your reference.

1. The +/- 43.95-acre site is planned to be split into roughly 29 buildable lots. This zoning is AG, and they
want to go to CR- R-1. They are still determining the average proposed lot size since they will divide it
into 29 lots. Because of the two canals that cross this property, it cannot be divided equally. Many lot
sizes may be less than 1 acre and some more. One single access has been approved by the Nampa

1 https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-03/documents/protect_water_higher_density1.pdf
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Highway District off Robinson Road for internal access. They are one lot short of being required to
provide two accesses by the Fire Department. This is not possible because of the two canals and the
problems they create. They are proposing that they incorporate a public water system this time. Still, it
does not state at what level this system will be to protect anyone else's wells, and this does not address
the septic systems that will be put in over the hardpan that will leach into the wells in proximity, there
are no city services in this area. The SPF Water Engineering well reports are outdated and say that
this area has not experienced a drop in the water tables in the last 20 years. The original well water
reports for Dye Lane were from when the wells were initially put in, and several of the homes on Dye
Lane, in the impacted area, with wells in the 80-100ft range, have gone dry and had to drop down
another 100-150ft between 1995-2005. These reports are not showing. On their newest findings all of
the well reports from the Dye Lane area are being excluded. Their reasoning was that we would not be
affected by this development even though we were notified because of our proximity.
Of those still in the 80-100ft range, they are experiencing water issues and fluctuations. On this same
water table, homes in the Lewis Lane area are experiencing the same water issues. The County
Engineer report has recommended a community water system. Kuna’s developments outside of city
services are required to do a community well below the average well depths of the current residents to
avoid disrupting current residents. This would be necessary for this area, with many residents facing
water issues.

2. Are we following the stipulations included in the Conditional Rezone Ordinances of Canyon County?
There are many stipulations that this concerned group would like to impose upon this development
under conditional rezoning since any CC&Rs they may suggest are not enforceable by the county. The
development of this property could negatively impact the properties currently in this impact area.

3. Public documents requested say that the Kuna Fire Department and Kuna Schools were notified in
March of 2022, more than a year ago, with no replies. In recently speaking with the City Council of
Kuna; they are currently slowing developments because the schools are experiencing overcrowding,
with no funds to remedy. Kuna Fire did respond and needs fire lanes marked with no parking signs, fire
hydrants, adequate size house numbers, and sufficient easement on entry points. There have been
incidents of developers placing wells of inadequate size for fire hydrants that are unmonitored. They
only become a problem in an emergency when they realize they are dry or not pumping enough
volume. This puts all the neighbors at risk.

Agriculture: The county’s policy is to encourage the use of these lands for agricultural use.
i. Looking at the property sizes around this site plan, 3.74 is the smallest site in proximity;

all the others are 5 acres and over. This proposed plan does not match the surrounding
area, including small to large farms and dairies.

1. This proposed area's suggested development is ½ to ⅓ the size of the existing
3.74 and 5-acre average lot sizes and could be less.

2. Almost all of the lots that are 5 acres in size are continuing with agriculture
endeavors. Continuing with pasture/farm utilizing irrigation water that fills the
aquifers. Southwest District recommended that this proposal tile the
irrigation ditches to limit nitrates. This practice does not allow irrigation
ditches to replenish the aquifers, creating more water problems.

3. Some large acre farms in this area need farm equipment to swath and bale hay,
plow, till, etc. They transport large farm equipment, animals, and milk. Do our
roads accommodate that need to merge with the proposed additional daily
commuters on two-lane roads with limited shoulders, or are we looking at horrific
traffic accidents?

2 of 9
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4. The intersection at Robinson and Locust, 1 mile away, has several deadly
accident markers.

5. Robinson Road is posted at 50 MPH, and there is a treacherous hill with limited
visibility less than a ½ mile from the proposed access to this subdivision, as
referenced in the public documents as the photo taken on Robinson Rd looking
South. Milk trucks run this route daily and feed trucks for the dairies.

6. A new subdivision in development on Locust and Happy Valley has put a large
amount of traffic on Robinson. It is treacherous to gain access to Robinson from
Lewis and Dye Lanes.

7. Along with a riding stable located 1 mile away, there are two dairies within
proximity and several more within 2 miles. One that is .07 miles away on
Robinson and Deer Flat and another less than a mile away around the center
area of McDermot and Deer Flat. Residential inhabitants are not usually tolerant
of the smells and/or sounds, baling hay at 5:00 AM and midnight, cows bellowing
all night, and roosters crowing at dawn.

ii. Unknow lot sizes are a breeding ground for disaster. This is not enough land to
encourage agricultural development, but it will encourage large oversized lawns or weed
patches. It also does not fit into the existing matrix for planning and zoning of this area.
It has been found that people will NOT and cannot afford to invest in the equipment to
maintain these lot sizes, but instead plant it all to mowable grass or leave it bare. These
are the two worst possible scenarios for water conservation.

iii. In our area, we are unaware of anyone with adequate equipment willing to do hobby
farming to help facilitate this thought process of keeping this land for agricultural use. If
this is the case, they will do one of two things: plant large lawns or leave it as a dry lot.

iv. If these people invest as much money and time as it takes to plant 1 acre of lawn and
landscaping, they will do what is necessary to keep it alive. State statutes give only ½
acre of lawn to water with wells, with many areas only recommending ¼ acre with
current water shortages. Our area cycles in a 7 - 10 year drought period in which our
irrigation water is limited in usage amounts and the duration on regular cycles. In the
past few years, the irrigation water allotted to farmers was reduced in quantity and shut
off one (1) month to two (2) weeks early, on September 15th (2021) and October 1st
(2022), rather than October 15th. The weather remained hot, and people were still
watering their lawns. In this period, irrigation water for these areas will be used early,
and then they will water their lawns from their wells, creating an even bigger strain on
our neighboring wells. Farms in these areas are cognitive of the water cycles and plant
accordingly and ration water. Residential inhabitants are not accustomed to this lifestyle.

v. If the buyers of this proposed subdivision have yet to invest in large lawns, they leave 1
to 1.+ acres to dry lot, encouraging weeds, varmints, and grass fires.

1. Typically, these weeds and varmints will go unattended and create breeding
grounds for noxious weeds and uncontrolled infestations of rodents to
contaminate the neighboring farms with more weeds and varmints. Who pays for
this additional work and management for these farms? Additionally, if they are
not irrigating this, the aquifers are not replenished with what usually would come
from farmland irrigation. See: Managed Aquifer Recharge report published
Dec. 15, 2014, from Idaho Water Resources, By David R. Tuthill.

2. If we run the risk of grass fires, do we have the necessary fire hydrants and
stations to prevent these fires from destroying neighboring houses?
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3. Jeff Larson's pasture caught fire from a neighbor with a large lot, all overgrown
weeds. In July 2022, they lit fireworks that started a fire but told firefighters that
they were trying to burn the weeds (without a permit), which got away from them.
If Jeff’s neighbors had not been home and rushing in with spraying equipment
and 4-wheelers to control it before the fire department arrived, he would have
had significant damage to property and livestock. With the proposed
development, we can expect more of this.

b. Water and Sewer
i. Looking through the well reports, these have yet to be updated since the wells were

originally dug. There have been numerous reports of wells in our area going dry since
1990, regardless of the water reports submitted by the developers for this subdivision.
Of the 90+ landowners in the closest proximity, currently opposing this with more to
come, more than half have had or are currently experiencing well water issues. Those
needing to redrill have had to go down another 100-150 ft to be in the water. Redrilling
the wells is an expensive and timely cost that none of these people will take on. Well
drillers in our areas are 6-15 months out and $30,000 to $40,000 + in fees to redrill a
well. One family is on an 8-month wait list just to replace their pump after issues with it
going in and out of the water supply and pumping sand. If their wells go dry, what will
these people do in the duration for water? What if they have livestock?

ii. As a condition, should you accept this proposal, the developer should put up a $500,000
bond for neighboring wells should they go dry or have issues. The neighbors of this
proposal should not have to pay for the developer to make money. Another area in
Nampa was subject to this exact scenario, and the bills to redrill wells were $506,000.

iii. Kuna P&Z has adopted all new developments to put a community well below the water
levels of current residents. They should also include a holding tank of at least 10,000
gallons with a backup system with fire hydrants. They also are to include a Public Water
System to reuse their wastewater. Your water specialist recommended some of this.
Since many of these homes that will be affected are in the Kuna services area, this
should also be required here. Since these properties will use Kuna services, will Kuna
P&Z need to be involved?

iv. The water studies that were done for the previous proposal used data from test wells
about 4 miles away. In this area, water tables can change drastically in that distance.
Many residents wishing to be listed below have had well issues in the last few years.

v. The water tables cycle in this area every 7-10 years. When we come out of this cycle, we
can expect to be back in it in 7-10 years. This has been the cycle for over 100 years.

vi. If all these people are out of irrigation water, they will use their well water to water their
oversized lawns. When we complained about this they reapplied for an irrigation well
permit just to water the lawns. This will put an even more significant strain on those
currently nursing wells in drought seasons. This is unfair to farmers who cannot get an
irrigation well permit to water crops, that is not the intention of these well permits.

vii. This is in the impact area of Nampa City Water and Sewer. Are they going to move a
trunk line out to this area? Will Nampa supply water to all the homes? The closest line
is currently 2+ miles away. From our understanding, the City of Nampa needs more
money for sewer or water south of its current City limits line.

viii. Most of the land has a hardpan below the surface. Can the ground use septic systems,
or is the City bringing out a trunk line for a sewer system to cover all these homes that
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might be added? We want to avoid drinking our neighbor's sewage water. If the City
comes upon a windfall of money and brings out a trunk line, do the existing homeowners
have to pay to plug into the line? Who pays for this cost to get this service, and will all of
us be charged to plug it into their system?

ix. The acreages that are back to back, separated by a single fence, to these proposed
areas and that have been notified they will be impacted have different city addresses.
Some are Kuna, and some are Nampa, but all are in Canyon County. If Nampa does
not bring out City services, will Kuna be required to cover the people impacted by this
development when their wells go dry or are contaminated by sewage?

c. Residential
i. Schools have been asked if they can accommodate more students and they are at

capacity. They are willing to make an exception in their case for a donation of $100,000.
This means that the education of all our currently enrolled children is quantifiable, which
is appalling. Attached is a letter that they sent another developer that they could not
accommodate these extra children, because they did not offer them a “bribe”. Since the
latest school bond failed, because we are already taxed to the limit, we wonder if the
schools are using this as leverage to overcrowd the schools and force taxpayers to come
up with more money. Here is a snapshot of what we currently need for schools.

ii. What would it add to our community if each house had an average of two (2) kids?
Since this is in the Kuna school district, do they have the funds to add new schools and
sewage treatment systems? Does Nampa? There needs to be more money in any of
the city coffers to offer expansion. Nampa schools near this proposed development are
already trying to determine how to place the kids from two other uncompleted residential
developments. Schools in this Nampa area are already at close to 30 students per class,
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and all classrooms are being utilized. Kuna Schools are imploring Kuna City Council to
slow down on developments because of overcrowding but are willing to accept this
development for $100,000.

iii. This area will have a Nampa address but be involved in Kuna services: fire, school, etc.
This is a Canyon County property, but Ada County provides the services. Does this need
to go to Kuna Planning & Zoning as well? Ada County P&Z?

iv. Those in Canyon County with Kuna addresses are already being taxed exponentially
from two bonds passed to help the schools in Kuna. The developers need to be paying
these fees and not retired residents.

v. Will the Developer be paying impact fees? See Idaho Statutes 67-8204 Development
Impact Fees.

vi. Developers are supposed to pay for additional stoplights, additional school
accommodations, fire department, and police department; if any wells go dry in the
process of development being added, will the developer pay for lowering the individual
wells? How will this be collected or addressed? Will the developer post a bond for this
cost?

vii. See Section 67-8207 as to how this is paid, See 67-8206 for the impact fee ordinance.
Chapter 11 Development Impact Fees Article 1 Development impact fee ordinance was
established on Jan 14, 2021.

viii. Impact fees for Nampa Fire District Residential are $560. There are also Road fees.
These are to be collected Fees by the county at the time of the final plat. The property
owner in the area now has had to pay these fees in taxes for the number of years they
have lived here. By adding more homes, we must ensure the new developer will pay his
fair share. Since this is the Kuna fire district, how are these fees transferred?

ix. River Meadows, another subdivision approved by the planning and zoning in Nampa,
needs wide enough roadways for two cars to pass. The driveways can barely facilitate
two cars, but you cannot open the doors, so everyone parks on both sides of the streets,
causing the entire subdivision to be one lane for traffic. Children are running in and out of
parked cars. The residents call it “running the gauntlet.” The developer (Cory Barton)
made a few extra dollars to narrow the driveways. Will this be monitored for this
proposal? We would think this is also hazardous for emergency services.

x. Has anyone looked into the guidelines provisioned under the land use planning Act.
67-6508: Are you considering ALL the land in this proposed area, and how will this
decision affect the current owners?

xi. Dye Lane has a limited number of phone lines that can be utilized. Some residents had
to give up their multi-phone lines to accommodate those who did not have service. Will
this area be able to accommodate the numbers proposed?

xii. Will this land be compatible with the private property rights and adversely impact
property values or create unnecessary technical limitations on the use of property and
analysis as prescribed under the declarations of the purse in Chapter 80 Title 67. Idaho
code.

1. Population
2. School Facilities and Transportation
3. Economic Development
4. Land use, Natural resources such as water, and watersheds.
5. Public Services, Facilities, Utilities, sewage, drainage, fire stations, health and

welfare facilities.
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When considering all the Ordinances, Comprehensive Plans, State Laws, Idaho Constitution, and Land Use
Issues in the area as such, then adding more development to the equation, you are putting the County at legal
risk by creating a “TAKING” of the present property owners that are already facing other issues according to
the Attorney Generals Office of the State of Idaho. This is why land-use decisions are so critical. What is
being proposed is ½ to ⅓ of what is already in play.

As Commissioners, we request that you consider the protection of our Property Rights under Idaho Statute
67-6502 and all of our questions before passing any rezone that impacts us negatively.

Because this property falls into a unique situation, located in Nampa, but all services are in Kuna, we urge you
to take a closer look at their proposal. We need to ensure these agencies do not have series concerns over
this property. Many new subdivisions in Kuna have been added since then. Suppose there is no rezoning
request for Kuna and speak with a City Council member of Kuna. In that case, they have been overrun with
new developments that are taking a significant amount of its resources. Schools are imploring them to decline
these new requests since they need help to keep up with the expansion. Since all the services are coming from
Kuna, we suggest they formally propose this rezoning with Kuna to get a more accurate synopsis of what is
happening with notifications going to Kuna residents to be able to attend the hearing.

In the neighborhood meeting, referenced in Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, on page 10,
5. Notice of the public hearing was before the developer had purchased the property and was met with 20 +
neighbors who adamantly opposed the development; they proposed the 1.67 average acres parcels for the
reasons stated above, but the one that will affect these neighbors the most is well water. These property
owners are currently or recently fighting well water issues. The average well is now $35,000++ and an 8-15
month wait time. Something like this could bankrupt some families by adding more wells to our struggling
area. We are a high country desert, water is precious, and subdivisions all over the valley face the same
issues. Residential subdivisions of this proposed size should only be allowed if there are trunk lines for city
water and sewer.

Respectfully,

Vic & Sue Marostica
4596 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Submitted at request with a list of all the concerned landowners impacted by the Lewis Lane Proposed
Development that agree with these concerns. (97)

First Name Last Name Address City, State, Zip

Rick & Aimee Bell 9829 S. Lockname Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Mike Benson 6619 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Heather Benson 6619 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Gretta & Jonathan Buehler 9809 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Darin & Christy Buttars 9964 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Alan & Lynne Caba 6600 E Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Ken Cathcart 9904 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686
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First Name Last Name Address City, State, Zip

Luis & Irene Chavolla 6549 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Debbie Clem 3758 W Deer Flat Rd Kuna, ID 83634

Bo & Katie Clouss 4528 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Mark David 6221 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Alexandra & Trent DeYoung 6923 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Linda Emry 4491 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Mike & Amy Fast 8979 Robinson Road Kuna, ID 83634

Mariko Fisher 7913 S. McDermott Road Kuna, ID 83634

Peter & Shari Francois 9857 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Roy & Debbie Gallagher 5204 Roay Dr Nampa, ID 83686

Darlene Gans 7509 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Antonio Copado Garcia 4686 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Gary Geyer 4441 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Roxanna Geyer 4441 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83635

Janne & Greg Goetz 5131 Bugle Ridge Rd Nampa, ID 83686

Cameron Goetz 5131 Bugle Ridge Rd Nampa, ID 83686

Mallory Goetz 5131 Bugle Ridge Rd Nampa, ID 83686

Mark & Melissa Hadley 7500 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Denise & Dwane Harris 7300 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

DeWight Higel 9832 S. Locknane Nampa, ID 83686

Kurt Howell 4750 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Rocio Mendoza Jimenez 4686 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Russ & Lori Johnson 9901 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Dag & Malia Jösang 9965 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Curtis Kessel 4930 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Jan Kimbrough 4250 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Tiana Kisler 5445 McDermott Kuna, ID 83634

Derek Kisler 5445 McDermott Kuna, ID 83634

Jeff & Ashley Larsen 4628 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Mike & Carol Locknane 9871 S. Locknane Nampa, ID 83686

Steve & Susan Low 9797 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686
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First Name Last Name Address City, State, Zip

Joeseph Mackenzie 4941 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Sue Marostica 4596 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Victor Marostica 4596 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83635

Adam Minic 4239 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Sheila Minic 4239 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Ray Moore 7061 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Sam Nelson 6900 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Karen & Lee Nichols 9663 Robinson Rd Nampa, ID 83686

Ken & Linda Nungesser 7226 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Larry & Gail Peterson 6411 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Ron & Polly Plummer 5093 W Deer Flat Rd Kuna, ID 83634

Lonny & Angie Reiber 9820 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Brandon Richards 9529 Robinson Rd Nampa, ID 83686

Tom & Lillie Rogers 6508 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Bill Rose 9446 Robinson Nampa, ID 83686

Linda Sanford 4793 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Reynold Schenck 4283 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Jennifer & Tony Senn 5111 Bugle Ridge Rd Nampa, ID 83686

Susan Smith 4283 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Brad Smith 6715 Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Patricia Stilwell 9881 S Locknane Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Bette Stom 7420 E. Lewis Lane Nampa, ID 83686

Doug & Cindy Teusher 9442 Robinson Nampa, ID 83686

John & Jenn VanNortwick 4493 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Frank & Laura Wallace 7114 E. Lewis Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Elaine Ward 4188 Dye Lane Kuna, ID 83634

Randy & Sherry Wolske 9835 Dundee Ct Nampa, ID 83686

Ted & Sherry Zahradnicek 9676 Robinson Road Nampa, ID 83686

Thomas Zahradnicek 8605 Soutside Bld Nampa, ID 83686
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Honorable Raul Labrador
Attorney General of Idaho
Office of the Attorney General
700 W. Jefferson Street, Suite 210
Boise, ID 83720

Subject: Urgent Concerns About Property Rights and Water Resources in the Nampa Agricultural Area

Dear Attorney General Labrador,

We are writing to you as concerned residents and property owners in the Nampa agricultural area. Our
community, known for its rich agricultural heritage and rural appeal, is at a pivotal point. The current pace of
unchecked development poses serious threats to our way of life, personal health, and the well-being of our
natural resources.

One fundamental question arises: Wouldn't it be more prudent to focus development on less fertile lands,
preserving our valuable agricultural areas for farming? The pressing issue is the development focus on fertile
lands, which is crucial for agriculture. The current development trend is guided by Canyon County’s 1and
Nampa’s Comprehensive Plans2, leading to the unnecessary loss of prime farmland. This not only undermines
agricultural activities but also strains our vital water resources. The construction of dense new housing
subdivisions, roads, piping irrigation canals, and other infrastructure is reducing permeable land created by
farming, disrupting natural water cycles, and depleting aquifers. 3As a result, many of us face the troubling
reality of drying wells and the degradation of our rural lifestyle.

Developers are building homes on top of one another on separate wells and at the same depth as current
landowners. Even with new recommendations, it is not a solution that they have a community well. There are
no regulations that determine what their well depth needs to be. There needs to be more water in the water
tables to support this many wells. Many wells in our area are experiencing water problems. When the laws
were written to allow each homeowner the right to drill a well, was from over 100 years ago when people were
homesteading 300-600 acres for one home, not 7-10 homes per acre. This creates a taking of current property
owners’ resources and rights for the rights of the developers. It is deceptive to the new homeowners as well.
When the water table goes dry, everyone is without water at that depth… and the developers are nowhere to
be found. Drilling a new well, to go to a much deeper level or water table will start at $40,000.

This situation directly conflicts with Idaho’s Title 55 statutes concerning property rights and land use. It is
imperative that your office reassesses the development approach in our agricultural areas, advocating for a
model that balances the rights of existing landowners with environmental integrity. Who will protect us when
our wells are dry because of this rampant growth, or our children are not getting the education they deserve
because of the overcrowded schools? These Comprehensive Plans cannot be utilized until City Services, such
as water, sewer, schools, and adequate emergency services, are available to them.

The unchecked development also raises questions about the implementation of these Comprehensive Plans in
accordance with state laws. As stakeholders directly impacted, we seek your intervention to guide future
growth towards a more sustainable and respectful approach. Many of us neighbors who moved here for a
small-scale farming lifestyle and open space are now overwhelmed by the encroaching dense neighborhoods.

3 https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2014-03/documents/protect_water_higher_density1.pdf
2 https://www.cityofnampa.us/1428/Future-Planning-Long-Range
1 https://www.canyoncounty.id.gov/elected-officials/commissioners/development-services/planning-zoning/



These new neighborhoods often do not respect our rights to farm and are annoyed with smells and equipment
running early or late in the day.

Furthermore, we acknowledge the difficult position of farmers who, facing financial and agricultural challenges,
are tempted, or forced, to sell their land to developers. Could we consider a land trust model that allows these
farmers to sell at fair market value while preserving the land to be bought to be kept for agricultural use at
agricultural prices? The conversion between these two often results in the loss of our agricultural land,
environmental impacts, and changes in the community's character.

In response to these challenges, I respectfully request your office to:

1. Conduct a thorough investigation into the development practices in Nampa and Canyon County,
focusing on water resource management and property rights.

2. Review and, if necessary, adjust the application of Comprehensive Plans and zoning policies to align
with state laws and protect existing property owners.

3. Facilitate a collaborative discussion among stakeholders, including property owners, developers, city
planners, and legal experts, to formulate a balanced, sustainable growth strategy.

4. Explore the possibilities of a land trust to protect American Farmland as other 30 other states have
implemented.4

Your leadership is crucial in protecting the rights and livelihoods of property owners in Canyon County’s
agricultural area. We trust in your commitment to address these issues with urgency and efficacy.

Thank you for your unwavering dedication to the people of Idaho and for considering our pressing concerns.

Sincerely,

Victor and Sue Marostica
And the additional concerned community members:

Debbie Clem
Gary and Roxanna Geyer
Dwane and Denise Harris
Ron and Polly Plummer
Linda Sanford
Reynold Schenck
Susan Smith

4 https://farmland.org/state-purchase-of-ag

https://farmland.org/state-purchase-of-agricultural-conservation-easement-programs-permanently-protect-3-1-million-acres-as-of-january-2020/#:~:text=As%20of%20January%202020%2C%20thirty,agricultural%20conservation%20easements%20since%20inception.
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Canyon County Board of County Commissioners              January 2, 2024 

1115 Albany Street 

Caldwell, Idaho  83605 

 

Case No. CR2022-0005  

Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho Request - Rezone of Parcels R28963, R2891010, 
R2891011 & R28961 from “A” to CR-R-1. 

 

Dear Canyon County Board of Commissioners: 

More than 80 of my neighbors and I remain adamantly opposed to rezoning the referenced 
parcels from existing “A” to “CR-R-1” for the same three reasons presented to the Board of 
County Commissioners in August, 2023:  adverse effects on existing water wells, non-
compatibility with existing land use, and congestion.  Furthermore, the requested rezoning 
has been rejected twice by the Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission, and we 
request the Board of County Commissioners also reject the request based on the following: 

Adverse Effects on Water Wells – if rezoned, the developers plan to develop the current 
46 +/- acres into 29 lots averaging 1.51 acres per lot.  Each lot was originally proposed to 
have its own individual residential water well and septic system. We now understand a 
“community water system” is planned.  Regardless of 29 individual wells or one very large 
community well, pumping this much water in such close proximity to current existing 
residential wells will very likely cause several wells nearby to dry up.  Some nearby wells 
have already had issues in the past few years due to lowering water levels.  

Haven Idaho had a groundwater pumping test completed that indicated only about 1-inch of 
drawdown impact on the existing water level.  There are several inherent problems with 
their pumping test: 

1. The pumping test was performed in late spring/early summer when the ground water 
levels would naturally be at the highest; 

2. The natural recharge rate would also be at it’s peak this time of year as canals were 
full of water, some flood irrigation was likely going on and there was little if any need 
for existing pumps to pump excessive water; 

3. The test was conducted on an existing well, not the well they plan to pump water 
from for the 29 lots; 

4. The pumping volume only considered the water needed to supply domestic 
household needs, not water that may be needed to irrigate landscaping in the event 
delivery of pressurized irrigation is stopped early. 

To truly indicate the impact of pumping from a community well, the test should be done on 
the actuall community well in the late summer/early fall when the canals are shut off and 
irrigation water is not available and the natural groundwater level is likely at its lowest for the 
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year.  Then the test should be conducted at a volume to supply domestic household needs 
and in addition the volume needed for outside irrigation of extensive landscaping these lots 
are likely to have. In this scenario, the impact of the community well is likely to be several 
feet of drawdown.  So, their pump test is an absolutely “best case” scenario and certainly 
not representative of what may be the “worst case”.   

The principals of Haven Idaho have made it very clear in previous meetings with neighbors 
that they “have no responsibility nor liability for neighboring wells should they go 
dry”.  Haven Idaho will take their money and disappear, and the existing residents will pay 
dearly for their greed by having to replace their wells and pumps. 

If this development is approved, the developers need to be required to bring in public water 
from the City of Nampa.  Otherwise, they need to be required to establish a minimum 
$500,000 escrow account to reimburse existing neighbors who will likely have to drill new 
wells at a cost of $25,000 to $30,000 each. 

Further, 29 additional septic drain fields in such a small area are also likely to negatively 
impact groundwater quality, again forcing existing neighbors to drill wells deeper and 
deeper at a huge expense.  Existing water and wastewater connections to the City of 
Nampa system are about 2.5 miles away.  Similar services from the City of Kuna are 5 to 6 
miles away.  These services are not likely to be extended to the area of this proposed 
development for several years, if ever.  Again, if this zoning change is approved, it needs to 
require the developers extend sewage disposal service from the City of Nampa.  

Non-Compatibility – One of Haven Idaho’s developments located in Middleton, Idaho, 
similar to what is proposed here, advertises “homes starting at $1,000,000”.  People buying 
1.5 acre lots to build $1 million homes are not doing so to have a small farming operation.  
They will have mega-houses and extensive landscaping or let a large portion of the land 
simply go to weeds.  Extensive landscaping takes water (first issue of concern).  Further, 
not being agricultural minded people, they quickly get annoyed with the smells and sounds 
of farming operations all around their $1 million houses.  Cows bellowing all night, roosters 
crowing at 5 am, farmers farming all hours of the day and night, dust, smells, etc. They get 
annoyed, then they call the sheriff to file a complaint and things spiral out of control.  All lots 
contiguous to this development are 5 acres or larger except for one, and most, if not all, 
have several animals (cows, horses, goats, sheep, pigs, chickens, geese, etc.)  Developing 
all these smaller residential lots in the middle of farming parcels three times larger or more 
is not good planning and certainly not compatible. 

Congestion - with only one approved ingress/egress off Robinson Road for the proposed 
development, this will cause congestion. Possibly dangerous congestion.  Very likely to 
have an additional 50 to 100 vehicles come and go twice or more daily not to mention other 
services like garbage pickup, package delivery, school buses, etc. onto a two-lane road with 
no traffic control within at least one mile in each direction. 

This congestion may prove to be costly and dangerous if first responder services are 
needed.  The proposed development is within the Kuna Fire District which would certainly 
be pressed to provide timely services to this location some 6.5 miles away from the fire 



station and on the other side of very busy railroad tracks. Further, with only domestic wells 
in the area, there will certainly not be enough water for fire hydrants.   

Mr. Tanner Verhoeks, principal with Haven Idaho, has the following statement on his 
LinkedIn page: 

“Haven Idaho is a purpose-driven real estate development group, based in Caldwell, Idaho. 
We entitle, develop, and build on both raw land and urban infill properties. We only take on 
projects when we believe we can create financial excess, which we in turn use to improve 
the lives of neighbors, future residents, or the wider local community. When we touch 
something, we leave it better than we found it.” 

Based on two previous meetings neighbors have had with Haven Idaho’s principals, 
including Mr. Verhoeks, they have made it abundantly clear they have no intentions of using 
financial excess to “improve the lives of neighbors” and we believe they will definitely not 
“leave it better than we found it”.  They have stated they have no responsibility nor liability if 
neighbors’ wells go dry.  They will take their “financial excess” i.e. profit, put it in their 
pockets and disappear and the neighbors will be left to pay for the fall out.  

More than 80 neighbors are opposed to this development and ask that the zoning change 
request be denied by the Board of County Commissioners as it has been denied twice by 
Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission.  At both P&Z Commission meetings, the 
only people who indicated support of the zoning change all live more than 10 miles or more 
from the proposed project – the developers, their engineers and other consultants, and their 
realtors. Certainly, none of them will be negatively impacted if these 29 lots are dropped into 
the middle of an agriculture area.  

We are only aware of one neighbor that is in favor of the zoning change and that is because 
they desire to split their own 10-acre parcel into six or more smaller lots and would desire 
the same zoning change.  Allowing this zoning change would obviously set a precedence 
for them to do so, making the three issues cited above even worse.   

My neighbors and I have made it very clear to Haven Idaho that if they were to develop the 
46 acres into 5-acre parcels or larger and leave the zoning as it currently stands, we would 
take no exceptions with that.   

We respectfully request the Canyon County Board of County Commissioners deny this re-
zoning request from A to CR-R-1. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

Larry Peterson, P.E. 

Owner of parcel No. R28962010, located at 6411 E. Lewis Lane. 
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PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

STAFF REPORT ADDENDUM 
CR2022-0005 Tanner Verhoeks, Haven Idaho 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

On September 14, 2023, the Board of County Commissioners held a public hearing to consider this application.  After 
having reviewed the Staff Report and noting that several items had not been seen by the Planning and Zoning Commission 
prior to making their recommendation of denial, the Board asked if the applicants would like to go back before the 
Planning and Zoning Commission so that they could hear the new evidence.  After agreeing, the Board of County 
Commissioners remanded CR2022-0005 back to the Planning and Zoning Commission. 
 

There was one comment received after the Board hearing on September 14, 2023, and prior to the deadline for comments 
from Sue Marostica (Exhibit H). 
 

The applicant, Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho, is requesting a Conditional Rezone of parcels R28963, R2891010, 
R2891011, and R28961, approximately 43.95 acres, from “A” (Agricultural) to CR-R-1 (Conditional Rezone – R-1 
Residential) zone. The request includes a development agreement to limit residential development to 29 lots with a public 
water system in substantial conformance with the concept plan. The subject property is located at 9814 Robinson Rd., 
Nampa; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of Section 17, T2N, R1W, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 

Parcel R28961, originally approximately 30 acres, was divided in 1991 by deed (PI2020-0039). Parcel R28963 was 
created by land division in 1999 (LS2002-475). If approved, platting per CCZO §07-17-09 is required. A preliminary plat 
for Haven Creek Subdivision was submitted concurrently with the conditional rezone application (SD2022-0013). The 
Plat has been placed on hold until Conditional Rezone conditions are decided.  

Since the Planning and Zoning Commission hearing, the applicant has reached out to the Kuna School District and has 
come to an agreement for a project with one of the schools in the district.  This partnership has changed the stance of the 

HEARING DATE: 
November 2, 

2023 

 

  

OWNER: 
Haven Idaho 

LLC 

  

APPLICANT/REP: Tanner Verhoeks 

  

PLANNER: 
Michelle Barron,  

Principle Planner  

  

CASE NUMBER: 
CR2022-0005 

 
  

LOCATION: 

R28963, 

R2891010, 

R2891011 and 

R28961 

9814 Robinson 

Rd., Nampa, ID 

(+/- 43.95 acres) 
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Kuna School District regarding having room for more students that would be added with 29 new homes.  (Exhibit C, 
Attachment 1) 

An agreement to place a monitoring well has been made between the applicant and the Idaho Department of Water 
Resources.  A pumping test was conducted to gain information about the impact on groundwater from the development.  
The applicant has also firmed up irrigation and drainage issues along with a landscaping plan that will be formally 
addressed at the time of the Preliminary Plat.  The developer had a Traffic Threshold Analysis completed. (Exhibit B, 
Attachment 3) These items were not seen by the Planning and Zoning Commission.   

The developer has also decided to put in place a community water system for the 29-lot concept plan. They have also 
garnered support from a local dairy operation. The dairy feels that a larger lot size development would help buffer the 
agriculture production from the denser city. (Exhibit D, Attachment 1) 

The Planning and Zoning Commission recommended the denial of the Conditional Rezone and signed the FCOs on 
February 16, 2023 (Exhibit F).  

DECISION OPTIONS for Conditional Rezone: 

- The Planning and Zoning Commissioners may recommend approval of the conditional rezone as conditioned 
and/or amended; 

- The Planning and Zoning Commission may recommend denial of the conditional rezone and direct staff to return 
with findings that support the decision; or 

- The Planning and Zoning Commission may continue the discussion and request additional information on 
specific items. 

ATTACHMENTS/EXHIBITS: 

Exhibit A:  Draft P & Z FCO’s 

Exhibit B:  Updates from Applicant 

Attachment 1: Email Overview 

Attachment 2: Updated Letter of Intent 

Attachment 3: Appendices 

Attachment 4: Idaho Press Article 

Attachment 5: Email from Developer in reference to City of Nampa Discussion 

Exhibit C:  Agency Comments received at or after the Planning and Zoning Hearing 

Attachment 1: Kuna School District dated May 5, 2023 

Attachment 2: Kuna School District letter of understanding dated June 15, 2023 

Attachment 3: Idaho Transportation Department 

Exhibit D:  Public Comments received after the Planning and Zoning Hearing 

Attachment 1: Stewart Dairy  

Attachment 2: Janne Goetz 

Attachment 3: Sue Marcostica  

Attachment 4: Larry Peterson 

Attachment 5: Keri Smith email with drone footage 

Exhibit E:  Planning and Zoning Minutes for February 2 and 16, 2023 

Exhibit F:  Planning and Zoning signed FCO’s CR2022-0005 

Exhibit G:  Planning and Zoning Staff Report 

Attachment 1: Draft FCO’s 

Attachment 2: Letter of Intent, Land Use Worksheet 

Attachment 3: Neighborhood Meeting 

Attachment 4: 26 Lot Concept Plan 

Attachment 5: 29 Lot Concept Plan 

Attachment 6: SWDH Pre-Development Meeting 

Attachment 7: Nutrient Pathogen Study 

Attachment 8: Secondary Dwelling Letter – Atlas 



Attachment 9: Communication about the Nitrate Priority Area 

Attachment 10: SPF Letter – Water Study/Atlas Geotechnical Investigation 

Attachment 11: Maps  

11a  Zoning & Class.  

11b. Soils 

11c. Prime Farmland 

11d. Soils & Prime Farm Land Report 

11e. NP Wells  

11f. Plats & Subs 

11g. Lot Report 

11h.   Future Land Use  

11i.     Nampa Future Land Use Map 

Attachment 12: Agency Comments 

12a.   City of Nampa Engineering 

12b.   City of Nampa Engineering Department Waiver Request Response 

12c.   Nampa Meridian Irrigation District 

12d.   Boise Project Board of Control 

12e.   Nampa Highway District Variance Approval 

12f.   Kuna Fire 

 

Attachment 13: Late Exhibits (for Planning and Zoning February 2, 2023 hearing) 

13a.   Curtis Kessel 

13b.   Victor and Sue Marostica 

13c.   Larry Peterson 

13d.   Victor and Sue Marostica 

13e.   Roxanne Geyer 

13f.   Kuna School District 

13g.  Ted & Sherry Zahradnicek 

13h.  Michael & Carol Locknane 

13i.  Email between planner Michelle Barron and P & Z Commissioner Williamson 

13j.  Cindy R Teuscher 

13k.  David Duvall, Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District 

13l.  Letter from neighbors 

13m. HDR Memo dated January 20, 2023 – Community Water 

Exhibit H: Public Comment: Sue Marostica Letter 
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 Planning and Zoning Commission 
Verhoeks – CR2022-0005 

Development Services Department 
 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 
Conditional Rezone – CR2022-0005 

 

Findings of Fact 
1. The applicant, Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho, is requesting a Conditional Rezone of parcels 

R28963, R2891010, R2891011, and R28961, approximately 43.95 acres, from “A” (Agricultural) to 
CR-R-1 (Conditional Rezone – R-1 Residential) zone. The request includes a development agreement 
to limit residential development to 29 lots with a public water system in substantial conformance with 
the concept plan. The subject property is located at 9814 Robinson Rd., Nampa; also referenced as a 
portion of the NW¼ of Section 17, T2N, R1W, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 

2. The subject property is designated as “residential” on the 2020 Canyon County Future Land Use 
Map.  
 

3. The subject property is located within Nampa’s Area of City Impact.  The City designates the 
property as “low density residential” on their future land use map. 
 

4. The subject property is located within Nampa Highway District No. 1, Kuna Fire District, and Kuna 
School District. 
 

5. The neighborhood meeting was held on November 18, 2021, and January 11, 2022, pursuant to 
CCZO §07-01-15. 
 

6. Notice of the public hearing was provided as per CCZO §07-05-01:  Affected agencies and the City 
of Nampa were notified on September 24, 2023. Full political notice was sent on September 24, 2023. 
Property owners within 600 ft. were notified by mail on September 24, 2023. A newspaper notice was 
published on September 24, 2023. The property was posted on September 29, 2023. 
 

7. The record consists of exhibits as provided as part of the public hearing staff report, exhibits 
submitted during the public hearing on November 2, 2023, and all information contained in the DSD 
case file, CR2022-0005. 

 

Conclusions of Law 
For this request, the Planning and Zoning Commission finds and concludes the following regarding the 
Standards of Review for a Conditional Rezone (§07-06-07(6)): 
 

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

 

Conclusion: The request is generally consistent with the 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive 
Plan.  

 

Finding:   The property is designated as “residential” on the Future land use map within the 2020 
Canyon County Comprehensive Plan (Exhibit G, Attachment 11h).  

  

 The request is generally consistent with the following policies and goals of the 2020 
Canyon County Comprehensive Plan: 

 

- Property Rights Policy No. 1: “No person shall be deprived of private property 
without due process of law.” 
 

- Population Policy No. 2: “Encourage high-density development to locate within 
incorporated cities and/or areas of city impact.” 

 

Exhibit A

Exhibit A
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- Land Use Goal No. 3: “Use appropriate techniques to mitigate incompatible land 
uses.” 
 

- Land Use Goal No. 4: “To encourage development in those areas of the county 
which provide the most favorable conditions for future community services.” 

 

- Land Use Goal No. 5: “Achieve a land use balance which recognizes that existing 
agricultural uses and non-agricultural development may occur in the same area.” 
 

- Housing Policy No. 1: Encourage a variety of housing choices that meet the needs 
of families, various age groups, and incomes. 
 

- Land Use Policy No. 2: “Encourage orderly development of subdivisions and 
individual land parcels, and require development agreements when appropriate.” 
 

- Public Services, Facilities, and Utilities Policy No. 3: Encourage the 
establishment of new development to be located within the boundaries of a rural 
fire protection district.  
 

- Land Use Component - Residential (Page 37 of the Comprehensive Plan): 
Residential development should be encouraged in or near Areas of City Impact or 
within areas that demonstrate a development pattern of residential land uses. 

 

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

Conclusion: The request is not more appropriate than the current zoning designation due to the 
property being classified as prime farmland and the area consisting of larger parcel 
sizes that currently do not support an “R-1” zone. 

 

Finding: The parcel consists of best and moderately-suited soils that are gravity irrigated. The 
entire property is classified as prime farmland (Exhibit 11b, c, & d). 

 

 The average lot size found within the vicinity of the subject parcel is 5.35 acres with a 
median of 4.88 acres (Exhibit 11g).  There are 13 approved subdivisions within a one-
mile radius of the subject parcel. The average lot size is 3.32 acres. Based on the 
average lot sizes and agricultural character, the area does not support the purpose of the 
“R-1” zone which is to “promote and enhance predominantly single-family living 
areas at a low-density standard” (CCZO Section 07-10-25(3). 

 

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

 

Conclusion: The request is not compatible with the surrounding land uses.  
 

Finding:     There isn’t similar zoning near the property, and several of the surrounding land 
divisions/subdivisions are larger than the proposed average lot size by double. The 
Planning and Zoning Commission has concerns about the nearby larger agricultural 
operations in the area and adding residential uses (Exhibit E). 

  

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

 

Conclusion: The proposed conditional rezone will negatively affect the character of the area. 
 

Finding:      The character of the area is predominantly agricultural (Exhibit G, Attachment 11c and 
11d). The property is considered best-suited and moderately-suited soils and prime 
farmland if irrigated (Exhibit G, Attachment 11b and Attachment 11d). By adding 

Exhibit A
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additional residential lots in the area and public roads, it would no longer give the 
character of an agricultural area.  

 Area neighbors have testified and requested a denial of the Conditional Rezone because 
of the potential loss of well water, loss of farm ground, increased traffic, and the change 
of character of the area (Exhibit E).  

 The applicant has proposed mitigation through more rural-looking public roads with no 
curb, gutter, sidewalk, or streetlights. They would use more native-looking landscaping. 

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

 

Conclusion: Adequate facilities will be available through proposed mitigation such as a community 
well, specific septic systems recommended by SWDH, irrigation plan, and drainage 
plan proposed along with the future subdivision. There are utility easements in place 
to provide services.  

 

Finding:           Developer will install a community well on the site to serve the 29 residential lots.  
The SER was approved by Southwest District Health and recommendations were 
made for the type of septic systems to be used.  Irrigation and drainage have been 
addressed after the Planning and Zoning Commission public hearing.  The 
Commission did not have the opportunity to review this information during its first 
review. The application includes a proposal for a public water system to service the 
subdivision. 

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

   Conclusion:    The developer requested and received a variance from the Nampa Highway District for 
new access from Robinson Road, a public road. 

 

       Finding:         Future access will be required to meet CCZO §07-10-03 & Canyon County Code §09-
11-19 unless waived.  

  

 Nampa Highway District #1 approved a request for a single point of access.  No 
additional comments were received from Nampa Highway District #1. (Exhibit G, 
Attachment 12e) 

 

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

Conclusion: Impacts on existing and future traffic patterns are not anticipated. Public street 
improvements would not be required unless directed from the Nampa Highway 
District. No measures have been taken to mitigate traffic impacts.  

 

Finding: The subject property has current legal access off of Robinson Road. The request is for 
only one access. The request, as conditioned, is not anticipated to require a traffic 
impact study.  Nampa Highway District will require an access approach and dedication 
at the time of the plat to minimize potential traffic and access impacts (Exhibit G, 
Attachment 12e).  

 

 The developer did have a Traffic Threshold Analysis (Exhibit B, Attachment 3) done 
after the Planning and Zoning Commission's first public hearing.  

   

Exhibit A



Verhoeks – CR2022-0005  Page 4 

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

 

Conclusion: Essential services will be provided to accommodate the use.   
 

Finding: The developer contacted the Kuna Fire District and confirmed that the response time 
would be 10 – 12 minutes (Exhibit B, Attachment 3).  

 

 The developer has worked with the Kuna School District and has worked out a 
partnership. The developer proposes working with the Kuna School District to help 
with their technical school students (Exhibit B, Attachments 1, 2,3,4 and Exhibit C, 
Attachments 1 and 2). 

 

Conclusions of Law - Area of City Impact  
The property is within Nampa’s Area of City Impact. The city designates the area as “low-density 
residential”. Pursuant to Canyon County Code §09-11-21(1) of the Nampa Area of City Impact 
Agreement, a notice was provided to the City of Nampa on May 20, 2022. The City of Nampa provided 
comments, summarized as follows:  
 

- No city services are available; over two miles from the subject property.  The largest lot size allowed 
in the Low-Density Residential designation is 32,000 square feet. The City of Nampa opposes the 
request. 
 

- The applicant confirmed the desired density from the City of Nampa as seen in Exhibit B, 
Attachment 5.  
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Order 
Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Planning and 
Zoning Commission recommends denial of Case # CR2022-0005, a conditional rezone of parcels 
R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and R28961, from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R-1” (Conditional 
Rezone – Single Family Residential).  

 

DATED this ________ day of _________________________, 2023. 
 

 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 2023, 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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Michelle Barron

From: Tanner Verhoeks <tanner@havenidaho.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2023 4:07 PM
To: Michelle Barron
Cc: Justin Ruthenbeck; Isaac Josifek; Becky Yzaguirre
Subject: Re: [External] Re: Haven Creek (CR2022-0005 & SD2022-0013) - BoCC Hearing Prep
Attachments: Haven Creek - KSD - V3 signed 06062023 EXECUTED.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hey Michelle, 
 
Here's an up-to-date snapshot of everything. 

 Haven Creek Updated Letter of Intent_23-0508 
 Haven Creek Updated Letter of Intent_23-0508_APPENDIX ATTACHMENTS 

o The Updated Plat you are looking for starts on Page 14 of this appendix 
 You should have also received a letter from Stewart Dairy (I think you acknowledged that this came in last 

month) 
 We have also, since putting together all of our docs, formalized our partnership with KSD - see attached for the 

executed doc. The appendix also has that letter of support from KSD. 
o https://www.smore.com/9sjm5 
o https://www.idahopress.com/news/local/agreement-between-developer-and-kuna-school-district-

could-lead-to-new-cte-program/article_001fb08e-070f-11ee-9425-27d42e8c3761.html 
o https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MbtdAKGt2nQ&t=5284s 

Let me know if you need anything else. Also looped Isaac and Becky back into the thread. 
 
Thanks! 
 
 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic  
download of this pictu re from the Internet.

 

Tanner Verhoeks, PE 
Land Development :: Principal 
208.391.3838 
Tanner@HavenIdaho.com 
www.havenidaho.com 

 
On Thu, Jun 22, 2023 at 3:35 PM Michelle Barron <Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> wrote: 

Tanner, 

  

I am just putting the signed FCO’s from P & Z, the minutes from the public hearing and from the meeting that 
they signed the FCO’s and the Staff Report with late exhibits on the website in the Preliminary Hearing 
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Text Box
Exhibit B, Attachment 1



May 8, 2023

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

Re: Haven Creek Subdivision CR2022-0005 | Addendum Letter of Intent

Dear Canyon County Development Services Department, Planning and Zoning Commission,
and Board of County Commissioners,

Please find attached our updated Haven Creek project documents, including all project reports,
documents, exhibits, and diligence items. The majority of these items were previously provided
to Staff prior to February 2023 in preparation of the original Staff Report.

The Executive Summary covers the adjustments and additional data gathered since the original
Staff Report was prepared.

The subsequent FCCO Responses, Proposed Development Agreement, and Appendices
provide detailed discussion of the relevant topics.

We are excited to move this project forward to the Board of County Commissioners and to do
what’s best for the project and community.

Sincerely,

Justin Ruthenbeck Tanner Verhoeks, PE
Principal and Manager, Haven Idaho LLC Principal, Haven Idaho LLC
Justin@HavenIdaho.com Tanner@HavenIdaho.com
208-504-1140 208-391-3838

mailto:Justin@VistaNine.com
mailto:Tanner@HavenIdaho.com
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Haven Creek is a county subdivision located in Nampa, Idaho. The proposed Conditional
Rezone of 44 acres to R-1 is intended to facilitate the construction of 29 single-family residential
lots, three common lots, with a minimum lot size of 1.04 acres, an average lot size of 1.26 acres,
and a maximum lot size of 1.86 acres. The project is within the City of Nampa's Area of Impact
and is situated south of Lewis Lane and east of Robinson Road in Canyon County.

On March 9, 2022, the Conditional Rezone and Preliminary Plat applications were submitted to
Canyon County Development Services Department. However, the applicant was advised by
staff to remove the Preliminary Plat application and focus solely on getting the Conditional
Rezone approved.

The Staff Report, which was focused only on the Conditional Rezone, found the project to be
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan's "Residential" designation, compatible with the area,
and recommended approval. However, staff did recommend the inclusion of a community water
system instead of individual wells.

On February 2, 2023, the project was heard at the Planning and Zoning Commission. The
Planning and Zoning Commission recommended denial of the project, citing concerns about
adjacent agricultural zoning, incompatibility with nearby commercial Agricultural uses, and
uncertainty regarding the ability of facilities to serve the project (groundwater, septic, irrigation,
fire, and schools).

After the Planning and Zoning Hearing, we carefully reviewed the comments that we received
from Staff and the commission and got to work to address the issues raised. Our goal was to
come up with a solution that would meet the needs of all stakeholders and ensure a successful
outcome at the Board of County Commissioners hearing.

After four months of diligent work, we are excited to present our Conditional Rezone Application
to the Board of County Commissioners. Our team has come up with several solutions that we
believe will address the issues at hand. These solutions include:

1. The initial proposal to Staff and the Planning and Zoning Commision included two
options:

a. 26 building lots with individual wells or

b. 29 building lots with community water.

Our team received feedback from the Planning and Zoning Commision to make a
concrete decision instead of presenting multiple options. As per their suggestion, we
propose a Development Agreement for 29 buildable lots and a community water system.

Page 2



2. We invited neighbors to participate again. Based on feedback, we established a water
guarantee program for adjoining landowners with at-risk wells. Multiple neighbors have
engaged with us and joined that program.1

3. Water quantity, quality, and aquifer recharge measurements have been made, with
continued monitoring installed in multiple wells at the corners of the property.2

4. We commissioned two additional studies to understand surrounding land use
compatibility and traffic patterns.3

5. We have clarified septic, irrigation, and fire design for clarity and consistency.

6. We engaged with the school district to identify project impact and potential mitigations.
Adjustments were made based on their feedback.4

7. We engaged with the largest commercial agriculture user in the area (Stewart Dairy) to
discuss compatibility with heavy agriculture uses in the area. Adjustments were made
based on their feedback.5

We assure the Board of County Commissioners that we have worked hard to understand and
present solutions to the concerns raised by Staff and the Planning and Zoning Commision. We
look forward to presenting these solutions and receiving approval for the Conditional Rezone
Application.

The solutions mentioned above have been elaborated in detail in the following appendices A
through G. We have provided all the data, reports, and findings to support our project.

This land is the last commercial piece of farmland in the immediate area, surrounded by
residential homes on previously subdivided land. We propose building small-acreage homes
next to existing small-acreage homes and assert that the proposed zoning is appropriate, fair,
and includes creative solutions to each substantial concern that has been raised.

We appreciate the opportunity to present this application to the Board of County
Commissioners. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact our office at (208)
504-1140 or email Creek@HavenIdaho.com.

5 Appendix G, Item G-5

4 See Project Impact - Swan Falls House

3 Appendix G, Item G-1 and Appendix F, Item F-4
2 See: Appendix D, Item D-2
1 See: Project Impact - Water Guarantee

Page 3
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FCCO RESPONSES
A few of the FCCOs in the original Staff Report made note of needing more discussion and
several were modified at the Planning and Zoning hearing. We believe these changes resulted
primarily from incomplete information and unsubstantiated claims based on assumptions made
during public testimony.

The Comprehensive Plan encourages development within City Areas of Impact and in areas
designated as “residential” on the Future Land Use map. This project is consistent with both of
these goals. It is also surrounded by existing subdivided home parcels - residential zoning is
more appropriate than the current Agricultural zone.
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Residential parcel sizes within a ½ mile radius of the project vary from 1 acre to 5+ acres. As
shown in the density map, the property is surrounded by residential density, including denser
subdivision development approximately ½ mile to the north.

The heaviest commercial agriculture user to the south (Stewart Dairy) has reviewed the project
for compatibility with their agricultural operations and indicated the project is compatible.

The proposed rezone is consistent with previously approved subdivision density in the area.
The below density maps show pre-project (on the left) and post-project (on the right)
surrounding density.

The data and aerial photo surveys show that the surrounding area is predominantly residential
with accessory agriculture uses. Some residents have horses, others have large lawns, others
grow cover crops for personal use, others have fallow land. New residents and new energy will
affect the character of the area, but those new residents are seeking a non-city lifestyle – they
will add to the character of the area. The project is designed such that existing residents
maintain the freedom to enjoy their home and land the same way they do today without impact.
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Nampa City Services are not necessary for this project. A Community Water service system is
proposed. We have also coordinated with South West District Health and Idaho Deparment of
Environment Quality, who has reviewed and preliminarily approved the L1NP study indicating
Advanced Treatment Septic systems are adequate to properly administer sewer service to the
community. Development Agreement items §3 and §6 propose requirements for pressurized
irrigation supplied to all lots and that existing off-site drainage patterns that impact neighbors are
to be maintained. The engineering for these items is straightforward and feasible - it will be
provided for review on the preliminary plat.

Kuna Rural Fire District has provided guidance that response times are in the 10-15 minute time
frame, which is considered adequate. Further, the project proposes hydrant and/or fire sprinkler
service to each home per current international fire code, decreasing likelihood and impact of fire
relative to older surrounding homes.

Kuna School District’s comments were “default comments” and provided on the day of the
Planning and Zoning Commisioners hearing. After sharing project plans, Kuna School District
has indicated support for the project.
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The request for a Conditional Rezone is in accordance with Canyon County’s Comprehensive
Plan of low density residential. The subject parcels are located in the City of Nampa’s Area of
Impact with a future zoning designation of Low Density Residential. This development is in line
with the comprehensive plans of both Canyon County and the City of Nampa. We belive it
strikes a balance between current needs and future aspirations.

Many of these goals and policies can be subjective and arguments can be made either way.
The land involved is known by those who have farmed it as marginal farmland because of rock
shelves in the area – this, combined with surrounding residential use and direction to locate new
residential uses within City Areas of Impact, indicate the highest and best use of this land is for
residential development. By developing here, we can answer both the goal of providing housing
AND the goal of avoiding sprawl further into prime agricultural land.

Historically, Agriculture land has been converted to Residential use through the Conditional Use
Permit process instead of rezoning. This is the case for much of the land surrounding the
Haven Creek project.
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We propose a conditional R-1 zone for this land because, per §07-10-25, residential
development should be pursued within City Areas of Impact. We are proposing low-density
home sites (instead of “urban density” in an effort to gracefully match existing residential use
surrounding the project. See Appendix item G-2 for further discussion.

Page 8



PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

In addition to standard requirements, we propose additional Development Agreement
requirements as follows:

1. The development shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and county laws,
ordinances, rules and regulations that pertain to the property.

2. The subject parcel shall be in subject to the Canyon County Zoning Ordinance Chapter
7, Article 17 for platting and substantial compliance of the conceptual site plan
(Attachment B) subject to the following restrictions:

a. Secondary dwellings (CCZO §07-10-27 & 07-14-25) are allowed on the
subdivision lots so long as designed total effluent flow (based on total number of
bedrooms) does not exceed 500 gpd6, or as otherwise restricted by Southwest
District Health and IDEQ prior to approval of Preliminary Plat.

3. HIstoric irrigation lateral, drain and ditch flow patterns shall be maintained and protected.
Modifications or improvements shall be approved in writing by the local Irrigation District.

4. The developer shall comply with CCZO §07-06-07 (4) Time Requirements: “All
conditional rezones for a land use shall commence within two (2) years of the approval
of the board.

5. Lot Count. Future development is limited to 29 residential building lots.

6. Pressurized Irrigation. All residential lots shall be served by pressurized irrigation,
managed and maintained by the proposed Haven Creek HOA.

7. Community Water. Domestic water shall be supplied through an approved community
water system, managed and maintained by the proposed Haven Creek HOA.

8. Fire Protection. All homes will be served by either fire hydrant or residential fire
sprinklers per Kuna Rural Fire District requirements.

9. Schools. Developer and Kuna School District shall pursue formal agreement in good
faith, substantially similar to conceptual proposal presented to Kuna School District
Board of Trustees on April 11, 2023.

10.Water Guarantee. Developer shall execute water guarantee agreement with neighbors
who previously elected to participate in Developer’s subsurface water monitoring
program.

6 Appendix C, Item C-4
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PROJECT IMPACT

Development projects such as this can have positive impacts beyond the property lines of the
project. Based on neighbor and community feedback, this project proposes a lot density that
funds the following voluntary positive community impacts:

1. The Swan Falls House: This partnership with Kuna School District allocates one
building lot for educational purposes as part of Swan Falls’ CTE program. The purpose
of the program is to prepare kids for careers in the building trades. As part of this
proposed partnership, Swan Falls HS students will assist in the design, permitting, and
construction of this home, with all profits directed to the CTE program. Additional lot
density makes this partnership possible.

2. Community Water: By adopting a Community Water system, the project accesses deep
aquifer resources, alleviating the risk of new wells impacting existing ones. It has been
sited so that the City of Nampa, once services are extended to the area along Robinson
Road, can assume operational responsibility for the water system, if desired. Additional
lot density makes this system financially possible.

3. Grading: The NE corner of the property along Lewis Rd currently floods and turns into a
swamp area during irrigation season because grading and wastewater handling is not
sufficient. The project proposes regrading and solving this wastewater problem so that
runoff continues flowing to downstream properties (as requested) without causing
swamp problems on adjacent properties.

4. Perimeter Fencing: The project proposes installation of new perimeter fencing to
separate new lots from neighboring lots. This was an aesthetic and functional
improvement request heard during neighborhood meetings and individual conversations.

5. Landscaping: The HOA will specify landscape design and maintenance requirements to
maintain an attractive community. Specific language requested during individual
neighbor conversations will be added to ensure the landscape and property uses remain
visually attractive when viewed from surrounding properties.

6. Water Guarantee: An invitation to the Water Guarantee program has been extended to
neighbors who expressed concern around groundwater and previously accepted our
invitation to find solutions related to well-water availability. This is geared towards
adjacent parcel owners with existing at-risk shallow wells. In exchange for allowing
monitoring of their domestic well for data gathering purposes, the project has agreed to
stub a Community Water line to the neighboring property line. If the neighbor’s well
encounters future productivity problems, the neighbor may elect to join the Community
Water supply program. To be clear: all well testing measurements indicate plentiful
sub-surface water resources. This program aims to calm fears for those who are already
at-risk.
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Appendix A - Project Concept Plat

A-1 Original Letter of
Intent

Haven Idaho, LLC.
Tanner Verhoeks, P.E. (Principal) FOR REFERENCE

Summary: The original Letter of Intent detailed our thought process, trade offs, and
reasoning for the project prior to Staff feedback and P&Z Commission hearing.

A-2 Conceptual Plat &
Review Letter

Ardurra
Isaac Josifek, P.E. (Project Manager)
Mike Hickman (Keller Associates, Inc.)

PLAT UPDATED AND
READY FOR
RESUBMITTAL

Summary: Version 1 of the Preliminary Plat was reviewed by Keller with minor
comments. The current version will be re-submitted for approval after rezone completion.

A-3 Landscaping Plans T-O Engineers
Jamie Snyder (Landscape Architect)

MEETS CITY OF
NAMPA SUBDIVISION

CODE

Summary: Landscaping plans have been drafted to ensure the project is thoughtfully
designed to support City of Nampa landscaping requirements as the City eventually
grows to encompass this location.

A-4 Project Renderings Haven Idaho, LLC.
Tanner Verhoeks, P.E. (Principal) FOR REFERENCE

Summary: Digital Renderings to show what the project is planned to look like.
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Appendix B - Neighbor Coordination

B-1 Neighborhood
Meeting #1 Required Meeting Held COMPLETE

Summary: Our primary neighborhood meeting was held on 12/02/2021 at New Horizons
Dual Language School. It was well attended with 17 sign-ins and an estimated 35 people
in attendance. At this meeting, we heard six themes discussed repeatedly, some of
which we had data and answers for and some of which we did not.

B-2 Voluntary
Meeting #2

Voluntary Second Meeting w/ Expert
Consultants Present COMPLETE

Summary: Approximately 45 days later, on 01/21/2022, we voluntarily invited neighbors
to a followup meeting. Based on feedback, we chose a location in central Nampa that
was available later in evening hours. At this meeting, we prepared detailed data and
information for the six themes we heard in the first meeting. The full summary of this
meeting can be found in the original Haven Creek Letter of Intent.

B-3 Additional Neighbor
Outreach

Invitation to Breakfast morning after P&Z
Additional Letter Sent

One-on-One phone calls with Neighbors
COMPLETE

Summary: Continued providing invitations to engage and find new ideas, solutions to
challenges, and incorporate additional feedback.

Invitation #3: Breakfast the morning after P&Z Hearing

Invitation #4: Additional letter sent March 2023 to all neighbors
with multiple ways to connect

Invitation #5: One-on-One phone and in-home conversations
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Appendix C - Septic and Geotech

C-1 Geotechnical
Report

Atlas Technical Consultants, LLC
Monica Saculles (Senior Geotechnical

Engineer)

REPORT COMPLETE
FAVORABLE

Summary: A Geotechnical Report was completed by Atlas Technical Consultants. The
scope of this investigation included review of geologic literature and existing available
geotechnical studies of the area, visual site reconnaissance of the immediate site,
subsurface exploration of the site, field and laboratory testing of materials collected, and
engineering analysis and evaluation of foundation materials.Based on the subsurface
conditions encountered during this investigation and available information regarding the
proposed development, the site is adequate for the planned construction.

C-2 Septic (L1NP)
Atlas Technical Consultants, LLC

Monica Saculles (Senior Geotechnical
Engineer)

REPORT COMPLETE
FAVORABLE

Summary: A Level-1 Nutrient Pathogen Study was completed by Atlas Technical
Consultants. The report concluded that “Considering the estimated input parameters, the
results of the nitrogen mass-balance approach indicated that the down-gradient nitrate
concentration using a 40 percent nitrate reducing system is 6.4 mg/L. Thus for the entire
site, the Point of Compliance Nitrate Concentration value of 6.4 mg/L was not exceeded
when analyzing for the 40 percent nitrate reducing septic systems. The report has been
reviewed by DEQ and SWDH.

The report will be updated as applicable and resubmitted following conditional rezone
approval as facilitated by the preliminary plat approval process.

C-3 SWDH
Pre-Development

SWDH
Jack Nygaard

PRE-DEVELOPMENT
MEETING COMPLETE

Summary: A Pre-Development meeting with SWDH was held on 1/10/23 with Jack
Nygaard. Haven, SWDH, and Atlas were in attendance. SWDH reviewed the Geotech
Report and L1NP and agreed with our approach and analysis. We determined that
secondary dwellings could be allowed if looking at a combined effluent flow for the
property. Septics are feasible. Need to continue with L1NP process and SER process
after Rezone is approved
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C-4
L1NP 29 Lot Memo

w/ Secondary
Dwellings

Atlas Technical Consultants, LLC
Monica Saculles (Senior Geotechnical

Engineer)

REPORT COMPLETE
FAVORABLE

Summary: Atlas looked at effluent flow for primary and secondary homes, using 29 lots
and a worst case scenario of a 1 acre lot. As long as the lot width is adequate and 65%
nitrate reducing systems are used, then the site will meet the point-of-compliance down-
gradient nitrate concentrations as required by SWDH and IDEQ.
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Appendix D - Domestic Water

D-1
Water Use

Assessment &
Follow-up
Assessment

SPF Water Engineering, LLC
Terry M. Scanlan, P.E., P.G. (Principal

Engineer/Hydrogeologist)
Andrew Francis, P.G. (Project

Hydrogeologist)

MEMOS AND
ANALYSIS SHOW

NEGLIGIBLE IMPACT

Summary: SPF did a water-use assessment for the Haven Creek project that concluded
“The water-level impact on existing nearby wells that may result from the pumping of
new wells at the Subdivision will be a few tenths of a foot or less. This impact is
insignificant relative to the productivity of existing wells and will not negatively affect
existing water users.”

SPF updated the assessment based on feedback after the first neighborhood meeting.
This report added analysis if domestic irrigation from the new wells was put into practice.
The report concluded that “The additional groundwater pumping that will result from the
Subdivision will have a minimal effect on the existing groundwater conditions in the area.
Groundwater pumping for domestic use with the occasional irrigation demand is
insignificant when compared to groundwater pumping from large municipal and irrigation
wells in the Kuna area. These wells often pump as much as 2000 gpm for extended
periods of time without adverse local impacts”

D-2

Monitoring Program
Authorizations &
IDWR Monitoring
Data

IDWR
Dennis Owsley

(3) MONITORING
WELLS ADDED TO
THE PROGRAM

Summary: Partnering with IDWR to collect data about our specific aquifer - working with
neighbors to gain signed authorizations to enter them into the monitoring program with
IDWR - helps us to understand what is going on before we can discuss any well
guarantee programs

D-3
Pumping Test
Memo

HDR
Terry M. Scanlan, P.E., P.G.

REPORT COMPLETE
FAVORABLE

Summary: An aquifer pumping test was conducted in April 2023 using the existing
domestic well and well pump at 9814 Robinson Road. The purpose of the test was to
evaluate aquifer water-level response to well pumping for the purpose of projecting
impacts from future groundwater development at the proposed Haven Creek subdivision.
The test indicates that the shallow aquifer at the Haven Creek site is highly productive.
Pumping for residential domestic purposes at the proposed subdivision will have a
negligible impact on local groundwater levels. Pumping for supplemental irrigation
purposes will likely have a measurable impact on nearby wells, although the magnitude
of impact is not anticipated to be injurious.
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D-4 Community Water
Memo

HDR
Terry M. Scanlan, P.E., P.G.

COMMUNITY WATER
VIABLE, BUT COSTLY

Summary: As an alternative to individual wells, a community water system is currently
under consideration. The community water system would provide drinking water to 29
residential lots. This memo describes the required components and permitting
requirements for a new community water system. Estimated cost to develop a
community water system to serve Haven Creek is approximately $1.6M. Upon final
approval, a community water system will be regulated by IDEQ and the local health
district.

D-5 Water Resources
Guidebook Haven, IDWR, CC Engineering, and HDR

ENGAGING IN
DISCUSSION AND
SEEKING TO BE A
PART OF THE
SOLUTION

Summary: We co-authored (with IDWR, Canyon County Engineering, and HDR) a draft
guidebook geared towards owners, developers, and neighbors of development land. It
seeks to share basic hydrology concepts, along with options, trade offs, and mitigations
for use of groundwater in residential development. The ultimate goal is to make
discussions around groundwater easier for everyone involved. The guidebook is out for
review and contribution by others.

Page 16

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1tC16JKIurFmkpi8D8F_mRMWq6iRB04fs/view?usp=share_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1tC16JKIurFmkpi8D8F_mRMWq6iRB04fs/view?usp=share_link
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jcyd8V16OqTPVvhyUP7k8GbcQHSb-ugB/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1jcyd8V16OqTPVvhyUP7k8GbcQHSb-ugB/view?usp=sharing


Appendix E - Irrigation, Storm, and Ag Wastewater

E-1

Irrigation District
Coordination

&
Review (including

crossing)

Nampa-Meridian Irrigation
Dave Duval (Assistant Water

Superintendent)
Greg Curtis (Water Superintendent)

DUE DILIGENCE
COMPLETE
FAVORABLE

Summary: NMI has approved of conceptual plans, including a single canal crossing as
proposed and piping of the Fielselmen lateral as shown on the conceptual plat.
Additional requirements for canal maintenance access and easements are understood
and incorporated into the conceptual plat.

E-2
Community
Pressurized
Irrigation

Boise Projects Board of Control
Ray Moore (Watermaster for Division 3)

DUE DILIGENCE
COMPLETE
FAVORABLE

Summary: The proposed pressure irrigation (PI) system consists of a pressurized pipe
network around and through the development with service stubs to each lot. The pipe
network is pressurized by a pump station that draws water from an irrigation pond in the
common lot in the northeast corner of the development. The pond will be filled routinely
by an existing private irrigation lateral that is located at the southeast corner of the
development. Piping of the irrigation lateral through the site will be maintained for
downstream users. Please reference the Conceptual Plat for more information.

E-3 Storm Water
Retention Ardurra Design Complete

Summary: All stormwater runoff onsite will be collected and managed onsite. Runoff will
be conveyed by roadside borrow ditches and culverts to retention ponds at the entrance
to the development and in the common lot at the northeast corner of the development
where the water will infiltrate back into the ground within 24 hours. Reference the
Conceptual Plat for locations of retention ponds.

E-4 Historical Irrigation
Runoff Ardurra Design Complete

Summary: The existing irrigation wastewater ditch on the east side of the property will
be piped, keeping its same alignment and function. Downstream users expressed a
preference for continued access to this wastewater. The drain crosses the Burke Canal
by siphon then Crosses E Lewis Lane in a box culvert. Please reference the Conceptual
Plat for more information.
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Appendix F - Services (Fire, School, Traffic)

F-1 Fire Comments
Approved Plans Kuna Rural Fire District

COORDINATION
COMPLETE

FIRE SUPPORTIVE

Summary: The Kuna Fire District has provided multiple options for meeting fire
suppression requirements, including fire hydrants, sprinklered homes, or nearby
year-round water sources. Proposed fire hydrant locations have been reviewed and
approved. Fire hydrants will be fed via the Community Water system, storage tank, or
pond storage and pump station. Correspondence with the CFM and Fire Chief show
response times are reasonable. Their detailed requirements will be reflected in the
Preliminary Plat process.

F-2 Kuna School
District

Danielle Horas
Robbie Reno

KSD Board of Trustees

PARTNERSHIP
APPROVAL -

KSD SUPPORTIVE

Summary: The school district provided feedback on facility and program needs they
have when considering how to serve new students. We mutually proposed a partnership
known as:The Swan Falls House7 to the Board of Trustees, including both a building lot
donation and partnership to deeply involve high school students in the design,
permitting, and construction of one Haven Creek home. The Board is seeking creative
approaches such as this to solve for their educational challenges; we are actively
working out details with their enthusiastic support.

F-3 Access Approved Nampa Highway District #1
Eddy Theil (ROW Agent) VARIANCE GRANTED

Summary: Access of Robinson variance was approved on Aug 31, 2021. This approval
will need to be re-issued as part of the preliminary plat processing.

F-4 Traffic Technical
Memo Ardurra No measurable Impact

to I/S LOS

Summary: A traffic threshold analysis study for Robinson Road and the project
adjacent intersection concluded that, even with the trip gains noted at Robinson
Road/Lewis Lane, as the nearest impacted intersection to the Haven Creek Subdivision,
that LOS should be more than sufficient to accommodate development trips. This
transportation threshold determination would confirm the County’s TIS requirement
position that no additional LOS analysis should be needed, given project trip impacts do
not substantially impact Canyon County and Nampa Highway District Roadways. A two
day weekday traffic count completed shows that 89% of traffic is only two-axle vehicles
which is a typical range of vehicle class for a minor arterial.

7 https://www.youtube.com/live/s7SOlNLpYnE?feature=share&t=10612
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Appendix G - Density & Compatibility

G-1 Density HeatMap Ardurra CONSISTENT W/
EXISTING DENSITY

Summary: Residential parcel sizes surrounding the project vary from 1 acre to 5+ acres.
As shown in the density map, the property is surrounded by residential density, including
denser subdivision development ½ mile to the north - the proposed rezone is consistent
with existing density in the area. The below density maps show pre-project (on the left)
and post-project (on the right) density surrounding the project.

G-2 CUP VS Rezone
Historical Haven and Ardurra

ZONING MAPS ARE
INCONSISTENT W/
TODAY’S USES

Summary: The subject property is surrounded by County subdivisions that were
approved by use of a Conditional Use Permit in an area that is zoned Agricultural.
Predominant use should be weighted alongside zoning – historically, in the early 2000s,
people used CUPs instead of rezones.

Commissioners brought up this topic at the BoCC meeting on 3/2/23 4:30-6:00 pm
meeting. Reference audio from at approximately 1:00:50 timestamp
https://agenda.canyoncounty.id.gov/SupportDoc/GetSupportingDoc?supportDocID=136

In summary, it was stated that the zoning maps are not aligned with current uses today.
Lots of previous CUPs were approved and allowed new uses within Ag zones and the
zoning maps are now disconnected with the actual uses today. “We should be looking at
what is reality, not just what is on a map”
The Robinson Rd/Lewis Area in Canyon County SE of Nampa is a prime example of this
disconnect and should be considered when bringing zoning maps into alignment with
current uses.
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G-3 Surrounding
Subdivisions Haven and Ardurra

ADJACENT TO
EXISTING

SUBDIVISIONS

Summary: The conditional rezone request complies with Canyon County’s current
comprehensive plan of Low Density Residential. These subject parcels are also located
in the City of Nampa’s Area of Impact with a Future land use zoning designation of Low
Density Residential. This development complies with both comprehensive plans and
believe this is an excellent compromise of what the County wants this area to be today
and what Nampa has envisioned for the future.

This area has clearly started the transition from AG to Residential long before us.
However, these subdivisions were created in the past through conditional use permits
and avoided the process of rezoning.

Existing subdivisions around the property are provided in the Staff Report.
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G-4 City of Nampa
Comments Daniel Badger REVIEW COMPLETE

(deferral to County)

Summary: City of Nampa denied the project due to the desire for more density.
However, annexation at this time is not feasible due to city services being located too far
away. The project tries to strike a balance of the density that the County desires and the
density the City desires. The community water system is also designed in such a way to
be incorporated into the future City water distribution system. The project is also taking
into account all of the necessary ROW and Landscape requirements to fit within the City
as it grows in this direction in the future.

G-5 Large AG
Coordination Stewart Dairy

DETERMINE
COMPATIBLE AFTER

FEEDBACK
INCORPORATED

Summary: After testimony at the P&Z hearing that large agricultural users within the
vicinity of the project were not compatible with the project, we sought to discuss directly
with these users and gather their feedback about the project to see if a new subdivision
was compatible with the area. Stewart Dairy heard we were seeking feedback and
reached out.

Stewart Dairy was supportive for a few reasons:

(1) the property has rock shelves and results in lower agriculture productivity,
(2) large AG supports creating growth within the area of impact to protect the
commercial farmland outside the impact area,
(3) small acreage lots create a transitional buffer and the 1.0-1.75 range are
manageable and valuable,
(4) developer wants to work with Stewart Dairy to make sure RTF
acknowledgements are customized to this area
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LETTER OF
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HAVEN CREEK SUBDIVISION
Letter of Intent
Rezone and Preliminary Plat Submittal
March 14, 2022

To: Canyon County Planning and Zoning Staff

This letter outlines our thinking and, crucially, tradeoffs considered as part of our rezone and
preliminary plat submittal.  Our application attempts to balance the needs of all stakeholders
while solving water, encroachment, and access issues that have been long standing issues for
neighboring property owners.

Summary
We envision Haven Creek as a “Community in the Country” - the right combination of home and
land so that owners have the privacy and space of rural living while keeping land maintainable
and tidy.  Located within the City of Nampa area of impact and targeted for future growth, we
propose a gross lot density of 1.69 acres per lot (43.9 acres into 26 buildable lots) with
meandering rural roads, landscaped medians, internal trail system, and three pocket
neighborhood cul-de-sacs.  While not the most economically optimized design, we aim to create
a special place that promotes rural community by allowing residents and their families
opportunities to meet and engage with each other when they wish to do so.

Trade-Offs
In preparing this design, we had to make several key trade-offs:

Canals
Both the Ridenbaugh Canal and Feiselman Lateral traverse through the subject land.
While piping both of these was an option, we chose to embrace the Ridenbaugh as a
main design element, designing the roads to mimic this meandering organic shape.  The
lots are designed along with the Canal to provide a natural privacy boundary.  We
propose piping the more angular Feiselman Lateral to decrease maintenance for future
homeowners and neighbors.

Lot Size
Neighboring properties on all sides of the subject property - north, south, east, west - are
residential use and vary in size.  Most neighbors vocalized a preference for larger lots,
while others vocalized concerns over new owners not using or maintaining land above a
certain size.  At the same time, we need the project to be economically viable and
support the roads, bridge, and proposed voluntary enhancements in our application.
The resulting 1.69 acre/lot density, along with other elements described later



(pressurized irrigation, proposed grading, water and septic design, etc) attempts to
balance all of these needs by making necessary trade-offs.

Existing Problems Impacting Neighbors
During the Neighborhood Meetings, we heard about a number of practical issues that
have impacted neighbors of the subject property for some time.  These include irrigation
water distribution from the 317 & 318, drainage in the NE corner area rendering land
unusable, insufficient access to neighbors’ land, and property line encroachment.  The
proposed plat provides enough economic cushion that we can commit to permanently
solving these long-standing problems.

Technical Design Summary
We are submitting this rezone and preliminary plat application with a development agreement
for your consideration. Below you will find the highlights of the proposed development.

● Zoning
○ Existing Zoning - Ag
○ Proposed Zoning - CR-R1
○ Canyon County FLUM - Residential
○ Nampa FLUM - Low Density Residential
○ City of Nampa Area of Impact: Yes

● ROW/Roads
○ 50’ dedicated ROW along S Robinson Rd and E Lewis Lane
○ 56’ ROW dedicated for internal public streets
○ Approved access variance w/ Nampa Highway District on Robinson Rd

● Landscaping
○ Landscape median at entryway street (E Rosecrest Dr)
○ Landscape median near corner of S Marquette Pl
○ Landscape median on S Sweetvine Pl
○ Landscape buffer adjacent to Robinson - 15’-20’
○ Three common lots: (1) Common Space/ Future connection (2)Storm drain and

Irrigation facilities (3) Landscape Median
○ Recreational pathway through subdivision for future public use

● Density
○ 1.68 acres per lot gross density / 1.4 acres per lot buildable

● Geotech
○ Report completed - supports CR-R1 layout as proposed

● Groundwater
○ Report completed - supports CR-R1 layout as proposed
○ Further analysis performed demonstrating worst case scenarios based on 1st

Neighborhood Meeting feedback
● Septic



○ L1NP study completed - supports CR-R1 layout as proposed
● Highway District

○ Variance approved for access from S Robinson Road.  Access off of E Lewis
Lane not feasible due to irrigation easement along Ridenbaugh Canal.

● Irrigation Districts
○ Includes both Boise Projects and Nampa-Meridian Irrigation.
○ Preliminary design and diligence completed with both irrigation districts.  Existing

and proposed irrigation supports CR-R1 layout as proposed.

Conditional Rezone - R1 Zoning
As referenced earlier in the “Trade-Offs” section, we considered various densities for the project
based on market demand, neighborhood context, groundwater and septic conditions, traffic
patterns, existing property owner’s needs, economics, needs of future owners, resolution of
existing problems for neighbors, and our desire to execute a project we are proud of.  The result
is a proposed conditional R1 rezone with development agreement limiting development to 26
lots (1.69 ac/lot gross density).

In general, we feel that larger lots are appropriate for this particular area.  However, pursuing
the CR-R1 rezone at this density allows us to solve issues and include a number of desirable
features that will improve the character of the neighborhood and the project.  The proposed
CR-R1 rezone enables:

A. Drainage in the NE Corner
Existing waste and stormwater collects in the NE area of the land, turning neighboring
land into unusable swamp.  With the CR-R1 zoning, we propose to fix this existing
condition for neighbors by retaining, grading, and piping water so it correctly conveys to
the drainage system north of Lewis Rd.  This will involve, with permission, work on both
our land and neighbors’ land.

B. Landscaping on S Robinson Rd
We propose both landscaping and a pedestrian walkway along S Robinson Rd.  The
landscaping voluntarily meets City of Nampa code for future incorporation into the City.
The proposed pathway would connect to other recreational pathway(s) within the project.

C. Public Roads
New roads in the project are proposed as public roads, opening the area to public
access and ensuring long term road maintenance and conformance.

D. Road Median Landscaping
We propose three median landscaping areas with mature trees to provide a more
organic and meandering feel to paved areas.  This is intended to limit long sight lines



and help maintain a natural feel for the roadways that blend well with surrounding
properties.

E. Varying Lot Sizes
Our application intentionally sites larger area lots on the exterior, adjoining existing
neighbors.  This is done to minimize the number of new neighbors each existing
neighbor needs to interact with, while intentionally blending the proposed layout with
existing neighbor parcels.

F. Micro Neighborhoods
The proposed CR-R1 zoning allows for the creation of three micro neighborhoods.
These cul-de-sac areas provide a safe central shared space for neighbors (including,
importantly, kids) to gather and interact.  It promotes, for example, trick-or-treating at
Halloween.  It encourages serendipitous interaction.  Enabling this sense of community
in housing we design and build is core to what motivates us to undertake these projects.

G. Recreational Trail(s)
To further promote rural community, our application proposes approximately 1.4 miles of
pathway suitable for walking, biking, or horse riding.  These HOA-maintained areas are
intentionally designed to enhance quality of living for future homeowners, connectability
to future City of Nampa trail system, and overall community improvement.

H. Alignment with City of Nampa Subdivision Code
The above voluntary design elements serve to better align the built project for future City
of Nampa annexation and are informed by discussions with the City.

I. Assist Neighbor in SE
Our neighbor in the SE corner has a known potential building encroachment based on
prior surveys.  He also has long desired to divide his land so his children can build
houses of their own, but is prevented from doing so because of insufficient road width
access to his land.  With the CR-R1 zoning, we propose dedicating land to him sufficient
to resolve the potential encroachment issue, along with providing access from our newly
proposed public roads such that he can divide his land for family use.  With coordinated
design, we can solve for his needs while also solving our own.

From a practical perspective, the proposed density…
(a) still meets intent of the proposed new FLUM for area of Transitional Ag
(b) means marginally less farmland converted to housing, relative to lower density designs,

for the same number of new residents
(c) addresses neighborhood concerns about owners taking aesthetic care of larger lots.

HOA maintenance of shared areas combined with 1.4ac buildable lots is intended to be
a balance between density and maintainability.



The proposed CR-R1 zoning (1.69 ac/lot gross density) is not based on maximizing financial
gain – it is based on maximizing the quality of life for future residents while maintaining
community character.  This is a lower gross density than we originally targeted, but we
confidently feel the benefits enabled by this proposed density far outweigh the marginally higher
density we are proposing relative to RR zoning.  The land (water, septic) supports the proposed
density.  Infrastructure supports the proposed density.  And, we feel, the proposed density would
result in a far superior outcome for both current and future residents.

Neighborhood Meeting
Our primary neighborhood meeting was held on 12/02/2021 at New Horizons Dual Language
School. It was well attended with 17 sign-ins and an estimated 35 people in attendance.  At this
meeting, we heard six themes discussed repeatedly, some of which we had data and answers
for and some of which we did not.

Approximately 45 days later, on 01/21/2022, we voluntarily invited neighbors to a followup
meeting.  Based on feedback, we chose a location in central Nampa that was available later in
evening hours.  At this meeting, we prepared detailed data and information for the six themes
we heard in the first meeting:



This meeting was also well attended and was organized such that consultants or experts on
each topic were available in each room to further discuss each area of concern.  This approach
yielded some valuable 1-on-1 collaborative conversations that helped us identify specific issues
and ideas that are addressed and included in our proposal.  However, the majority of discussion
was around groundwater and potential impact on neighboring wells.  The primary and
supplementary reports referenced in this letter were prepared by SPF Water based on these
concerns – we are confident based on all available monitoring well data, historical data,
geologic understanding of the aquifer, and conclusions in the Water Assessment report, that the
proposed wells for this project will not adversely affect groundwater availability for neighbors in
any meaningful way.

Based on worst case scenarios outlined in the Water Assessment Report, and to be double sure
our proposed development does not adversely affect adjacent neighbors, we have begun a
pre-development well monitoring effort to establish baseline water table numbers that can be
compared to post-development numbers.  We are committed to mitigating impact on adjacent
parcel wells if data shows our proposed development does, in fact, negatively impact those
existing adjacent wells within the first 18 months.

Specific feedback incorporated into project plans from this meeting include:

1. Multiple neighbors are concerned that new owners won’t take care of or understand the
amount of work required to maintain rural land in an attractive state.  Proposed
mitigations are (a) manageable lot sizes, (b) HOA maintenance of areas perceived to be
common, (c) HOA rules requiring that land be maintained, whether irrigated or not, and
(d) pressurized irrigation for simpler owner operation.

2. Concerns about new neighbors living in RVs.  Proposed mitigation is enforcement of
existing Canyon County rules, along with explicit HOA rules about RVs and 5th Wheels.

3. Further discussion about irrigation water rotation and waste water.  Proposed mitigation
is reflected in our current pressurized irrigation proposal.  The irrigation pond is located
and sized to provide maximum flexibility to neighbors who practice flood irrigation so that
we can coordinate surface water scheduling to meet everyone’s needs.

4. Existing condition issues, described in this document, that can be resolved as part of the
CR-R1 proposal.



Meeting #2 - Addressing the 6 Themes from Meeting #1
Density, Right to Farm, Irrigation, Water, Traffic, Septic





Map Amendment Criteria
Per application submittal requirements, the following addresses criteria outlined in CCZO
§07-06-05 & 07-06-07(6):

● Is the request generally consistent with the comprehensive plan?
○ Yes.  The current comprehensive plan has a land use of residential for these

parcels.

● When considering the surrounding land uses, is the request more appropriate than the
current zoning designation?

○ Yes.  There are residential single family dwellings to the north, south, east, and
west. Directly to the east are 2-3 acre lots.  Surrounded by residential use, there
are no large-scale farming practices immediately adjacent to the project.

● Is the request compatible with surrounding land uses?
○ Yes.  Surrounding land uses are residential homes, along with small acreage

hobby farms.  The project is within the City of Nampa area of impact.

● Will the request negatively affect the character of the area? What measures will be
implemented to mitigate impacts? (See Note 2)

○ No.  We believe the project will improve the character of the area and create
single family homes that will be taken care of, architecturally blend into the
neighborhood, and maintain consistency with City of Nampa’s landscaping and
subdivision requirements.  While doing so, the project will retain the rural
character of the area, including County style roads with borrow ditches instead of
curb, gutter and sidewalk. We propose native tree planting along right-of-ways to
further blend new and existing.

○ Mitigation #1: The project roads, lot layouts, and lot frontages with neighbors
have been intentionally designed to blend with the character of the area.

○ Mitigation #2: An HOA will ensure maintenance is completed regularly, safeguard
“Right to Farm” conditions, and provide a mechanism to ensure both County and
community land use rules are enforced.

○ Mitigation #3: Pressurized irrigation will be supplied to all lots in the project,
ensuring a simple irrigation experience for future homeowners.  By making use of
irrigation water simple, the project enables responsible use of shared
groundwater resources.

● Will adequate facilities and services including sewer, water, drainage, irrigation and
utilities be provided to accommodate the request? (See Note 2)

○ Septic: Yes.  L1NP assessment has been completed, indicating soil conditions
are adequate to support individual septic for >26 lots.  Report completed by
Atlas.



○ Domestic Water: Yes.  Water Use Assessment has been completed, indicating
adequate aquifer support for >26 lots.  In the vicinity of the Haven Creek
subdivision, reported static water levels in the drillers logs are consistent with
closest IDWR wells which has shown steady water levels over the past 60+
years. Also the area around the subdivision within at least a 4 mile radius is one
continuous aquifer with similar hydrogeologic conditions and no annual
water-level decline. In the worst case scenario using a conservative
transmissivity rate of 10,000 gpd/ft for groundwater recharge, based on existing
well drillers reports, drawdown for the 27 new individual wells would be 0.4 feet at
500 feet and 0.1 feet at a radius of one mile.  Report and addendum completed
by SPF Water.

○ Drainage: Yes. All drainage will be retained onsite and handled with drainage
ponds.

○ Irrigation: Yes.  Land has water rights adequate to support 26 lots, with excess
water rights available to transfer to neighboring properties.  Pressurized Irrigation
supported by a storage pond supplied through Boise Project Control Board.

○ Utilities: Yes.  Electric utilities are adjacent to and adequate to serve the project.

● Does legal access to the subject property for the request exist or will it exist at the time
of development?

○ Yes, we have an approved variance from the Highway District for access off of
Robinson Rd.

● Does the request require public street improvements in order to provide adequate
access to and from the subject property to minimize undue interference with existing or
future traffic patterns created by the request? What measures have been taken to
mitigate road improvements or traffic impacts? (See Note 2)

○ No.  Project is small in scale and does not require a traffic impact study.  We are
working with Highway District to install proper public improvements along S
Robinson Rd and E Lewis Ln, along with deeding frontage for future road
widening required by future development within this Area of Impact.

● Will the request impact essential public services and facilities, such as schools, police,
fire and emergency medical services? What measures will be implemented to mitigate
impacts? (See Note 2)

○ No.  The project is small enough in scale that we do not anticipate impact on
public services and facilities.

● Conditional rezone requests must include proposed conditions of approval, restrictions,
and/or conceptual plans (if a plan is applicable) that will be considered with the rezone in
a development agreement. See conditional rezone option disclosure below.

○ See Preliminary Plat
○ Proposed Conditional Rezone with the following conditions:

■ Limits the number of new buildable lots to 26



■ Landscaping requirements consistent with the preliminary plat
● Consistent with City of Nampa Impact Area
● Landscape Entryway and Trees throughout

■ Right to Farm Disclosures
■ Private Pressurized Irrigation
■ Public Roadways

NOTE:
1. Conditional rezones require a development agreement between the applicant and County that outlines applicable
conditions of approval and/or restrictions.
2. Additional studies (such as traffic, water, biological, historical, etc.) and information may be required by DSD and/or
the hearing body to fully understand potential impacts.

CONDITIONAL REZONE OPTION: When considering a zoning map amendment (rezone) of a property, a conditional
rezone is recommended when considering conceptual site plan and/or addressing potential impacts through
mitigation strategies and measures such as restricting uses, limiting the area to be rezoned to retain agricultural uses,
and agricultural preservation methods such as buffers and disclosures. Without a conditional rezone, no conditions
can be considered as part of the rezone application. Please discuss the conditional rezone option with a DSD Planner
prior to application submittal.

Respectfully submitted,

Tanner Verhoeks, PE
Canyon County Resident
Principal, Haven Idaho
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BRADLEY J SMITH
KIMBERLY SMITH

6715 E LEWIS LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28963010

HEATHER MICHELLE BENSON
MICHAEL ROYCE BENSON

6619 E LEWIS LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28962010A0

IRENE CHAVOLLA
LUIS CHAVOLLA W/H
6549 E LEWIS LANE

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28962010B0

LGP RENTALS, LLC
9300 N SNAFFLE BIT

KUNA, ID 83634
R28962010

CYNTHIA L ATNIP
9886 ROBINSON ROAD

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28962000

GREGORY A BYRON
CINDI J BYRON H/W
5100 BUGLE RIDGE

ROAD
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28978200

ANTHONY
JOSEPH SENN

JENNIFER
JANICE DENN
5111 BUGLE
RIDGE ROAD

NAMPA, ID
83686

R28978201

JAMES DANES
CONNIE DANES H/W

9731 S ROBINSON ROAD
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28979000

WILLIAM LEE NICHOLS
KAREN K NICHOLS

9663 ROBINSON ROAD
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28982000

TED AND SHERRY
ZAHRADNICEK TRUST
9676 ROBINSON ROAD

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28960000

TED AND SHERRY
ZAHRADNICEK TRUST
9676 ROBINSON ROAD

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28959000

CURTIS L KESSEL
4930 DYE LANE
KUNA, ID 83634

R28957000

RUSLAN LEVANDOVSKY
VALENTINA LEVANDOVSKY

4756 DYE LANE
KUNA, ID 83634

R28966000

MICHAEL S LOCKNAME &
ISABELLE AMELIA DERRICK

6925 E LEWIS LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28968000

VICTOR MAROSTICA
SUE MAROSTICA
4596 DYE LANE
KUNA, ID 83634

R28964000

RICHARD A BELL
AIMEE N BELL

9829 S LOCKNANE CT
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28973010 0

FILIBERTO VILLA
PATRICIA STILLWELL H/W

9881 S LOCKNANE CT
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28973000

KENTON L EISENBARTH
6915 E LEWIS LANE

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28972000

SAMUEL NELSON
6900 E LEWIS LANE

NAMPA, ID 83686
R24207000

JAMES C HARDESTY
6912 LEWIS LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R24207010

ALLEN VANVLIET
LAURA ZIMMERMAN
5415 MAMER LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R24209000

MAMER SUBDIVISION
BOOK 15, PAGE 8

UNPLATTED

UNPLATTED
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UNPLATTED

ELKHORN ESTATES
BOOK 27, PAGE 34

MICHAEL S LOCKNANE
9871 S LOCKNANE CT

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28969000
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PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR
HAVEN CREEK SUBDIVISION

A PORTION OF THE N 1/2 OF THE NW 1/4 OF SECTION 17
TOWNSHIP 2 NORTH, RANGE 1 WEST, BOISE MERIDIAN

CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO
 APRIL 18, 2023
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AREA AND LOT SUMMARY
TOTAL PROPERTY AREA

RESIDENTIAL AREA

RIGHT-OF-WAY TO BE DEDICATED

COMMON AREA

TOTAL LOTS

BUILDABLE LOTS

COMMON LOTS

32

29

3

44.13 +/- AC

36.58 +/- AC

1.48 +/- AC

6.07 +/- AC

OWNER/ DEVELOPER
HTV CREEK LLC
521 N. 10th AVE.
CALDWELL, IDAHO 83605
PH: (208) 391-3838

LAND USE PLANNER
ALEC EGURROLA
T-O ENGINEERS, INC.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

ENGINEER
ISAAC JOSIFEK, P.E.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

SURVEYOR
ROB O'MALLEY, P.L.S.
T-O ENGINEERS, INC.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300
PARCEL
#R2896300000
0 E. LEWIS LANE
#R289610110
0 ROBINSON ROAD
#R28961000000

9814 ROBINSON BLVD.
#R2896101000
9800 ROBINSON BLVD.

ROADWAY JURISDICTION
NAMPA HIGHWAY DISTRICT NO. 4

SEWER & WATER DISTRICT
PRIVATE

FIRE DISTRICT
KUNA FIRE

SCHOOL DISTRICT
KUNA SCHOOL DISTRICT #3

ZONING
EXISTING ZONING: (AG) AGRICULTURAL
PROPOSED ZONING: (CR-R1)
R1 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
R1 SETBACKS:

FRONT = 20'
REAR = 20'
SIDE = 10'
STREET SIDE = 20'

IRRIGATION DISTRICT
BOISE PROJECT BOARD OF CONTROL
NAMPA & MERIDIAN IRRIGATION DISTRICT

SITE DATA

AVERAGE (NET) LOT SIZE 1.26 +/- AC

NOTES
1. BUILDING SETBACK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE ZONING REGULATIONS OF

THE CANYON COUNTY.

2. A GENERAL UTILITY EASEMENT OF 10 FEET WILL EXIST ALONG ALL FRONT AND REAR LOT LINES PER CITY OF CANYON COUNTY
SUBDIVISION CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS.

3. THERE ARE NO KNOWN FLOOD PLAINS OR FLOODWAYS IN THE PROJECT AREA.

4. DIRECT RESIDENTIAL LOT ACCESS TO ROBINSON ROAD IS PROHIBITED.

5. INDIVIDUAL PRESSURE IRRIGATION SERVICES WILL BE PROVIDED TO THE REAR OF EACH LOT. PRESSURE IRRIGATION WILL BE
CONNECTED TO A NEW PUMP STATION ON COMMON LOT 12. THE SYSTEM WILL BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY THE
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION.

6. POTABLE WATER WILL BE SUPPLIED BY PRIVATE WELLS.

7. SEWER WILL BE PROVIDED BY PRIVATE SEPTIC SYSTEMS.

8. STORMWATER TO BE DIRECTED THROUGH A SERIES OF BORROW DITCHES, PIPES, AND MANHOLES TO THE PROPOSED STORM
WATER FACILITY PONDS LOCATED IN STORMWATER EASEMENTS IN LOT 1 & 27, BLOCK 1.

9. DESIGN INFORMATION SHOWN HEREIN IS PRELIMINARY AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE BASED ON FINAL DESIGN AND AGENCY
COMMENT.

10. ALL LOTS ARE RESIDENTIAL EXCEPT LOTS LABELED AS COMMON LOTS. COMMON LOT 18 IS A PRIVATE LOT FOR SHARED USE
AND POTENTIAL FUTURE ACCESS TO PROPERTY TO THE SOUTH.  COMMON LOT 12 IS A PRIVATE LOT TO BE USED FOR STORM
WATER RETENTION AND PRESSURE IRRIGATION PUMP STATION. COMMON LOT 1 IS A PRIVATE LOT TO BE USED FOR THE E
ROSECREST DRIVE CENTER ISLAND. SUBDIVISION COMMON AREAS WILL NOT BE IRRIGATED. HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION WILL
BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE AND NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL ON COMMON LOTS.

SHEET INDEX
C0.00 COVER

C1.00 EXISTING CONDITIONS

C2.00 LOT DIMENSIONS

C3.00 SITE PLAN AND UTILITIES

C4.00 DRAINAGE AND IRRIGATION PLAN
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GROWING  POSSIBILITIES 

100 E Bower Street, Suite 110 
Meridian, ID 83642 

(208) 288-1992 

 
 
 

213060-250/20-125 

December 7, 2022 

 

 

Ms. Stephanie Hailey 
Engineering Coordinator 

Development Services Department 

111 North 11th Ave. #140 

Caldwell, Idaho 83605 

 
Re: Haven Creek Subdivision Preliminary Plat Application 

 

Dear Ms. Hailey, 

 

Keller Associates, Inc. has reviewed the Preliminary Plat for the Haven Creek Subdivision dated August 

3, 2022. We reviewed the applicant’s package for conformance with the Canyon County Code 

Ordinance Article 17.  We have the following comments in order for the applicant to satisfy the County's 

requirements: 

1. Historic irrigation lateral, drain, and ditch flow patterns shall be maintained unless approved 

in writing by the local irrigation district or ditch company. Any modifications or discharges 

into the Ridenbaugh Highline Canal and/or Fieselmann Lateral shall be approved by the 

owner of the canals.  

2. Finish grades at subdivision boundaries shall match existing finish grades. Runoff shall be 

maintained on subdivision property unless otherwise approved. 

3. If roadside borrow/swale areas are intended for infiltration and not just conveyance, propose 

a short-term plan that will protect the roadside swales from disturbance as a result of home 

construction on individual lots. How will the swales be protected / repaired? 

4. If roadside borrow/swale areas are intended for infiltration and not just conveyance, prior to 

final plat approval, provide a long-term plan for protection and maintenance of roadside 

swales (i.e. planting of trees, filling / regrading swale, and damage as result of roadside 

parking).  

5. Plat shall comply with requirements of the local highway district.  

6. Plat shall comply with irrigation district requirements. 

7. Plat shall comply with Southwest District Health requirements.  

We recommend that the Preliminary Plat be approved with the conditions above. Any variance 

or waivers to the Canyon County standards, ordinances, or policies must be specifically approved in 

writing by the County. Approval of the above-referenced Preliminary Plat, when granted, does not 

relieve the Registered Professional Land Surveyor or the Registered Professional Engineer of those 

responsibilities.  

 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call Keller Associates at (208) 244-5065. 



 
 

213060-250/20-125 

 

Sincerely,  

KELLER ASSOCIATES, INC. 

  

 

Justin Walker, P.E. 

County Engineer 

 

cc: File 
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LANDSCAPING
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TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME SIZE CONTAINER WATER ZONE CLASS HEIGHT MATURE SIZE QTY

Emerald Queen Norway Maple Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen' 2" Cal. B&B 2 II 50`X40` 25

Green Mountain Sugar Maple Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM 2" Cal. B&B 3 II 50`x30` 22

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis 2" Cal. B&B 1 II 45`x40` 17

Emerald City Tulip Poplar Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM 2" Cal. B&B 1 II 50`X35` 19

Bloodgood London Plane Tree Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood` 2" Cal. B&B 2 III 60`x40` 3

EVERGREEN TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME SIZE CONTAINER WATER ZONE CLASS HEIGHT MATURE SIZE QTY

Compact Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 'Compacta' 10` Ht. B&B 2 Evergreen 60`X20` 4

SHRUBS COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME SIZE CONTAINER WATER ZONE CLASS HEIGHT MATURE SIZE QTY

Isanti Red Twig Dogwood Cornus sericea 'Isanti' 2-3 gal. Pot 2 Shrub 5`x`5 33

Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire Itea virginica `Sprich` TM 2 gal. Pot 2 Shrub 3`x3` 5

Pfitzer Juniper Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana` 2 gal. Pot 1 Evergreen Shrub 6`X10` 31

Hidcote Blue English Lavender Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue' 1 gal. Pot 1 Perennial 3`x3` 8

Mugo Pine Pinus mugo `Pumilio` 2 gal. Pot 1 Evergreen Shrub 5`x5` 19

Double Knock Out Rose Rosa x 'Radtko' 2-3 gal. Pot 1 Shrub 3`x4` 8

GRASSES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME SIZE CONTAINER WATER ZONE CLASS HEIGHT MATURE SIZE QTY

Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster` 1 gal. Pot 1 Orn Grass 3`x3` 7

PLANT SCHEDULEGENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES:

1. ALL CONTRACTOR WORK SHALL BE CONDUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH ISPWC (IDAHO STANDARD
PUBLIC WORKS CONSTRUCTION), 2013; AND CANYON COUNTY, ID CODES, STANDARDS AND STATE AND
LOCAL REGULATIONS.

2. ALL STRUCTURES, SITE IMPROVEMENTS AND UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHALL BE LOCATED PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION AND PROTECTED.  CALL DIG-A-LINE 1-800-342-1585 TO LOCATE UNDERGROUND
UTILITIES.  ANY DAMAGE TO STRUCTURES, UTILITIES OR CONCRETE WILL BE REPLACE AT
CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

3. COORDINATE WITH CIVIL ENGINEERING DRAWINGS FOR PAVING, UTILITIES AND GRADING INFORMATION.

4. PREPARE SITE FOR PLANTING BY GRUBBING AND REMOVING WEEDS.  IF NECESSARY APPLY ROUND-UP
(OR EQUIVALENT HERBICIDE), USING A CERTIFIED APPLICATOR.  REMOVE  ROCKS AND OTHER
MATERIALS OVER 3".

5. ALL LAWN AREAS SHALL HAVE MIN 6" OF TOPSOIL AND AND FILL TREE PITS WITH TOPSOIL. TOPSOIL
SHALL BE FRIABLE LOAM, PH RANGE 5.5 TO 7, A MINIMUM OF 5% ORGANIC MATERIAL, FREE OF STONES 1
INCH OR LARGER OR ANY OTHER EXTRANEOUS MATERIALS.  IT IS ACCEPTABLE TO AMEND NATIVE SOILS
TO MEET THIS TOPSOIL SPECIFICATION IF SOIL TEXTURE IS LOAMY.

6. FINE GRADE TO ELEVATIONS SET BY ENGINEER'S PLANS WITH POSITIVE DRAINAGE AWAY FROM
STRUCTURES. REFER TO ENGINEER'S PLANS FOR GRADING INFORMATION.

7. SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE IS TO BE CONTAINED WITHIN EACH LOT UNLESS EXPRESSLY ALLOWED
OTHERWISE BY APPROVED ENGINEERING PLANS.

8. IF WORK IS IN THE SPRING, BETWEEN THE MONTHS MARCH TO MAY, THEN APPLY PRE-EMERGANT TO
ALL NON-PAVED LANDSCAPE AREAS, EXCEPT AREAS RECEIVING GRASS SOD, PRIOR TO PLANTING.

9. BERMING AND GRADING AS SHOWN ON PLANS SHALL HAVE GRADUAL TRANSITIONS TO EXISTING OR
ENGINEER PROPOSED GRADES.  GRADING SHALL NOT CHANGE FLOW OR DIRECTION OF SURFACE
DRAINAGE SWALES AS SHOWN ON ENGINEERS PLANS.

10.ESTIMATED QUANTITIES ARE SHOWN FOR GENERAL REFERENCE ONLY.  CONTRACTOR SHALL BE
RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL QUANTITY ESTIMATES.

11.LAY SOD WITHIN 24 HOURS OF HARVESTING.  LAY SOD TO FORM A SOLID MASS WITH TIGHTLY FITTED
JOINTS AND EVEN GRADES.

12.CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR KEEPING LANDSCAPED AREAS CLEAN. REMOVE ALL DEBRIS, SPOILS
AND TRASH FROM SITE FOR DISPOSAL AT APPROVED LANDFILL OR WASTE DISPOSAL SITE.

13. ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL MEET OR EXCEED THE MINIMUM FEDERAL STANDARDS AS REGULATED BY
ANSI Z60.1, AMERICAN STANDARD FOR NURSERY STOCK.  PLANTS NOT MEETING THESE STANDARDS
FOR QUALITY, OR PLANTS DETERMINED TO BE UNHEALTHY BY OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE, WILL BE
REJECTED.

14.INSTALL ONLY SPECIFIED PLANTS.  PLANT SUBSTITUTES MUST BE APPROVED BY LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT.  UNAPPROVED PLANT SUBSTITUTES WILL BE REPLACED AT CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

15.TREES SHALL NOT BE PLANTED WITHIN THE 10' CLEAR ZONE OF STRUCTURES, OR FACILITIES.

16.TREES SHALL NOT BE PLANTED WITHIN CLEAR VISION TRIANGLES.

17.NO TREES SHALL BE PLACED WITHIN 50' OF STOP SIGN.

18.SEEPAGE BEDS MUST BE PROTECTED FROM ANY AND ALL CONTAMINATION DURING THE
CONSTRUCTION AND INSTALLATION OF THE LANDSCAPE IRRIGATION SYSTEM.

19.ROOT BARRIERS MUST BE USED FOR TREES IN STREET PLANTERS WITH A MINIMUM WIDTH OF SIX (6)
FEET. ROOT BARRIERS ARE REQUIRED TO EXTEND 18 INCHES BELOW THE SUB GRADE ON THE
SIDEWALK SIDE AND SHALL EXTEND 2 FEET BELOW SUB GRADE ON CURB SIDE.  BARRIER SHALL BE
CONSTRUCTED WITH THE STREET AND SIDEWALK AND SHALL RUN CONTINUOUSLY ALONG SIDEWALK
AND CURB.

20.ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE GUARANTEED FOR A PERIOD OF 30 DAYS BEGINNING A THE DATE OF
ACCEPTANCE BY OWNER.  REPLACE ALL DEAD OR UNHEALTHY PLANT MATERIAL IMMEDIATELY WITH
SAME TYPE AND SIZE AT NO COST TO THE OWNER.

21. ALL LANDSCAPE SHALL BE IRRIGATED WITH AN AUTOMATIC IRRIGATION SYSTEM OPERATED BY ONE
CONTROLLER, AND DESIGNED WITH HYDRO-ZONES THAT FUNCTION WELL WITHIN THE WATER SERVICE
PROVIDED FOR HEALTHY GROWTH OF PLANT MATERIAL.

22. THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM SHALL BE DESIGNED AND INSTALLED WITH THE FOLLOWING SPECIFICATIONS:

· COVERAGE FOR DIFFERENT HYDROZONES:

A. LAWNS - POP-UP SPRINKLER BODIES WITH MP ROTATOR NOZZLES OR ROTOR BODIES . 100%  DOUBLE
COVERAGE.

B. PLANTING BEDS - MICRO (DRIP) IRRIGATION

· SPRINKLER HEADS SHALL HAVE MATCHED PRECIPITATION RATES WITHIN EACH CONTROL VALVE
CIRCUIT.

· SEPARATE HYDROZONES SHALL BE USED FOR LAWNS AND TREES/SHRUBS/GROUND COVER AREAS.

· SPRINKLERS SHALL NOT OVERSPRAY ONTO IMPERVIOUS SURFACES, BUILDING OR STRUCTURES
DURING CALM WIND CONDITIONS.

23.CONTRACTOR SHALL SUBMIT SHOP DRAWINGS OF DESIGN/BUILD IRRIGATION SYSTEM AND/OR ANY
MATERIALS OR PRODUCT SUBSTITUTES TO OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
CONSTRUCTION.  SHOP DRAWINGS SHALL INCLUDE AT MINIMUM: DESIGN LAYOUT, BACKFLOW SYSTEM,
CONTROLLER AND VALUE LOCATIONS,  SLEEVE LOCATIONS AND SUPPLY LINE SIZE AND LOCATION.

24.IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE WITH GENERAL CONTRACTOR FOR ALL SLEEVES THAT NEED

TO BE INSTALLED TO ALLOW EFFICIENT IRRIGATION PIPING.

25.IRRIGATION CONTROLLERS SHALL BE PEDESTAL MOUNTED IN PLANTING BEDS.  CONTROLLER
LOCATIONS SHALL BE EASILY ACCESSIBLE, BUT VISIBLY DISCRETE.
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DEVELOPER

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

HTC CREEK, LLC
521 N. 10th AVE.

CALDWELL, IDAHO 83605
(208) 391-3838

JAIME SNYDER, ASLA
T-O ENGINEERS

2471 TITANIUM PLACE, MERIDIAN ID 83642
(208) 323-2288

CALL BEFORE YOU DIG!
CALL DIGLINE INC.

PRIOR TO COMMENCING
UNDERGROUND WORK

DIAL:  811

NOTE:
THE LOCATION OF EXISTING UNDERGROUND UTILITIES ARE
SHOWN APPROXIMATELY ONLY PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
IT SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO
INFORM ALL UTILITY COMPANIES OF THE CONSTRUCTION
SCHEDULE. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL DETERMINE THE
EXACT LOCATION OF ALL EXISTING UTILITIES BEFORE
COMMENCING WORK. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE
FOR ANY AND ALL DAMAGE WHICH MAY OCCUR BY FAILURE
TO EXACTLY LOCATE AND PROTECT ALL UTILITIES.

SHEET INDEX

SHEET SHEET NAME

L1.00 LANDSCAPE COVER SHEET

L2.00 OVERALL PLANTING PLAN

L2.01  PLANTING PLAN - AREA ONE

L2.02 PLANTING PLAN - AREA TWO

L2.03 PLANTING PLAN - AREA THREE

L2.04 PLANTING PLAN - AREA FOUR

L2.05 PLANTING PLAN - AREA FIVE

L2.06 PLANTING PLAN - AREA SIX

L2.07 PLANTING PLAN - AREA SEVEN

L3.0 LANDSCAPE DETAILS

NOTES
1. SEE GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES, THIS SHEET.  ALSO SEE SHEETS L3.0 FOR PLANTING DETAILS
2. WATER ZONES SHOWN IN THE MINIMUM NUMBER OF IRRIGATION APPLICATIONS PER MONTH REQUIRED FOR HEALTHY GROWTH (SEE BOISE PARKS AND RECS WATER CONSERVATION GUIDELINES and SALT LAKE CITY HYDROZONE SCHDL.
2013)
3. FINAL LOCATION AND QUANTITY OF PERENNIALS TO BE DETERMINED IN CONSTRUCTION PLANS.  TOTAL PLANT COVERAGE IN PLANTER BEDS TO BE MINIMUM 60% WITHIN 3 YEARS.
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MASTER LANDSCAPE MATERIALS SCHEDULE

Key Description Material Qty Notes

Planter Beds
 mulch and plants per

planting plan
2,181 Sq.

Ft.

Planter areas shall have 4" min topsoil and
2.5 " to 3"crushed landscape rocks .Quantity

does not include tree ring beds.

Lawn Area Drought tolerant
fescue blend sod

23,811
Sq. Ft.

Lawn areas shall have 6" minimum topsoil
and be irrigated with automatically controlled

irrigation system.

Storm Basin
Seeding

 Seed Mix for
Stormbasins and

Forebays

13,420
Sq. Ft. No irrigation shall be installed on basin floor.

Low Maintenance
Native Seed Mix

 Seed Mix For Upland
Areas

16,197
Sq.ft. 4" Minimum topsoil.

Utility Area
2" Minus crushed rock

mulch. Color:black
and tan mix

11,830
Sq.ft. As located per plan.

Landscape
Boulders

1
3 ton Lichen Basalt +-6

As located per plan. Bury boulders at least 4"
into grade for natural appearance.

OVERALL PLANTING PLAN
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LANDSCAPE CALCULATIONS - LANDSCAPE BUFFERS

LOCATION STREET
TYPE REQUIRED PROVIDED

Linear
Frontage

Landscape
Buffer
Width

Deciduous
Shade
Tree

Lawn Area &
Shrubs

Deciduous
Shade Tree  Lawn Area

ROBINSON RD. Minor Arterial

Landscape Buffer 874 l.f. 25' 25 50% min.
lawn 25 100.00%

E. LEWIS LN. Minor Arterial

Landscape Buffer 123 l.f. 25' 4
50% min.
lawn & 8
Shrubs

4 50% & 10Shrubs

 SHEET L2.01
AREA ONE

 SHEET L2.02
AREA TWO

 SHEET L2.03
AREA THREE

 SHEET L2.04
AREA FOUR

 SHEET L2.05
AREA FIVE

 SHEET L2.06
AREA SIX

 SHEET L2.07
AREA SEVEN

TREES BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME

Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen' Emerald Queen Norway Maple

Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM Green Mountain Sugar Maple

Celtis occidentalis Common Hackberry

Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM Emerald City Tulip Poplar

Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood` Bloodgood London Plane Tree

EVERGREEN TREES BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME

Pinus nigra 'Compacta' Compact Austrian Pine

SHRUBS BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME

Cornus sericea 'Isanti' Isanti Red Twig Dogwood

Itea virginica `Sprich` TM Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire

Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana` Pfitzer Juniper

Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue' Hidcote Blue English Lavender

Pinus mugo `Pumilio` Mugo Pine

Rosa x 'Radtko' Double Knock Out Rose

GRASSES BOTANICAL NAME COMMON NAME

Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster` Feather Reed Grass

PLANT SCHEDULE

NOTES
1. SEE GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES, SHEET L1.0.  ALSO SEE SHEETS L3.0 FOR PLANTING DETAILS
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TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Emerald Queen Norway Maple Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen'

Green Mountain Sugar Maple Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis

Emerald City Tulip Poplar Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM

Bloodgood London Plane Tree Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood`

EVERGREEN TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Compact Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 'Compacta'

SHRUBS COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Isanti Red Twig Dogwood Cornus sericea 'Isanti'

Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire Itea virginica `Sprich` TM

Pfitzer Juniper Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana`

Hidcote Blue English Lavender Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue'

Mugo Pine Pinus mugo `Pumilio`

Double Knock Out Rose Rosa x 'Radtko'

GRASSES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster`

PLANT SCHEDULE

PLANTING PLAN - AREA ONE
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NOTES
1. SEE GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES, SHEET L1.0.  ALSO SEE SHEETS L3.0 FOR PLANTING DETAILS
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TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Emerald Queen Norway Maple Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen'

Green Mountain Sugar Maple Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis

Emerald City Tulip Poplar Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM

Bloodgood London Plane Tree Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood`

EVERGREEN TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Compact Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 'Compacta'

SHRUBS COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Isanti Red Twig Dogwood Cornus sericea 'Isanti'

Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire Itea virginica `Sprich` TM

Pfitzer Juniper Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana`

Hidcote Blue English Lavender Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue'

Mugo Pine Pinus mugo `Pumilio`

Double Knock Out Rose Rosa x 'Radtko'

GRASSES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster`

PLANT SCHEDULE
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NOTES
1. SEE GENERAL LANDSCAPE NOTES, SHEET L1.0.  ALSO SEE SHEETS L3.0 FOR PLANTING DETAILS
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TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Emerald Queen Norway Maple Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen'

Green Mountain Sugar Maple Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis

Emerald City Tulip Poplar Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM

Bloodgood London Plane Tree Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood`

EVERGREEN TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Compact Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 'Compacta'

SHRUBS COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Isanti Red Twig Dogwood Cornus sericea 'Isanti'

Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire Itea virginica `Sprich` TM

Pfitzer Juniper Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana`

Hidcote Blue English Lavender Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue'

Mugo Pine Pinus mugo `Pumilio`

Double Knock Out Rose Rosa x 'Radtko'

GRASSES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster`
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TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Emerald Queen Norway Maple Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen'

Green Mountain Sugar Maple Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis

Emerald City Tulip Poplar Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM

Bloodgood London Plane Tree Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood`

EVERGREEN TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Compact Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 'Compacta'

SHRUBS COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Isanti Red Twig Dogwood Cornus sericea 'Isanti'

Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire Itea virginica `Sprich` TM

Pfitzer Juniper Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana`

Hidcote Blue English Lavender Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue'

Mugo Pine Pinus mugo `Pumilio`

Double Knock Out Rose Rosa x 'Radtko'

GRASSES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster`
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TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Emerald Queen Norway Maple Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen'

Green Mountain Sugar Maple Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis

Emerald City Tulip Poplar Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM

Bloodgood London Plane Tree Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood`

EVERGREEN TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Compact Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 'Compacta'

SHRUBS COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Isanti Red Twig Dogwood Cornus sericea 'Isanti'

Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire Itea virginica `Sprich` TM

Pfitzer Juniper Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana`

Hidcote Blue English Lavender Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue'

Mugo Pine Pinus mugo `Pumilio`

Double Knock Out Rose Rosa x 'Radtko'

GRASSES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster`
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TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Emerald Queen Norway Maple Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen'

Green Mountain Sugar Maple Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis

Emerald City Tulip Poplar Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM

Bloodgood London Plane Tree Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood`

EVERGREEN TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Compact Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 'Compacta'

SHRUBS COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Isanti Red Twig Dogwood Cornus sericea 'Isanti'

Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire Itea virginica `Sprich` TM

Pfitzer Juniper Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana`

Hidcote Blue English Lavender Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue'

Mugo Pine Pinus mugo `Pumilio`

Double Knock Out Rose Rosa x 'Radtko'

GRASSES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster`
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TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Emerald Queen Norway Maple Acer platanoides 'Emerald Queen'

Green Mountain Sugar Maple Acer saccharum `Green Mountain` TM

Common Hackberry Celtis occidentalis

Emerald City Tulip Poplar Liriodendron tulipifera `JFS-Oz` TM

Bloodgood London Plane Tree Platanus x acerifolia `Bloodgood`

EVERGREEN TREES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Compact Austrian Pine Pinus nigra 'Compacta'

SHRUBS COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Isanti Red Twig Dogwood Cornus sericea 'Isanti'

Little Henry Virginia Sweetspire Itea virginica `Sprich` TM

Pfitzer Juniper Juniperus chinensis `Pfitzeriana`

Hidcote Blue English Lavender Lavandula angustifolia 'Hidcote Blue'

Mugo Pine Pinus mugo `Pumilio`

Double Knock Out Rose Rosa x 'Radtko'

GRASSES COMMON NAME BOTANICAL NAME

Feather Reed Grass Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster`
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EACH TREE MUST BE PLANTED SUCH
THAT THE TRUNK FLARE IS VISIBLE
AT THE TOP OF THE ROOT BALL.
TREES WHERE THE TRUNK FLARE
IS NOT VISIBLE SHALL BE REJECTED.
DON'T COVER THE TOP OF THE ROOT BALL WITH SOIL.

4" HIGH EARTH SAUCER BEYOND EDGE OF ROOT BALL.

REMOVE ALL TWINE, ROPE, WIRE
AND BURLAP FROM TOP HALF OF ROOT BALL.
PLACE ROOT BALL ON
UNEXCAVATED OR TAMPED
SOIL. SCARIFY EDGES OF PITSETTLE SOIL AROUND ROOT

BALL BASE WITH WATER
PRIOR TO ADDING

UPPER LEVEL TOPSOIL

 5 FT DIAM. PLANTER BED
(TREE MULCH RING).  2 12"

MULCH MIN. DO NOT PLACE MULCH
IN CONTACT WITH TREE TRUNK

SET BASE OF ROOT FLARE FLUSH
TO GRADE

BACKFILL SOIL MIXTURE
100% TOPSOIL

DO NOT HEAVILY PRUNE THE TREE AT PLANTING ONLY
CROSSOVER, CO-DOMINANT LEADERS, AND BROKEN OR
DEAD BRANCHES.

STAKING NOT RECOMMENDED IN HIGH
PEDESTRIAN AREAS.  OTHERWISE STAKING WILL
BE COMPLETED AT CONTRACTOR'S DISCRETION
HOWEVER

TRUNK WRAPPING TAPE TO BASE LIMBS

IF PLANT IS SHIPPED WITH A WIRE
BASKET AROUND ROOT BALL, CUT
THE WIRE BASKET IN FOUR PLACES
AND FOLD DOWN (8") INTO  PLANTING HOLE.

2X ROOT BALL MIN.

5'
 M

IN

5 FT DIAM. PLANTER BED
(TREE MULCH RING).
2 12" MULCH MIN. DO NOT
PLACE MULCH IN CONTACT
WITH TREE TRUNK.

TREE TRUNK

NOTES:
1.  DO NOT DISTURB ROOT OR DAMAGE ROOT BALL WHEN INSTALLING TREE OR TREE STAKES
2. TREE STAKING SHALL BE AT THE DISCRETION OF CONTRACTOR HOWEVER ANY TREES DISTURBED FROM
          PLUMB CONDITION DURING THE PLANT WARRANTEE PERIOD WILL BE REPAIRED OR REPLACED AT CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE
3. WATER PLANTS THOROUGHLY WITHIN 4 HOURS AFTER INSTALLATION
4. TOPSOIL SPECIFICATION - SEE NOTES
5. ADD ROOT BARRIER TO STREET TREES PER PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS

ADD ROOT BARRIER TO STREET TREES
(SEE DETAIL __)

N.T.S.

TREE PLANTING DETAILX

CUT AND REMOVE TOP 1/3 OF BURLAP FROM ROOT BALL
B&B ROOT BALL
COMPACTED TOP SOIL MIX AS SPECIFIED BELOW
SCARIFY PIT BOTTOM (MINIMUM 6")

FINISHED GRADE
6"6"

6"

DO NOT DAMAGE OR CUT LEADER

FASTEN TRUNK TO WOOD STAKES PER SPECIFICATIONS
WITH TREE RING, OR (9 GA.) GALVANIZED TIE WIRE IN
0.5"Ø HOSE CHAFING GUARD.

CROWN OF ROOT BALL SHALL BEAR SAME RELATION
TO FINISHED GRADE AS IT DID TO PREVIOUS GRADE

MULCH

CREATE SAUCER AROUND TREE

SPECIFICATIONS:
1. DO NOT DAMAGE MAIN ROOTS OR DESTROY ROOT BALL WHEN INSTALLING TREE STAKE.
2. WATER THOROUGHLY AFTER INSTALLATION.
3. REMOVE TREE RINGS AND STAKES TWO YEARS AFTER INSTALLATIONS
4. PROVIDED DRAINAGE FOR PLANTING PIT IN IMPERMEABLE SOIL.
5. TOPSOIL MIX, SEE SPEC.

N.T.S.X EVERGREE TREE PLANTING DETAIL

PROVIDE DRAINAGE IN PLANTING PIT AS NECESSARY

ROOT MASS: REMOVE CONTAINER AND
LOOSEN ROOTS OF POTBOUND PLANTS
BY SCORING OR PULLING

3" DEEP MIN. MULCH

MULCH 2" MIN. AWAY FROM
TRUNK OF PLANT

PRUNE TO REMOVE DEAD OR
BROKEN BRANCHES

SOIL LEVEL:
TO BE SLIGHTLY HIGHER

THAN SURROUNDING
GRADE TO ALLOW FOR

BACKFILL SETTLING

BACKFILL SOIL:
100% TOPSOIL

BOTTOM LAYER OF
BACKFILL SHALL BE

LIGHTLY TAMPED AND
SETTLED WITH WATER
PRIOR TO PLACEMENT

OF PLANT

EXISTING SOIL

NOTE:
REMOVE ALL TAGS, TWINE OR OTHER
NON-BIODEGRADABLE MATERIALS
ATTACHED TO PLANT OR ROOT MASS

N.T.S.

SHRUB PLANTING DETAIL
X

FINISH GRADE

MODEL HUNTER PRO-SPRAY HEAD

LATERAL TEE OR ELL

LATERAL PIPE

NOTE:
USE HUNTER MP ROTATORS MODELS 2000-3500 TO ACHIEVE 100% DOUBLE COVERAGE

N.T.S.

SWING JOINT: FLEX
TUBING, HSBE-050 ELBOWS
(2), & MARLEX STREET
ELBOW (1)

1

2

5

43

1

2

3

4

5

POP-UP SPRAY BODY SPRINKLER - 4"X

LATERAL TEE OR ELL

CHECK VALVE OPTIONAL

LATERAL PIPE

MODEL: PGP ULTRA ROTOR HEAD

FINISH GRADE

SWING JOINT:
HUNTER 'PRO-FLEX' TUBING,
HSBE-075 ELBOWS (2), &
MARLEX STREET ELBOW (1)

N.T.S.

1

2

3

4

5

1

2

34
5

ROTOR BODY SPRINKLERX

EASY FIT COMPRESSION TEE: RAINBIRD MDCF-TEE

POLYLINE

TORO DRIP EMITTER OR EQUAL

TIE DOWN STAKE (TYP)

TURF/FINISH GRADE OR SHRUB BED WITH MULCH

41 2

NOTES:
1. PLACE TIE DOWN STAKES EVERY THREE FEET IN SAND, FOUR FEET IN LOAM, AND FIVE FEET IN CLAY.

2.   AT FITTINGS WHERE THERE IS A CHANGE OF DIRECTION SUCH AS TEES OR ELBOWS, USE TIE-DOWN
       STAKES ON EACH LEG OF THE CHANGE OF DIRECTION.

3.    INSERTION PLOW AND TRENCHED INSTALLATIONS DO NOT REQUIRE TIE DOWN STAKES.

3

5

1

2

3

4

5

N.T.S.X DRIP SYSTEM INSTALLATION

HUNTER MODEL IC-3600M-PED

ACC-PED

25MM POWER CONDUIT: 11
2" PER LOCAL CODE

GROUND WIRE CONDUIT, MIN. 50MM.
GROUND PER ASIC GUIDELINES

PEDESTAL BASE: CONCRETE OR PREFABRICATED

FINISH GRADE

CONDUIT FOR CONTROL WIRES

N.T.S.

1

2

3 4
5

6

7

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

PEDESTAL MOUNTED
IRRIGATION CONTROLLERX

JUMBO VALVE BOX

FINISH GRADE

DRIP ZONE KIT
MODEL HUNTER ICZ 101 WITH 
FILTER (TIP 45 DEGREES)
REGULATOR 25 OR 40 PSI

WATERPROOF CONNECTORS (2)

18-24" COILED WIRE

SCH 80 T.O.E. NIPPLE

MAIN LINE PIPE & FITTINGS

BRICK SUPPORTS (4)

3/4" MINUS WASHED GRAVEL

N.T.S.

12

5
4

6

8

7

9

6
8

3

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

X DRIP SYSTEM CONTROL VALVE
N.T.S.

POINT OF CONNECTION

NOTES:
1. CONTRACTOR TO VERIFY IRRIGATION POINT OF CONNECTION PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION.
2. POINT CONNECTION TO MUNICIPAL WATER SOURCE MUST BE EQUIPPED WITH A BACKFLOW PREVENTION

ASSEMBLY.
3. THE SELECTED BACKFLOW PREVENTION ASSEMBLY MANUFACTURER AND MODEL NUMBER MUST BE INCLUDED

ON THE USC FOUNDATION "LIST OF APPROVED ASSEMBLIES" AND MUST COMPLY WITH ISPC CODE 603.5.6 AND
ALL OTHER LOCAL ORDINANCES.

DIRECTION OF FLOW

30" MAX.
12" MIN.

OPTIONAL PROTECTIVE
ENCLOSURE

WATER METER
OPTIONAL STRAINER

WILKINS

175 PSIG 180ß F

3/4" 375 RP
ZURN WILKINS

X
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ATTACHMENT C1:
GEOTECH REPORT &

 C2: L1NP REPORT

PROVIDED
PREVIOUSLY TO P&Z

STAFF



ATTACHMENT C-3:
SWDH

PRE-DEVELOPMENT
SUMMARY



Environmental Health Services 
13307 Miami Lane 
Caldwell, ID  83607 
208.455.5400 
FAX 208.455.5405 

Name of Development: _________________________________________________________________ 
Applicant: _________________________________________________________________ 
P.E./P.G.: _________________________________________________________________ 
All others in Attendance: _________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________EHS #’s__________Date___________ 

Number of Lots or Flow: _________________ Acreage of Proposed Development: __________________ 
Location of Development: _________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Project in Area of Concern: ______________________ Groundwater/Rock <10’ ______________________ 
Level 1 NP Necessary for N: _________________________________________________________________ 

LSAS/CSS Proposed:  _________________________________________________________________ 
BRO meeting for P or above: _________________________________________________________________ 
Proposed Drinking Water: Individual     , City     , Community     , Public Water Supply 
BRO meeting for PWS, Com: _________________________________________________________________ 

Information Distributed: 

Additional Comments: 

SER       , NP Guidance       , Non-Domestic WW ap. 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Attach conceptual plan, if provided, or any other correspondence, and create a file for this information.  The information will be 
helpful when responding to the county about permitting requirements and should be maintained with the subdivision file or 
commercial permit file when completed, for a complete written history of the project and SWDH involvement. 

1008 E. Locust 
Emmett 83617 
365-6371 
FAX 365-4729 

1155 Third Ave., N. 
Payette 83661 
642-9321 
FAX 642-5098 

46 W. Court 
Weiser 83672 
549-2370 
FAX 549-2371 

824 S. Diamond St. 
Nampa 83686 
465-8402 
FAX 442-2809 

Southwest District Health 
Pre-Development Meeting 
Planned Unit/Commercial 



ATTACHMENT C-4:
L1NP 29 LOT W/

SECONDARY
DWELLINGS MEMO



 

Atlas No. B212203g 
Page | 1 

Copyright © 2023 Atlas Technical Consultants 

January 20, 2023 
Atlas No. B212203g 

 
Mr. Tanner Verhoeks 
Haven Idaho 
521 North 10th Avenue #4 
Caldwell, ID 83605 
 

Subject: Accessory Dwelling Unit Letter – Level 1 Nutrient Pathogen Study 
 Haven Creek Subdivision 
 9814 Robinson Road 

Kuna, ID 
 

Dear Mr. Verhoeks: 

Atlas previously conducted a Nutrient Pathogen (NP) Study for the above-mentioned project 

(Atlas File Number B212203g).  The previous study was based on a total of 26 residential lots, 

with each residence assumed to be 4 bedrooms in size.  This equated to a per lot wastewater 

flow of 300 gallons per day (gpd).  Results of that study indicated that 40 percent nitrate reducing 

septic systems would be required for each lot in order to meet down-gradient nitrate concentration 

limits required by the Southwest District Health (SWDH) and Idaho Department of Environmental 

Quality (IDEQ).  The NP Study has been submitted to SWDH and IDEQ for review, though results 

of that review are not yet available.   

Atlas has since been informed that it is desirable to increase the number of residential lots to 29, 

and that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) may be constructed on at least some of the lots.  Atlas 

preliminarily re-analyzed the site assuming that up to 500 gpd of wastewater flow would be used 

for each of the proposed 29 lots, which would allow for a 4-bedroom residence and 2-bedroom 

ADU on a single lot.  Wastewater flow could be adjusted as needed for each structure on any 

given lot, though the total effluent is limited to 500 gpd per lot.  Atlas also assumed a minimum lot 

size of 1 acre in the re-analysis.  Results of the analysis indicate that as long as each individual 

lot width perpendicular to groundwater flow direction is at least 145 feet and advanced treatment 

capable of 65% nitrate reduction is implemented, the site will meet the point-of-compliance down-

gradient nitrate concentrations as required by SWDH and IDEQ. Smaller lots widths perpendicular 

to groundwater flow could also be considered for lots where no ADUs are planned and flow rates 

are less than 500 gpd.  Once Atlas is provided a revised lot layout showing the proposed 29 lots, 

a revised NP Study will be prepared and submitted to SWDH and IDEQ for review and approval. 

If you have any questions, please call us at (208) 376-4748. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Monica Saculles, PE  
Senior Geotechnical Engineer  
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: September 29, 2021 
TO: Tanner Verhoeks 
 Justin Ruthenbeck 
FROM: Andrew Francis P.G.  

Terry Scanlan P.E., P.G. 
RE: Haven Creek Subdivision Water Supply Assessment  
 

Summary  
1. The Haven Creek Subdivision will be irrigated using surface water supplied through a 

pressurized irrigation system.  Domestic water supply will be from 27 individual wells. 
 

2. Pumping 27 wells for domestic use will induce less than 0.5 feet of drawdown at a 
radius of 500 feet from the center of the Subdivision after one year of continuous 
pumping. 
 

3. The addition of 27 domestic wells to this area will not injure nearby well owners or have 
a negative impact on local groundwater resources in the area. 

Introduction 
The Haven Creek Subdivision (Subdivision), consisting of 27 lots, has been proposed in 
Canyon County, approximately 5 miles east of Lake Lowell. The Subdivision is located 
south of Lewis Lane and east of Robinson Road in the NW ¼ of Section 17, Township 2 
North, Range 1 West, and has a total area of 43.93 acres. 

Each residential lot will have its own domestic well and it is anticipated that water from 
these wells will be used for indoor domestic use only. The residential lots and common 
areas will be irrigated from water supplies delivered by the Boise Project Board of Control 
through a pressurized irrigation system.  

The purpose of this memorandum is to estimate the impact on local wells due to domestic 
well pumping at the Subdivision and to make recommendations for the construction of 27 
new domestic wells. 

To characterize hydrogeologic conditions, driller’s reports for wells near the Subdivision 
were downloaded from the Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) database to 
determine lithology and existing well capacities. IDWR groundwater-level monitoring data 
were reviewed to determine regional trends in groundwater levels. The following is an 
outline of items covered in this document: 
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1. Driller’s Reports 
a. Well Construction 
b. Lithology and Aquifer Conditions 
c. Water Levels 
d. Well Yields and Aquifer Transmissivity 

2. Hydrographs 
a. Regional Trends 

3. Drawdown Analysis 
4. Recommendations for Well Construction 
5. Conclusions 

1. Driller’s Reports 
A total of 13 well logs within approximately one-half mile of the proposed Subdivision were 
obtained from IDWR’s Find a Well map interface. Well locations are presented in Figure 1 
with important construction information in Table 1. The well labels in Figure 1 correspond 
to log numbers in Table 1. Wells 1 through 12 were constructed for domestic water supply 
and well 13 was constructed for waste disposal/injection purposes (likely for an open-loop 
heat pump system). 

Four well logs within 3 miles of the proposed Subdivision were reviewed for pumping test 
information. This information was used to determine a range of aquifer transmissivity based 
on pumping test results. The well locations are presented in Figure 2 with corresponding 
construction and pumping test information in Table 2.  

All well logs reviewed are included in Appendix A. 
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Figure 1. Drillers logs within ½ mile of the proposed Subdivision. 
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Table 1. Well Construction 
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Figure 2. Well Pumping Test Locations 
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Table 2. Well Testing  

 
 

a. Well Construction 

The depths for the 13 wells reviewed within a half mile of the proposed Subdivision ranged 
between 70 feet and 188 feet.  Eight (8) of the 13 wells are constructed with 6-inch diameter 
steel casings and either stainless-steel or PVC well screens between 4 and 6 inches in 
diameter.  The remaining five wells are constructed with 6-inch steel casing and produced 
from an open borehole without screens.  

b. Lithology and Aquifer Conditions 

The lithologic logs from the driller’s reports indicate the subsurface near the Subdivision is 
primarily alternating layers of alluvial materials and fractured basalt. The water producing 
zones are fractured basalt or sand/gravel. 
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c. Water Levels 

Depth to water (DTW) listed on well driller’s reports for the 13 wells within a half-mile radius 
of the subdivision was between 16 and 75 feet below ground surface (bgs).  

The water-bearing zones tapped by local wells are generally considered “confined” or 
“semi-confined” because static water levels in completed wells rise to higher elevations 
than first encountered water and above the tops of the water-bearing zones.  Local 
domestic wells are generally completed within 100 feet of the water-table.  Water-bearing 
zones near the water table are “semi-confined” because pumping impacts can eventually 
propagate upward to the water table.  

Groundwater flow direction in the local area is westerly, based on regional groundwater 
contour maps presented for spring 1996, fall 1996, spring 1998, fall 1998, spring 2000, fall 
2000, and fall 2001 in Appendix E of Characterization of Ground Water Flow in the Lower 
Boise River Basin (Petrich and Urban, 2004, IWRRI-2004-01). 

d. Well Yields and Aquifer Transmissivity 

Hydraulic parameters of water-bearing zones can be estimated based on the character of 
the aquifer materials and from well pumping tests. 

Typical hydraulic conductivity (K) for sands, gravels, and basalts range between 100 and 
10,000 gallons/day/foot2 (Freeze and Cherry, 1979). An aquifer thickness of 100 feet was 
used based on the description of water-bearing units in the irrigation driller’s logs. Using 
the range of potential K for sands and gravels and a saturated thickness of 100 feet results 
in a range of estimated transmissivity (T) values between 10,000 and 1,000,000 
gallons/day/foot (gpd/ft).  It should be noted that the 100-foot thickness is conservative, as 
the aquifer system is likely more than 1000-feet thick in this area. 

Storativity (S) values can be estimated based on the specific storage values for sands and 
gravels and an assumed aquifer thickness of 100 feet. The resulting S value is 
approximately 0.005, which is typical for semi-confined aquifer zones in the Treasure 
Valley. 

Three well logs within 3 miles of the proposed Subdivision were reviewed for pumping test 
information. This information was used to determine a range of aquifer transmissivity based 
on pumping test results. The well locations are presented in Figure 2 with corresponding 
construction and pumping test information in Table 2.  

Table 2 includes the results from well tests reported in the driller’s logs. The yield in gallons 
per minute (gpm) and drawdown in feet from the static water level were used to calculate 
the specific capacity which indicates the amount of water produced per foot of drawdown 
(i.e., specific capacity in gpm/ft). The results from these wells are between 6 and 18 gpm/ft. 
Well testing results from the domestic wells were not used to calculate specific capacity 
values and aquifer parameters as most were tested by air-lifting which typically 
underestimate actual well capacities. The shorter screen interval is also less likely to be 
reflective of the larger aquifer. All of the domestic wells are screened in discrete sand 
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lenses that are connected to the larger aquifer system consisting of multiple sand lenses. 
The larger irrigation and municipal wells are screened over multiple sand lenses, so testing 
results are considered more representative of aquifer parameters. For confined aquifers, 
specific capacity multiplied by 2000 provides an empirical estimate of transmissivity (T) in 
gpd/ft.   

A nearby municipal well (14) was constructed in 1998 and was test pumped at a rate of 
1450 gpm with a drawdown of 110 feet.  This results in a specific capacity of 13 gpm/ft 
and a T of approximately 26,000 gpd/ft.  An irrigation well (15) constructed in 2009 was 
test pumped at 900 gpm with a drawdown of 50 feet resulting in a specific capacity of 18 
gpm/ft and a T of about 36,000 gpd/ft. A second irrigation well (16) construed in 1991 
was tested at 400 gpm with a drawdown of 68 feet resulting in a specific capacity of 6 
gpm/ft and a T of 12,000 gpd/ft. These T values are within the lower end of the range 
estimated based on aquifer materials.  

 

2. Hydrographs 
Hydrographs from IDWR monitoring wells were reviewed to understand regional 
groundwater level trends. Locations for IDWR hydrographs are presented in Figure 3. The 
most recent season high water levels at each of the well locations are labeled.  These wells 
are all within four miles from the Subdivision.  
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Figure 3. Hydrograph Locations 
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a. Regional Trends 
The individual hydrographs are presented in Figure 4. Water level measurements date 
back from the early 1950s to current, with groundwater elevations between 2600 and 
2450 feet above mean sea level (feet msl). Water levels at 02N 01W 11ADA1 and 
02N 01W 27BCC2, both of which are approximately three miles to the east from the 
Subdivision, indicate stable to slightly increasing water levels over the past 15 years. 
Well 02N 01W 07BBC1 located approximately 1.5 miles to the northwest of the 
Subdivision has exhibited very stable to slightly declining water levels from 1953 to 
present. Well 03N 01W 31DDA1 is located approximately 2 miles north of the 
Subdivision and has shown stable water levels since 1969. Included in Figure 4 is an 
equation representing the slope of each line which represents the average decline or 
increase in water levels. The average yearly change in water levels for the four 
monitoring wells range between an increase of 0.07 feet per year and a decrease of 
0.1 foot per year.  
 

 
Figure 4. Regional Hydrographs 
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3. Drawdown Analysis 
The predicted drawdown due to the addition of 27 new domestic wells was determined by 
assuming a daily average use of 300 gallons per day per household. This results in an 
average year-round, 24-hour per day, demand of 6 gpm for the entire subdivision.   

A drawdown analysis was performed using the Theis method to determine the impact of 
the addition of 27 domestic wells on local groundwater levels. The Theis Non-equilibrium 
Well Equation is a common analytical approach for determining drawdown from pumping 
of wells that tap confined aquifers. Drawdown can be calculated for any distance from a 
pumping well and for any duration of pumping.  The Theis equation has a number of 
assumptions (i.e., no recharge, horizontal flow, infinite aquifer lateral extent, fully 
penetrating wells, and homogenous hydraulic conductivity) which are never fully satisfied 
in nature, but are adequately approximated in most conditions to allow reliable estimates 
of well interference impacts. 

The analysis utilized the estimated aquifer transmissivity values determined from the 
results of well tests and the aquifer materials described in the driller’s logs. The water 
producing zones are comprised of sand, gravels, and fractured basalts.  Based on these 
materials and well test results, it was determined that transmissivity values could range 
between 10,000 and 36,000 gpd/ft.  

The results for the low transmissivity (10,000 gpd/ft) value analysis are presented in Figure 
4; the high transmissivity (36,000 gpd/ft) value analysis is presented in Figure 5. These 
figures represent drawdown with increasing distance from the hypothetical well over 
different time periods. Drawdown was determined at distances of 500 feet to one mile 
between 30 and 365 days.  Figure 4 shows that with an assumed transmissivity value of 
10,000 gpd/ft (low estimate), the drawdown after 365 days of continuous pumping at 6 gpm 
was 0.4 feet at a radius of 500 feet and 0.1 feet at a radius of one mile. Under the high 
transmissivity value (36,000 gpd/ft) conditions, the estimated drawdown at 500 feet and 
one mile were 0.1 feet and 0.06 feet, respectively.   

In our experience within this portion of the Treasure Valley, the transmissivity estimates of 
10,000 gpd/ft and 36,000 gpd/ft estimates are likely conservative values for calculating 
long-term drawdown impacts.  For pumping durations of longer than a few days or weeks, 
the aquifer responds as a whole, with effective transmissivities exceeding 100,000 gpd/ft.  
Similarly, drawdown impacts from shallow aquifer zones propagate upward to the water 
table, increasing the effective storativity.  Lastly, recharge from annual irrigation activities 
maintain water levels.  The result is that drawdown impacts from shallow aquifer pumping 
typically stabilize after a few days or weeks of pumping, and the projected drawdowns for 
pumping durations of 180 and 360 days shown in Figures 4 and 5 are overestimates of the 
anticipated drawdowns. 
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Figure 4. Low Transmissivity Drawdown Analysis.  

 

 

 
Figure 5. High Transmissivity Drawdown Analysis. 
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4. Recommendation for Well Construction  
Wells constructed with properly sized well screens are less likely to produce sand and are 
less likely to lose productivity due to plugging of screens and perforations.  Many (perhaps 
most) well failures are not caused by water-level declines in an aquifer, but rather because 
of either excessive sand production or loss of productivity caused by plugging of well 
screens or perforations, or by collapse of open boreholes.  In other words, wells generally 
do not “go dry”.  Instead, they more often fail due to loss of productivity resulting in 
excessive drawdown.  Properly constructed wells, of adequate depth and using 
appropriate well screens, are much more resistant to failure. 

The following recommendations for well construction are based on the well logs closest to 
the Subdivision. There are generally two different types of well construction in the area. 
Wells screened in alluvial materials and wells drilled into basalts that are open hole. Wells 
west of the Subdivision are more likely to be located in basalts while the wells to the east 
are more likely to be in alluvial materials. The following includes two potential options for 
well construction in the Subdivision: 

Eastern/Alluvial Wells 

• 6-inch steel casing  
• 10-foot stainless steel screen (5-inch diameter, 0.018-inch slot size) at depths 

between 100-150.   
• 4-inch diameter pumps set at ~ 80-90 feet.  

Western/Basalt Wells 

• 6-inch steel casing to a depth between 30 and 60 feet.  
• 6-inch borehole drilled to a depth between 100 and 150 feet.  
• 4-inch diameter pumps set at ~ 70 feet.  

5. Conclusions 
The drawdown analysis suggests that the addition of 27 new domestic wells to the area 
will have a minimal impact on current groundwater levels near the Subdivision. In addition, 
regional IDWR monitoring wells have shown very stable water levels over the past 15 
years. Reported static water levels in the well logs within a half mile of the Subdivision were 
all between 18 and 75 feet bgs with deeper water levels generally occurring to the east.  

Most wells in the area tap water-bearing zones that are 50 to 100 feet below the static 
water level.  This allows pumps to be set tens of feet below the water level, with pumping 
water levels of less than 100 feet below ground surface.   The water-level impact on existing 
nearby wells that may result from the pumping of 27 new wells at the Subdivision will be a 
few tenths of a foot or less.  This impact is insignificant relative to the productivity of existing 
wells and will not negatively affect existing water users. 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 14, 2022 
TO: Tanner Verhoeks 
 Justin Ruthenbeck 
FROM: Andrew Francis P.G.  

Terry Scanlan P.E., P.G. 
RE: Haven Creek Subdivision Water Supply Assessment  
 

Summary  
1. The highest potential groundwater demand was determined by the legal limit for 

irrigating with a domestic well (1/2 acre per well). A demand of 9 gpm per acre was 
used resulting in a total demand of 121 gpm for 13.5 acres.  
 

2. The period of irrigation was based on historic records from the Boise Project for the 
date of last delivery for surface water supplies. Drawdown after two months was 11 feet 
a distance of 100 feet from the center of the subdivision and 2.4 feet of drawdown at a 
distance of a half mile.  
 

3. Regional cross-sections indicate geology is consistent from regional monitored wells to 
the Subdivision. The regional geology consists of a relatively thin layer of top soil and 
alluvium (i.e., sand, gravel, and clay) overlying basalt approximately 100 feet in 
thickness, underlain by alluvium. The area within a 4-mile radius of the subdivision is 
one continuous aquifer with similar hydrogeologic conditions.  
 

4. The Mountain Home Groundwater Management Area is an example of an area in Idaho 
experiencing significant groundwater decline.  

Introduction 
A hearing with the Canyon County Board of Commissioners was held in December 2021 
to discuss the approval of the Haven Creek Subdivision (Subdivision). A water supply 
assessment was provided by SPF prior to the initial hearing which characterized the 
impacts of 27 new domestic wells used for indoor use only. This water supply assessment 
found that there would be less than 0.5 feet of drawdown within 500 feet of the Subdivision. 
Residents who live near the proposed subdivision raised concerns that (1) the new 
domestic wells could be used for irrigation and (2) the information indicating drawdown has 
not occurred is not reflective of conditions near the Subdivision. The purpose of this 
memorandum is to determine impact the 27 domestic wells being used to irrigate up to ½ 
acre per well, show that the IDWR monitoring wells are representative of conditions near 
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the subdivision, and to provide an example of an area where groundwater decline is a 
problem. 

The following outlines the sections covered in this memo: 

1. Additional Drawdown Analysis 
2. IDWR Monitored Well/Geologic Cross-Sections 
3. Areas of Decline in Idaho 
4. Conclusions 

1. Additional Drawdown Analysis 
The original drawdown analysis was performed under the assumption that all groundwater 
pumping was indoor use only. An additional analysis was performed in order to determine 
the impact of pumping for short term irrigation when surface water supplies may not be 
available.  

As a follow up to the December hearing, another drawdown analysis assumed 27 domestic 
wells would be used for irrigation for up to two months. A period of two months was selected 
based on historical records for the Boise Project surface water supplies. In 1992, surface 
water supplies were cut off in early August, the earliest curtailment in more than 30 years. 
With an early August curtailment of surface water supplies, it is assumed that irrigation 
would continue through the end of September using groundwater.  A pumping rate of 9 
gpm per acre (i.e., one miner’s inch per acre) was used, which is the typical maximum 
allowable rate for irrigation water rights.  The maximum allowable area for irrigation from a 
domestic well without an irrigation water right (i.e., the domestic exemption of Idaho Code 
42-111) is ½ acre resulting in a total demand of 121 gpm for 13.5 acres for 27 domestic 
wells. Drawdown was determined with the low-end transmissivity estimate of 10,000 
gpd/foot. Results are presented in Figure 1.  
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Figure 1. Drawdown due to irrigation 

The total drawdown after 60 days of continuous pumping at 121 gpm is just over 11 feet 
within 100 feet of the center of pumping and just under 2.5 feet drawdown at a distance 
of a half mile from the subdivision. The drawdown at increased distances from the 
Subdivision is presented in Figure 2. Figure 2 also includes the location of nearby well 
driller’s logs with additional information presented in Table 1.  

It should be noted that the drawdown projection in Figure 2 is considered “worst-case” 
because it assumes an aquifer transmissivity of only 10,000 gpd/ft.  The 10,000 gpd/ft 
value is useful for determining maximum short-term impacts between wells completed in 
the same layers of the aquifer at distances of a few hundred feet.  As noted in the 
previous analysis, the pumping durations of longer than a few days or weeks, the aquifer 
responds as a whole, with effective transmissivities exceeding 100,000 gpd/ft.  Similarly, 
drawdown impacts from shallow aquifer zones propagate upward to the water table, 
increasing the effective storativity.  Lastly, recharge from annual irrigation activities 
maintain water levels.  The result is that drawdown impacts from shallow aquifer pumping 
typically stabilize after a few days or weeks of pumping, and are expected to be 
substantially less than the impacts depicted in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Drawdown at increasing distances from the Subdivision. 



Tanner Verhoeks January 14, 2022 

SPF Water Engineering, LLC Page 5 Haven Creek Subdivision 
1698.0010         Water Use Assessment  

Table 1. Well Construction 
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2. IDWR Monitored Wells/ Geologic Cross-Section 
The purpose of this section is to provide additional information on IDWR monitored wells 
and how they are representative of conditions near the Subdivision. The construction and 
water level of monitored wells and well logs are compared. Also, regional geology based 
on past studies was compared to the descriptions of driller’s logs.   

Locations for IDWR hydrographs are presented in Figure 3.  The most recent season high 
water levels at each of the well locations are labeled.  These wells are all within 4 miles 
from the Subdivision. Information on these well’s construction is presented in Table 2.  

Table 2. Monitor Well Construction 

 
Historical water levels from IDWR monitored wells are presented in Figure 4. Also 
represented in this figure are the range of approximate water level elevations for reported 
static water levels on driller’s logs near the Subdivision. Groundwater elevations for driller’s 
logs ranged between 2535 and 2565 feet msl. Surface elevations for well logs were 
determined from Google Earth. The range of water level elevations reported in driller’s logs 
is consistent with the closest IDWR monitored well 02N 01W 07BBC1 for which the most 
recent measurement was 2536 feet msl. Approximate ground surface and water level 
elevations for driller’s logs are included in Table 1.  

To further evaluate whether the IDWR monitored wells were representative of conditions 
near the Subdivision, a cross-section used for the development of the Treasure Valley 
Groundwater Flow Model is included in Appendix A. The cross-section runs from south to 
north, from the Snake River to 1.5 miles northwest of Star. The area between Kuna and 
Nampa consists of approximately 10 feet of top soil and alluvium overlaying basalt ranging 
in in thickness from 50 to 100 feet, and the basalt is underlain by alluvium. This geology is 
consistent with the descriptions provided in the driller’s logs near the Subdivision. The 
consistent geology suggests that the area is one continuous aquifer. A diagram of the local 
aquifer based on both the cross-section and the description from nearby well driller’s logs 
is presented in Figure 5. Also represented in this figure is the typical construction for a 
domestic well and approximation of drawdown conditions. Here a static water level of 40 
feet is depicted with over 50 feet of available drawdown given the typical construction for 
a domestic well in the area (Table 1). The well depicted is approximately 105 feet deep 
with 10 feet of screen.  

Well Name Total Depth (feet) Opening/Screen Interval (feet) Ground surface elevation
02N 01W 07BBC1 103 97-102 2547
02N 01W 27BCC2 220 145-220 2689
02N 01W 11ADA1 205 141-196 2685
03N 01W 31DDA1 130 31-67 2482
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Figure 3. Hydrograph Locations 
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Figure 4. IDWR Monitored Wells 
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Figure 5. Local Aquifer Diagram and typical Well Construction 

3. Areas of Decline in Idaho 
A hydrograph for a well located in the Mountain Home Groundwater Management Area is 
presented in Figure 6. This has been provided in order to provide an example of an area 
in the State where groundwater decline has been a problem. The Mountain Home 
Groundwater Management Area is located in Elmore and western Ada County and was 
designated in 1982 as a result of declining water levels. Water levels at this well have 
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declined over 50 feet since 1975, and continues to decline each year. In contrast, 02N 01W 
07BBC1 has only declined 6 feet going back to 1953 (Figure 4), and shows essentially no 
decline in the past 20 years.  

 
Figure 6. Hydrograph from Mountain Home Groundwater Management Area.  

4. Conclusions 
Pumping of wells can have two types of impacts on groundwater levels and existing wells.   

1. The first impact is caused by direct well interference, where pumping of a well (or 
group of wells) temporarily lowers the aquifer water levels to induce flow into the 
well (or wells). This impact recovers after cessation of pumping.  The magnitude of 
such an impact can be calculated.  For Haven Creek Subdivision, a worst-case 
drawdown analysis indicated that two months of continuous irrigation pumping for 
13.5 acres would result in less than 3 feet of drawdown at a distance of ½ mile from 
the subdivision. This analysis does not account for recharge to the aquifer which 
will lessen the impact of additional pumping. It is also important to note that water 
levels recover to near static levels when wells are not actively pumping.  
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2. The second impact of groundwater pumping can be chronic annual water-level 
declines if pumping exceeds available recharge.  Regional IDWR monitored wells 
are considered to be reflective of groundwater conditions near the Subdivision 
based on regional geology and similar well construction. In areas where 
groundwater pumping exceeds the annual aquifer recharge, IDWR monitored wells 
show chronic annual water-level as is the case for the well near Mountain Home 
depicted in Figure 6.  In the vicinity of Haven Creek Subdivision, reported static 
water levels in the driller’s logs are consistent with the closest IDWR well 02N 01W 
07BBC1 which has shown steady water levels over the past 60+ years. In addition 
to the steady water levels, regional cross-sections used to develop the Treasure 
Valley Flow model indicate a consistent geology between Nama and Kuna. The 
regional cross-section and well driller’s logs indicate the area consist of a thick 
basalt layer bounded by alluvium. The area around the subdivision within at least a 
4-mile radius is one continuous aquifer with similar hydrogeologic conditions and 
no annual water-level decline.  The lack of annual water-level decline indicates that 
the aquifer is adequately recharged and can withstand additional development 
without injury to existing water rights. 

The additional groundwater pumping that will result from the Subdivision will have a 
minimal effect on the existing groundwater conditions in the area. Groundwater pumping 
for domestic use with the occasional irrigation demand is insignificant when compared to 
groundwater pumping from large municipal and irrigation wells in the Kuna area. These 
wells often pump as much as 2000 gpm for extended periods of time without adverse local 
impacts.  

 



ATTACHMENT D-2:
WELL MONITORING
AUTHORIZATIONS



March 17, 2023

Well Monitoring Program Authorization

This Well Monitoring Authorization and Access Agreement (Agreement) is between Haven Idaho, LLC
(“Haven”) on behalf of The Idaho Department of Water Resources (“IDWR”) and ____________________
located at ________________________________________________________ (the “Property Owner”).

The Property Owner, Haven, and IDWR would like to measure the depth-to-water of the property owner’s
well (the “Well”) for regional water level monitoring purposes. Note this monitoring and data collection is
not for regulatory or usage purposes.

The parties agree as follows:

1. If available, Property Owner will share known well characteristics of subject Well with IDWR upon
commencement of this agreement.

2. A Contractor hired by Haven will install a Monitoring Tube in the well casing (1” Schedule 40 PVC
tube or similar) to separate monitoring practices from well and pump operation equipment.

Haven will pay for Monitoring Tube installation

Haven and Property Owner will split the cost of Monitoring Tube installation

Property Owner will pay for Monitoring Tube installation

3. Once the Monitoring Tube is installed, monitoring and associated recording equipment and
various other tools and equipment (Equipment) will be deployed in the Well by IDWR.

4. Any Equipment deployed in or near the Well shall remain the property of IDWR and IDWR will be
responsible for its maintenance. Equipment will be removed by IDWR at its own expense within a
reasonable time after the expiration or termination of this Agreement.

5. The Equipment shall not be used by the Owner unless written permission is obtained from IDWR.

6. The Owner consents and agrees to the presence of IDWR personnel and authorized IDWR
contractors on the Property for the purpose of water quality and water level monitoring.  The
Owner grants to IDWR, its employees and agents, the right to reasonable ingress and egress.

7. IDWR will measure water levels periodically throughout the year. Weather and road conditions
will dictate the available times in which the Well can be accessed but ideally will occur in the
spring and fall of each year.  A continuous recording water level measuring device may be
installed in the Well to collect water levels on a daily frequency.

8. IDWR shall follow all standard equipment sanitization and decontamination regulations.

9. IDWR will provide the Owner with reports of the monitoring every year upon request as well as
host the data on its public, accessible database.

HTV Creek LLC
9814 Robinson Rd, Nampa ID



10. This Agreement shall be for a term of ________ (__) years, commencing on the date signed by
both parties.  The Agreement term shall automatically renew unless either party terminates by
written notice no less than 30 days before the end of the term.

11. The Property Owner may terminate this agreement upon sixty (60) days’ written notice to IDWR.

The parties have signed this Agreement on the date following their respective signatures.

Haven Property Owner

Tanner Verhoeks

Principal Well Owner

Date Date

five 5

03/17/2023

Justin Ruthenbeck

03/17/2023



March 17, 2023

Well Monitoring Program Authorization

This Well Monitoring Authorization and Access Agreement (Agreement) is between Haven Idaho, LLC
(“Haven”) on behalf of The Idaho Department of Water Resources (“IDWR”) and ____________________
located at ________________________________________________________ (the “Property Owner”).

The Property Owner, Haven, and IDWR would like to measure the depth-to-water of the property owner’s
well (the “Well”) for regional water level monitoring purposes. Note this monitoring and data collection is
not for regulatory or usage purposes.

The parties agree as follows:

1. If available, Property Owner will share known well characteristics of subject Well with IDWR upon
commencement of this agreement.

2. A Contractor hired by Haven will install a Monitoring Tube in the well casing (1” Schedule 40 PVC
tube or similar) to separate monitoring practices from well and pump operation equipment.

Haven will pay for Monitoring Tube installation

Haven and Property Owner will split the cost of Monitoring Tube installation

Property Owner will pay for Monitoring Tube installation

3. Once the Monitoring Tube is installed, monitoring and associated recording equipment and
various other tools and equipment (Equipment) will be deployed in the Well by IDWR.

4. Any Equipment deployed in or near the Well shall remain the property of IDWR and IDWR will be
responsible for its maintenance. Equipment will be removed by IDWR at its own expense within a
reasonable time after the expiration or termination of this Agreement.

5. The Equipment shall not be used by the Owner unless written permission is obtained from IDWR.

6. The Owner consents and agrees to the presence of IDWR personnel and authorized IDWR
contractors on the Property for the purpose of water quality and water level monitoring.  The
Owner grants to IDWR, its employees and agents, the right to reasonable ingress and egress.

7. IDWR will measure water levels periodically throughout the year. Weather and road conditions
will dictate the available times in which the Well can be accessed but ideally will occur in the
spring and fall of each year.  A continuous recording water level measuring device may be
installed in the Well to collect water levels on a daily frequency.

8. IDWR shall follow all standard equipment sanitization and decontamination regulations.

9. IDWR will provide the Owner with reports of the monitoring every year upon request as well as
host the data on its public, accessible database.

Andrea Eisenbarth
6915 E Lewis Ln, Nampa 83686



10. This Agreement shall be for a term of ________ (__) years, commencing on the date signed by
both parties.  The Agreement term shall automatically renew unless either party terminates by
written notice no less than 30 days before the end of the term.

11. The Property Owner may terminate this agreement upon sixty (60) days’ written notice to IDWR.

The parties have signed this Agreement on the date following their respective signatures.

Haven Property Owner

Tanner Verhoeks

Principal Well Owner

Date Date

five 5

03/17/2023

Andrea Eisenbarth

03/20/2023



March 17, 2023

Well Monitoring Program Authorization

This Well Monitoring Authorization and Access Agreement (Agreement) is between Haven Idaho, LLC
(“Haven”) on behalf of The Idaho Department of Water Resources (“IDWR”) and ____________________
located at ________________________________________________________ (the “Property Owner”).

The Property Owner, Haven, and IDWR would like to measure the depth-to-water of the property owner’s
well (the “Well”) for regional water level monitoring purposes. Note this monitoring and data collection is
not for regulatory or usage purposes.

The parties agree as follows:

1. If available, Property Owner will share known well characteristics of subject Well with IDWR upon
commencement of this agreement.

2. A Contractor hired by Haven will install a Monitoring Tube in the well casing (1” Schedule 40 PVC
tube or similar) to separate monitoring practices from well and pump operation equipment.

Haven will pay for Monitoring Tube installation

Haven and Property Owner will split the cost of Monitoring Tube installation

Property Owner will pay for Monitoring Tube installation

3. Once the Monitoring Tube is installed, monitoring and associated recording equipment and
various other tools and equipment (Equipment) will be deployed in the Well by IDWR.

4. Any Equipment deployed in or near the Well shall remain the property of IDWR and IDWR will be
responsible for its maintenance. Equipment will be removed by IDWR at its own expense within a
reasonable time after the expiration or termination of this Agreement.

5. The Equipment shall not be used by the Owner unless written permission is obtained from IDWR.

6. The Owner consents and agrees to the presence of IDWR personnel and authorized IDWR
contractors on the Property for the purpose of water quality and water level monitoring.  The
Owner grants to IDWR, its employees and agents, the right to reasonable ingress and egress.

7. IDWR will measure water levels periodically throughout the year. Weather and road conditions
will dictate the available times in which the Well can be accessed but ideally will occur in the
spring and fall of each year.  A continuous recording water level measuring device may be
installed in the Well to collect water levels on a daily frequency.

8. IDWR shall follow all standard equipment sanitization and decontamination regulations.

9. IDWR will provide the Owner with reports of the monitoring every year upon request as well as
host the data on its public, accessible database.

RUSLAN LEVANDOVSKY
4756 DYE LN., KUNE ID 83634



10. This Agreement shall be for a term of ________ (__) years, commencing on the date signed by
both parties.  The Agreement term shall automatically renew unless either party terminates by
written notice no less than 30 days before the end of the term.

11. The Property Owner may terminate this agreement upon sixty (60) days’ written notice to IDWR.

The parties have signed this Agreement on the date following their respective signatures.

Haven Property Owner

Tanner Verhoeks

Principal Well Owner

Date Date

five 5

03/17/2023

RUSLAN LEVANDOVSKY

03/24/2023
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hdrinc.com 
HDR, River Quarry at Parkcenter, 412 E Parkcenter Blvd Suite 100, Boise, ID 83706 
(208) 872-9500

Memo 
Date: Tuesday, May 02, 2023 

Project: Haven Creek Subdivision Water Supply 

To: Tanner Verhoeks and Justin Ruthenbeck 

CC: Dennis Owsley 

From: Terry Scanlan, P.E., P.G. 

Subject: Robinson Road Well Aquifer Pumping Test 

An aquifer pumping test was conducted in April 2023 using the existing domestic well and 
well pump at 9814 Robinson Road.  The purpose of the test was to evaluate aquifer water-
level response to well pumping for the purpose of projecting impacts from future 
groundwater development at the proposed Haven Creek subdivision.   

The test indicates that the shallow aquifer at the Haven Creek site is highly productive.  
Pumping for residential domestic purposes at the proposed subdivision will have a 
negligible impact on local groundwater levels.  Pumping for supplemental irrigation 
purposes will likely have a measurable impact on nearby wells, although the magnitude of 
impact is not anticipated to be injurious. 

Test Description 
The aquifer test consisted of pumping the 9814 Robinson Road well for three days (10:40 
am April 10 through 5:37 pm April 13) while monitoring water levels in the pumping well 
and in two nearby domestic wells.  The domestic wells are located at 6915 E Lewis Lane 
(2000 feet northeast of the pumping well) and 4756 Dye Lane (1400 feet southeast of the 
pumping well).  The Lewis Lane well has a current depth of 75 feet and the Dye Lane well 
has a current depth of 98 feet.  The Robinson Road well has a current depth of 109 feet.  
Therefore, all three wells draw water from the shallow zone of the aquifer.   

Well driller’s reports and data regarding current depths are provided in Attachment A.  A 
well driller’s report was not located for the 6915 East Lewis Lane well. 

Pumping rate was determined by measuring fill time for a 5-gallon bucket. Initial pumping 
rate for the first 20 minutes of pumping was approximately 5 gpm and then increased to an 
average rate of 19 gpm for the duration of the test. 

5/2/2023
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Water-level monitoring was conducted by Idaho Department of Water Resources 
personnel (Dennis Owsley) using data-logging pressure transducers at five-minute 
intervals.  Water levels were monitored beginning four days prior to starting the pumping 
test and for fourteen hours after the pumping test.  Water levels were manually measured 
with an electric-line well sounder upon installation and removal of the pressure 
transducers. 

Test Results 
Test data are plotted in Attachment B.  All three wells showed similar water-level trends 
before and after the pumping test.  The Robinson Road well had a rising trend of 0.05 feet 
per day prior to testing and a rising trend of 0.03 feet during recovery. 

Trends in the three wells were also similar during the pumping period, except that the 
pumping well showed an initial drawdown of 0.7 feet that was attributable to well loss.  
This 0.7 feet was recovered immediately upon stopping of the pump. 

Interpretation of the responses to pumping is difficult due to the small magnitude of 
response and the significant water-level fluctuations due to barometric pressure 
influences.  All three wells appear to drawdown approximately 0.2 to 0.3 feet during the 
first 500 minutes of pumping, and then stabilize with barometric fluctuation for the next 
three days.  A semi-logarithmic plot of the trend from the first 500 minutes suggests a 
transmissivity in the range of 15,000 gpd/ft, but overall aquifer transmissivity appears to be 
substantially higher due to the stabilization of water levels after 500 minutes.  The 
stabilization is potentially a delayed yield response as the drawdown response propagated 
to the water table. 

Although a 0.2 to 0.3-foot drawdown was observed at each well during the first 500 
minutes of pumping, surprisingly a similar recovery was not observed during the first 500 
minutes of recovery.  This could indicate that the apparent drawdown in the first 500 
minutes of pumping was due primarily to something other than pumping of the Robinson 
Road well, such as a change in barometric pressure.  Also odd is that the manual 
measurements collected at the end of the test were approximately 0.2 feet higher than 
indicated by the water level transducers.  This is likely a barometric influence, as the same 
water-level sounder was used for all manual measurements. 

Conclusions 
The pumping test demonstrates that the shallow aquifer below Haven Creek is very 
productive, with a short-term transmissivity of approximately 15,000 gpd/ft, and a higher 
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long-term effective transmissivity as suggested by stabilization of drawdown at 
approximately 500 minutes. 

The 19-gpm pumping rate test can be used to project the impact of water use at Haven 
Creek.  Domestic water use by approximately 30 homes, each using 250 gallons per day, 
is equivalent to an average 24-hour pumping rate of 5 gpm.  The impact of 5 gpm will be 
approximately 26 percent of the impact of the 19-gpm pumping test.  Therefore, 
anticipated drawdowns at distances of 1400 to 2000 feet (the two observations wells) will 
be approximately 0.07 feet (i.e., 26% of the average 0.25-foot drawdown measured during 
the test).  This impact of approximately one inch is considered negligible. 

Similarly, the 19-gpm pumping rate can be used to estimate the impact of pumping 
groundwater for supplemental irrigation.  Assuming an irrigated area of 30 acres, and a 
supplemental irrigation requirement of 5 gpm per acre, average pumping rate would be 
approximately 150 gpm, or nearly 8 times the 0.25-foot impact measured from the 19-gpm 
pumping test.  Therefore, drawdown of 2 feet might be expected at 1400 to 2000 feet from 
a supplemental irrigation well. 

In summary, the drawdown projections from the aquifer pumping tests are an indication of 
likely impacts from groundwater development on the Haven Creek property.  The impact of 
domestic pumping will be negligible.  The impact of pumping for supplemental irrigation is 
likely to be measurable, but unlikely to be injurious to use of local domestic wells. 
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Scanlan, Terry

From: Tanner Verhoeks <tanner@havenidaho.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 4, 2023 5:48 PM
To: Scanlan, Terry
Subject: Monitoring Tubes Set - Haven Creek

CAUTION: [EXTERNAL] This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
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Aquifer Test Data 



 



 





 



 



 



 





 



 



 



 



bucket 1 bucket 2

10‐Apr 10:43 56.7 5.3

10‐Apr 11:08 40.2 27.9 18.2

10‐Apr 11:22 40.3 28.3 18.0

10‐Apr 11:35 38.8 26.9 18.9

13‐Apr 17:37 38.6 25.6 19.5

13‐Apr 17:45 37.9 26.0 19.5

18.8Average (starting 11:08 on 4/10/23)

Test Period Pumping Rate Measurements

seconds / 5 gallons

Date Time

Pumping 

Rate (gpm)
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HDR, River Quarry at Parkcenter, 412 E Parkcenter Blvd Suite 100, Boise, ID 83706 
(208) 872-9500

Memo 
Date: Friday, January 20, 2023 

Project: Haven Creek 

To: Tanner Verhoeks and Justin Ruthenbeck 

From: Terry Scanlan, P.E., P.G. 

Subject: Community Water System Concept and Permitting Requirements 

Haven Creek is a proposed subdivision in Canyon County, approximately 2 miles 
southeast of Nampa and 4 miles northwest of Kuna. The Subdivision is located south of 
Lewis Lane and east of Robinson Road in the NW ¼ of Section 17, Township 2 North, 
Range 1 West, and has a total area of 43.93 acres.  The subdivision is currently proposed 
with 26 lots receiving drinking water from individual domestic wells.  Irrigation water will be 
provided from a separate non-potable pressure irrigation system. 

As an alternative to individual wells, a community water system is currently under 
consideration.  The community water system would provide drinking water to 29 residential 
lots.   This memo describes the required components and permitting requirements for a 
new community water system. 

Water System Description 
Design Flow Rates 
A community water system to serve 29 residential lots at Haven Creek would be sized to 
provide water for domestic uses only.  All irrigation will be supplied through a separate, 
non-potable pressurized irrigation system utilizing surface water from Nampa & Meridian 
Irrigation District.  The community water system will not provide fire protection to hydrants 
but can be developed with adequate capacity for in-home fire sprinklers, which may be 
required by the Kuna Rural Fire District if hydrants are not provided. 

Minimum design flow rates for community water systems can be determined using Idaho 
Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) guidelines.  For 29 homes without irrigation, 
IDEQ guidelines recommend a design flow rate of 72 gpm to meet peak hour demands. 

Maximum design flow rates for community water systems can also be determined using 
Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) guidance documents.  For 29 homes, 

1/20/2023



 

hdrinc.com  
HDR, River Quarry at Parkcenter, 412 E Parkcenter Blvd Suite 100, Boise, ID, 83706 
(208) 872-9500 

 

2 
 

without irrigation, IDWR guidelines allow for a maximum instantaneous flow rate of 112 
gpm (0.25 cfs). 

Using IDEQ and IDWR guidance as upper and lower limits, the Haven Creek water system 
will likely be designed to supply approximately 100 gpm. 

Water System Components 
A community water system to serve Haven Creek would have the following components: 

• Two wells with submersible pumps 
• One well house with water system appurtenances 
• Distribution piping 

Wells and Pumps.  Two wells, each capable of suppling peak hour demand, are required 
for purposes of redundancy.  Both wells would be located on one well lot, spaced 
approximately 50 feet apart.   

Wells will be constructed with 8-inch casings and well screens to accommodate 6-inch 
diameter submersible pumps.   

Review of local well driller reports suggest that basalt rock extends from near ground 
surface to a depth of approximately 100 feet at Haven Creek.  The basalt is then underlain 
by gravel, sand, and clay for several hundred feet.  Static water level is approximately 75 
feet.  Anticipated well construction will consist of:  

• Minimum 17-inch borehole through the basalt 
• Approximately 120 feet of 12-inch surface casing installed through the basalt and 

sealed to a minimum depth of 60 feet 
• 12-inch mud-rotary borehole below surface casing to approximately 160 feet 
• 8-inch steel casing with 20 feet of stainless steel well screen to approximately 160 

feet 
• Sand filter pack and seal around 8-inch casing and screens 

It is anticipated that the submersible well pumps will be equipped with 10-hp motors, 
controlled with variable frequency drives to maintain constant pressure in the water 
system.  The wells will be located outside of the well house.  Buried pipe will extend from 
pitless connections at the well casing to the well house. 
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Well House.  The well house will be located within the well lot and adjacent to the two 
supply wells.  The well house will be nominal 250 square feet, and will include the 
following items: 

• 4-inch mechanical piping 
• Pump motor controls 
• Flow meters 
• Pressure relief valve 
• Hydropneumatic tank 
• Flush to waste valves and pipe 
• Sample taps 
• Check valves  
• Isolation valves 

A back-up power source consisting of a propane-powered generator with auto-start and 
transfer switch will be required. 

Power supply to the well house can be single-phase or three-phase.  If single-phase is 
provided, the variable frequency drives can be used to convert single-phase power to 
three-phase power for the pump motors. 

Distribution Pipe.  Distribution pipe within the subdivision will be 6-inch diameter C900 
PVC.  Any dead ends will be equipped with blow offs for flushing.  Estimated pipe length is 
between 3,000 and 4,000 feet. 

The distribution pipe will be equipped with a stub extending to Robinson Road to allow for 
future connection to a municipal water system. 

Fire hydrants will not be provided.  Hydrants can be installed in the future if the system is 
connected to a municipal water system. 

Estimated Cost.  Estimated cost to develop a community water system to serve Haven 
Creek is approximately $1.6M.  This cost estimate assumes the following: 

• Well construction:  $300,000  
• Well pumps, drop pipe, wire, and pitless adapters:  $150,000 
• Well house structure and site civil:  $200,000 
• Well house mechanical/electrical: $250,000 
• Distribution pipe and appurtenances:  $500,000  
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• Engineering, permitting, and administration: $200,000 

This cost estimate accuracy is considered rough order of magnitude (ROM), defined as +/- 
50 percent. 

Permitting Requirements 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality  
Community water systems are public drinking water systems regulated by IDEQ.  A 
community system is defined in IDEQ administrative rules (IDAPA 58.01.08) as “A public 
water system which serves at least fifteen (15) service connections used by year-round 
residents or regularly serves at least twenty-five (25) year-round residents”. 

Community water systems are constructed and operated under the review and approval of 
IDEQ.  The process typically involves the following sequential steps. 

1. Facility Plan.  The initial step in developing a community water system is 
preparation of a Facility Plan.  A Facility Plan is a summary description of the 
proposed water system, including primary components (wells, pumps, storage, and 
distribution) and phasing.  Water demands for the system will be established.  The 
Facility Plan is submitted to IDEQ for review and approval. 
 

2. Demonstration of Technical, Financial, and Managerial Capacity.  Each new 
community water system must provide documentation of Technical, Financial, and 
Managerial Capacity (TFM).  The TFM documents describe:  

a. how the water system meets IDEQ construction and operating 
requirements, including adequacy of water supply and ability for 
infrastructure replacement or improvement, 

b. how the water system will be financed initially, and how the water system 
will be supported in the future through user fees, and; 

c. who will own the system, who will operate the system and conduct water 
quality monitoring, who will communicate with system users, and who will 
have responsibility to ensure that the system complies with applicable 
regulations. 

The TFM documents will identify the licensed drinking water system operator who 
will be responsible for the water system.  A draft Operations and Maintenance Plan 
is often included along with an Emergency Response Plan. 
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3. Well Preliminary Engineering Report.  Upon approval of a Facility Plan, IDEQ 
will accept a Well Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) for review.  The Well PER 
will describe the location and anticipated construction of the wells proposed to 
serve the water system.  Information will include proposed well depths and casing 
diameters.  Anticipated water quality will be presented.  A well site evaluation will 
be included to demonstrate that the proposed wells meet required separation 
distances from potential contaminant sources.  Plans and specifications for well 
construction are also included.  Well construction can occur following IDEQ 
approval of the Well PER, plans, and specifications. 
 

4. Well Completion Report.  Following construction and testing of wells, IDEQ will 
review and approve a Well Completion Report (WCR).  The WCR presents 
documentation of well construction, including test pumping and water quality data.  
Approval of the WCR is necessary before IDEQ will review subsequent permitting 
documents. 
 

5. Well House and Distribution Piping PERs, Plans, and Specifications.  
Following approval of the WCR, IDEQ will review PERs, plans, and specifications 
for the well house, well pumps, distribution piping, and other water system 
components.  Construction of the pump and distribution systems cannot occur until 
these documents are approved by IDEQ. 
 

6. Record Drawings and Certification.  The final step in the IDEQ review process is 
submission of record drawings and certification by the design engineer that the 
project was constructed in substantial compliance with IDEQ approved plans and 
specifications.  A final Operation and Maintenance Plan is typically submitted at 
this stage also.  Following acceptance by IDEQ of record drawings and 
certification, IDEQ will authorize the water system to serve water to customers. 

Upon final approval, a community water system will be regulated by IDEQ and the local 
health district.  The licensed operator will be responsible for collecting and submitting 
water samples on a schedule provided by the State.  The water system owner (typically 
the subdivision homeowners association or a similar entity) will manage the water system, 
including collecting user fees to fund operation and develop a reserve fund. 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 
Although IDEQ is the primary regulatory agency for community water systems, IDWR 
regulates use of water in the state.  Prior to construction and use of water from community 



 

hdrinc.com  
HDR, River Quarry at Parkcenter, 412 E Parkcenter Blvd Suite 100, Boise, ID, 83706 
(208) 872-9500 

 

6 
 

wells, a water right permit application must be approved.  The application for permit will 
describe the locations of the place of use and points of diversion (wells), list anticipated 
well depths and diameters, and provide justification for a requested diversion rate.  If an 
application is complete and eligible for processing, legal notice of the application will be 
published for two consecutive weeks.  Protests to the application will be accepted for up to 
ten days following the final publication. 

If an application is protested, IDWR will recommend that the applicant and protestant 
resolve concerns through negotiation.  If settlement cannot be negotiated, the matter will 
proceed to an administrative hearing where the applicant and protestant can each provide 
evidence and testimony in support of their respective positions.  IDWR will then issue an 
order either denying or approving the application.  Approvals may include conditions to 
address concerns identified at hearing or through settlement. 

Upon approval of an application for permit, the permit holder can proceed with well drilling 
and development of a water system.   The permit will have a limited duration (typically five 
years plus a five-year extension) during which the proposed water use can be developed.  
At the end of the permit development period, IDWR will issue a water right license for the 
use that was developed. 

Anticipated Impact of Community Well Pumping 
An analysis of the impacts of groundwater pumping for domestic use at Haven Creek 
Subdivision was presented in a memo dated September 29, 2021 from SPF Water 
Engineering.  For that analysis, domestic water use from 27 homes was analyzed and 
found to result in less than 0.5 feet of drawdown at a distance of 500 feet from the center 
of the subdivision after one year of operation.  Such an impact is negligible relative to 
water levels in local wells near Haven Creek. 

An analysis of community well pumping would result in a similar finding.  The impact from 
domestic use by 29 homes would be proportionately greater than the impact from 27 
homes (i.e., 29/27 or 107%), but still negligible in terms of overall impacts.   The center of 
the impact would be the community well lot rather than the center of the subdivision. 

Both of these analyses assume that groundwater is used for domestic purposes only.  If 
groundwater is used for irrigation purposes, then drawdown impacts will increase due to 
increased pumping rates.  Use of groundwater for irrigation purposes can be avoided 
through construction of a robust and reliable pressure irrigation system and through 
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covenants, conditions, and restrictions that prohibit connection of domestic water supplies 
(community water system or individual domestic wells) to landscape sprinkler systems. 
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April 10, 2023

Canyon County Engineering Department:

Over the past 18 months, Haven Idaho has been engaging with stakeholders related to use of
groundwater as part of the proposed Haven Creek subdivision. During these conversations, we
have received very little authoritative guidance on what responsible residential use of
groundwater in Canyon County entails – there are plenty of opinions, anecdotal information,
precedent behavior, stories from decades past, and aspirational policy, but little true guidance.

Part of this is understandable – groundwater resources vary from area to area, long term
weather patterns evolve, agricultural usage patterns change, and elected officials move in and
out of office. However, many elements of residential development remain consistent. This
proposed paper is intended to act as a guidebook for responsible use of groundwater in
residential development within Canyon County. It attempts to synthesize the input of County
Engineering, IDWR, hydrogeologic engineering, neighboring groundwater users, future
residents, and land developers into an actionable framework for making development decisions.

It is our hope that this mutual effort facilitates responsible future use of groundwater resources.

We would like to invite Canyon County Engineering to participate with other stakeholders in the
creation of this paper and are offering the attached draft as a starting point. With some extra
effort, we can all leave a lasting impact on the future of Canyon County – we hope you will join
the effort.

Looking forward to discussing more!

Tanner Verhoeks, PE Justin Ruthenbeck
Tanner@HavenIdaho.com Justin@HavenIdaho.com
208-391-3838 208-504-1140

Haven Idaho :: 521 N 10th #4, Caldwell, ID 83605 :: Team@HavenIdaho.com
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SUMMARY
Groundwater continues to be an area of conflict for newly proposed development, surfacing at
the Application, Planning and Zoning, County Commission, and Usage stages. This
memorandum provides an introduction for all stakeholders involved in residential development
to the considerations at play, other stakeholders involved, and some approaches to consider for
responsible groundwater usage. The goal is twofold:

1. To provide a background primer to all stakeholders, including a common vocabulary, so
conversations are more likely productive and

2. To provide a decision framework that allows all stakeholders to participate in the tradeoff
conversations for future projects.

STAKEHOLDERS
Groundwater stakeholders for residential land development projects include the following:

1. Applicant :: The party applying for conditional use permit, rezone, or preliminary plat
maps. This often includes a series of individuals:

a. Landowner who holds title to the land involved.
b. Developer who is overseeing the design and construction of the residential

project.
c. Consultants who prepare reports and guide design decisions for the project.

2. County Engineering :: Canyon County Engineering staff who review and comment on
discretionary applications such as rezone and preliminary plat applications.

3. County Planning :: Staff who coordinate, prepare reports for presentation, and make
recommendations to P&Z Commission and BoCC.

4. Idaho Department of Water Resources :: State agency responsible for gathering data
on groundwater stability characteristics, granting water rights, and implementing
mitigation plans in areas of groundwater instability.

5. Southwest District Health and Department of Environmental Quality :: State
agencies responsible for groundwater quality with primary responsibility for reviewing
and approving septic system design for local conditions.

6. Existing Users :: Neighbors, and others within a given radius of new groundwater use.
For residential projects, this is often other residential land owners, often with private
wells as a water source.

7. County Commissioners :: Updates Comprehensive Plan to direct various types of land
uses to particular areas. Also, ultimate approvers of discretionary applications.
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ASSUMPTIONS
There are multiple types of land development processes, including administrative lot splits,
urban subdivisions, and rural subdivisions. Some projects have City water and sewer services
nearby and easily, while others do not.

For purposes of this document, we assume the following:

1. Residential single family development within Canyon County.
2. Proposed or existing zoning or use permits for gross lot sizes of 0.5 - 3ac. This

generally equates to R-1 or R-R zoning for newly zoned land.
3. City water services not available.
4. City sewer services not available.
5. Existing groundwater irrigation or surface water rights in place.
6. Data for aquifer recharge rates and seasonal fluctuations available.
7. A “Development” consists of between 10 and 100 net new homes.

It’s also helpful to make some generalized assumptions about how groundwater use in Canyon
County works. For purposes of this document, we assume the following:

1. A reasonably representative new domestic well would be drilled to 100 feet and have a
static water level of 60’.

2. Domestic wells are generally 6” diameter.
3. Agricultural pivots within 3 miles of city boundaries are commonly drilled to a depth of X,

a diameter of Y, and pump in the range of Z acre feet per month during irrigation periods.
4. A reasonably representative City well would be drilled to a depth of X, a diameter of Y,

and pump in the range of Z acre feet per month.

CONTEXT
The Treasure Valley area has seen rapid development in recent years, most recently in the
2018-2022 timeframe. Cities (such as Star, Middleton, Caldwell, and Nampa) have rapidly
approved annexation, bringing urban development density closer to County residents who have
enjoyed distance between their homes and urban development. New residential development
has also occurred within County jurisdiction and Cities’ Area of Impact. Collectively, more
people has meant additional demand for all public services including traffic, schools, police, and
fire.

The concerns over water availability are occurring in this context of population growth and
pressure on other public services.

MARCH 2023 | DRAFT | PAGE 5



DRAFT

LEGACY WELLS
While a new representative well may be drilled to 100’ with a 60’ static water level, many homes
have legacy wells 30 years or older that are considerably shallower. This depth, combined with
legacy construction techniques, necessary maintenance, or unavoidable physical degradation,
means that a significant number of existing residential wells are at-risk, regardless of any
additional development that may occur. These wells represent a substantial challenge because
many homeowners with at-risk wells are not prepared for potentially costly improvements that
their aging wells require. Is there data about how many sub-standard wells are still in use?

DROUGHT
In the 1990’s, the Treasure Valley area experienced a multi-year drought during which… talk
about the history. Irrigation was cut off very early. Farmers had problems? People’s wells
struggled. What else?

More broadly, the American West has recently experienced a multi-year drought resulting in
widely reported impacts to key reservoirs throughout the West. The water situation within the
Colorado River basin, in particular, has been an oft-cited emergency situation resulting in
impacts to water availability to some cities, agricultural uses, and natural ecosystems.

Regardless of formal drought designation, annual rainfall at the state level varies within a +/-
50% margin year-over-year, ranging from <20 inches of annual rainfall to >30 inches annually.
Dots in the below data represent annual measurements; bars represent 5 year averages:
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IMPACT AND LIKELIHOOD
Within this context, the availability of water is on the top of many citizens’ minds and the fear of
losing access to water is a real and palpable fear for many. Water is, of course, the precursor to
life and a property without access to water has minimal practical value. Potential solutions,
such as drilling deeper wells, are practical but expensive. And, any amount of time between
well productivity loss and a solution has a real human and financial impact on people, animals,
crops, and livelihoods. The impact of losing access to groundwater is very high.

To measure risk, this impact must be combined with the likelihood of such an event happening.
The Idaho Department of Water Resources has been mapping and monitoring groundwater
characteristics for decades to create an understanding of this likelihood. Data is, by definition,
never complete, but with data and ongoing monitoring a series of well-supported hydrogeologic
models that accurately describe local and regional groundwater trends and characteristics have
been created. Additional data improves those models and can provide trend data that
establishes the likelihood of any particular area experiencing future water scarcity.

Even if the challenge of measuring likelihood is met, the challenge of communicating with
stakeholders in a productive way remains. The dominant layman understanding of groundwater
is one of a straw sucking water from a lake. The more straws there are, and the more each
sucks from the lake, the lower the lake level goes. And the lower the lake level is, the more
likely some people’s straws won’t reach the water. This simplified understanding, coupled with
whatever pre-conceived motivations stakeholders enter the conversation with (Developers who
want projects approved, or Neighbors who oppose new projects for unrelated reasons), often
leads to conversations where one party is trying to convince another party. In these
conversations, water is a pawn in a larger disagreement.

Decisions about residential development are made within all these contextual challenges.
Added into the mix are market demands (what new homeowners prefer), regulatory
requirements (necessary approvals, installation requirements, ongoing maintenance), financial
(the cost of various design approaches), and political (what current opinion and policy favors).

Responsible groundwater design must take all of these challenges into account – it is not purely
an engineering exercise to make the optimal mathematical decision. The Design Approaches
described later recognize this and attempt to address both the scientific and sociological angles
involved here.
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SUBSURFACE WATER SCIENCE

Introduction to Hydrogeology
Need help to write this. It’s intended to provide the basic knowledge a layperson would need to
understand how subsurface water and wells work. Imagine someone from downtown Boise just
moved to Canyon County and has never had to think about a well or septic before but is curious
how the whole subsurface water system works. What do they need to know. Including my only
partially informed basic understanding as a starting point.

The earth under our feet is broken up into multiple
zones. The top layer consists of organic topsoil and
is generally where plants and crops draw their water
from – it is the area in which most biologic activity
occurs. Most annual crops for productive
agriculture require that this layer be saturated with
water for optimal production. Though it varies by
soil type and irrigation method, irrigated land results
in approximately 50% of the irrigation water lost to
evaporation and transpiration (water used by plants
to grow), and 50% being pulled by gravity to lower
layers of the soil.

As water makes its way through the eluvial and
illuvial layers, it filters and interacts with compounds

in the soil. Eventually, it reaches a depth at which the medium is saturated and gravity can’t pull
it any deeper. This area is referred to as the saturated zone and can be thought of as a
swimming pool filled with rocks and sand with water then poured into it. Though the pool is “full”
of rocks and sand, the water fills in all the natural spaces between those rocks and sand until
the water is visible at the top. The top of this pool is what we call the water table.

If a well is drilled into this zone and properly
screened to keep the sand and rocks out, water
will flow into the empty cylinder created by the
well. This is because the weight of all the water
above the well screen pushes the lower water into
any empty areas, including a well. As water
around the well goes through the screen, other
water moves to fill the voids left by it. Ultimately,
the entire water table evens out – the space
created by the water pumped from the well is filled
by water higher in the saturation zone. The water
table level naturally rises and falls based on use,
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seasonal weather, climate cycles, geologic activity, and other forces. This saturated area where
water can freely flow is known as an aquifer.

Aquifers

Within the earth there are naturally occurring layers of material that are impervious to water
moving through them. Common in Canyon County are layers of volcanic flow (strata) that
separate saturated zones into areas of water that don’t easily interact with each other. Water
from one aquifer does eventually make it to another aquifer, but this happens slowly by, for
example, water moving through cracks in a volcanic rock layer to move between aquifers.

Depending on the geology involved, two aquifers can behave very differently. Perched aquifers,
for example, are small local areas of saturated material with limited water holding capacity – if a
well is drilled into this type of aquifer, seasonal variation can be extreme because it relies so
heavily on local recharge. Unconfined aquifers can be thought of more like rivers with water
slowly transiting from one area to another. To remain productive, these may rely on a recharge
water source potentially hundreds of miles away – local recharge has little impact. Confined
aquifers are bounded top, bottom, and all four sides, acting more like a giant pool under
pressure.

The result of all this is that two wells could be drilled near each other but, when measuring the
depth to water (called the “static water level”) can have two very different results depending on
whether the aquifer involved is confined or not. And, the water from each of those wells could
be originating from very different places – one from mountains 100 miles away and the other
from surface irrigation water coming from the farm next door. In the diagram below, note that
Well 1 is substantially deeper than Well 2, yet has a higher static water level. By measuring
aquifer characteristics, the likelihood of one well interfering with another can be measured.
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Can talk about well construction and casing off upper aquifers so that you don’t “cascade” water
and mix aquifers

Well interference is a buzzword/topic to potentially discuss

Scale of Use
Need help with this section. Goal is to talk about the scale of activity here. How much water is
used for agriculture? How much water is used for watering grass? Or FFAing 1 cow? How
much water is available underground? How much water flows through a river? How much
water is used to irrigate 40 acres of beets? How does residential use of water compare to all
that? Is it significant or not or under what conditions? Some people assert that residential
water concerns are “silly” because it’s gallons of water when we need to be concerned with
thousands of acre-feet of water. Help people understand the scale of use involved here. If one
wishes to argue that “40 wells won’t have a measurable impact on a well ½ mile away, introduce
the scale of resource use so everyone can baseline.

We often think about amounts relative to what we are used to interacting with, so it can be
helpful to understand how much water is involved in a typical system of aquifers like we have in
Canyon County.

A typical ¼ mile pivot irrigating a field of X may use Y cubic feet of water per T. Of this, 50%
may percolate and be recycled as groundwater.

Typical domestic house of XXXX SQFT may use Y GPM of water per T. %% of this water goes
back into the ground when properly functioning septic systems are utilized.

We know from well tests throughout the area that a large portion of Canyon County is fed by a
singular unconfined aquifer within areas [on this map? In this overlay?]. Water use at typical
domestic well depths is modeled as a single self-adjusting water source that flows freely and
stabilizes at a given static level within a short period of time.

Canyon County Data
Give people an idea of the health of water resources in various parts of Canyon County. Identify
whether this is based on measured data or projected data. If the granularity exists, ideally this
is a heat map (Deep red for bad areas → Deep Green for good areas) based on water quantity.
Or, based on stability. Perhaps there’s another view based on water quality (at a given depth)?
Turn all the data IDWR has into some key takeaways for lay people. Link to detailed data.
Maybe show nitrate priority areas on a map?

Not sure what data is available for this, but the idea is to answer the question: “What do we
know about the water situation in Canyon County?” People talk about this anyways based on
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whatever someone says online, so at a minimum identify which areas are being managed or
watched … and which areas are “plentiful.” Bonus points to answer the question, “Why is that
area plentiful?”

Ultimately, the goal is not to talk about specific areas, but to introduce some language and
information that talks about *HOW* and WHAT TYPES of data is gathered. Cover things like:

- Monitoring wells - how many? Where? How much historical data do we have? What are
the key things to look for in that data to get an idea of whether there is plenty or water is
at risk there?

- Municipal wells. How deep are they? what data do we get from them? In Canyon
County, are municipal wells related to private wells? Does one impact another?

- What type of data is collected to identify the type of aquifers in a given area and what
happens for wells at different depths or characteristics? Talk about pumping tests and
what it means when a well “stabilizes” at a certain flow. What does this data mean?

- Do we know how much groundwater is used for irrigation purposes in different areas?
- Do we know how much water is lost (percolates) through the canal system?
- How about flood irrigation - how much of that water is used by the crop vs percolates

beyond growing soil vs runs off?

DESIGN APPROACHES
As mentioned earlier, the decision around use of subsurface water is as much a policy choice as
an engineering exercise. Ideally, the County comprehensive plan and Areas of Impact
encourage development only in areas with plentiful and stable subsurface water resources such
that landowners, existing residents, developers, and County representatives can begin each
development application with baseline subsurface water data that supports the type of land use
identified by the comprehensive plan. Confirm this is part of how Canyon County has done the
CompPlan process. Regardless, the question of how to create policy and implement
responsible development of whatever resources exist remains. This paper proposes that the
following elements of any project be evaluated as part of a groundwater proposal.

Note: This is not intended as a prescriptive list of things that must be done. Rather, it
introduces vocabulary that can be creatively combined for any given project design.

A: Domestic Use Recharge
Approach: Design septics so that ~100% of domestic water is returned to an aquifer.

New residential developments should recycle as much of their subsurface water use as
possible. Water used for domestic purposes, then treated with appropriate septic and released
into the unsaturated zone, has a near 100% recharge rate.
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B: Non-Domestic Use
Approach: Design structural limits that make irrigating >½ acre of decorative turf with
groundwater infeasible.

Idaho law generally allows for a maximum of ½ acre irrigation from domestic wells. Responsible
developments should identify ways to physically design communities such that surface irrigation
water is utilized whenever available and subsurface domestic irrigation is limited to an amount
below this state-mandated area. Developments can, through careful design decisions, make
conservation of subsurface water easier than using it irresponsibly.

Some policy / design ideas:
- When installing landscaping as part of a development, size pipes and install enough

sprinkler valves to cover only the given lawn area. Make people do extra work if they
expand past that. Make the default path easy.

- Make domestic irrigation use expectations part of what it means to live in a community.
Memorialize in HOA docs.

- Install an irrigation branch off the well with a separate shutoff. Include a mechanical or
electronic valve that automatically closes 2 months after being opened.

- Plumb the system so there is no separate irrigation line and the only available domestic
irrigation source is off a small (¾”?) stub. By downsizing plumbing, this makes any
changes require explicit action to work around.

- Size the well and pump to support only domestic use (a GPM flow that makes irrigation
impractical)

C: Water Safety
Approach: Design mechanisms that enable ongoing water quality sampling.

What are the practical risks associated with well maintenance? Why (from a safety perspective)
do we think that having 100 individual wells is a bad idea compared to having 1 community
well? What unseen or unknown-to-residents public health risks are people exposed to with
individual wells? What percentage of time do private well tests come back showing water safety
issues? Prove this is a real problem and not just a theoretical one.

Identifying potential water quality issues over time are beneficial for all users, whether part of a
development or in the vicinity of it. While water contamination on a scale that impacts users is
uncommon, empowering new organization structures (HOAs, in particular) to coordinate water
sampling with government agencies benefits all Canyon County citizens. Historical data from
many locations across a wide geographic area is key to identifying the source of potential
contamination, the extent of potential contamination, and viable remediations.

Some policy / design ideas:
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- If there’s an HOA, have the HOA perform water testing on its well as a surrogate for all
the private wells.

- If there’s an HOA, have the HOA offer bulk pricing for annual well maintenance
inspections. Consider bundling this with winterization services. Still the responsibility of
each owner to handle, but it makes this task more likely to happen than expecting each
person to find a vendor or learn the system themselves.

- Implement a Community Water System with point-of-extraction testing.

D: Pressurize Surface Irrigation
Approach: Capture and pressurize surface water to make its use for irrigation the easiest option.

The easier something is to use, the more likely it will be used. By capturing and pressurizing
surface water into a reliable irrigation service, developments can transform surface water use
mindsets from a “use it all or lose it” approach to a “use it responsibly” approach. In addition to
a simpler worry-free system for residents, this design approach also makes irrigation delivery to
downstream users more predictable and potentially more plentiful.

Some policy / design ideas:
- Design irrigation pond(s) from which surface water is stored and pumped
- Disconnect new development residents from water delivery schedules so that surface

irrigation water is more likely to be used. This promotes aquifer recharge, more attractive
properties, maintaining property values, and a lower demand on subsurface resources.

E: Landscape Choices
Approach: Encourage landscape design that utilizes surface irrigation water.

The Treasure Valley area is not naturally green year-round and current irrigation practices are
unnatural for the area. In a residential setting, developments can encourage land usage other
than decorative “green at all times” landscape design. This could include designing varied
topography that supports perennial plantings, the inclusion of trees that naturally shade out
large turf areas, or utilizing hardscape where appropriate.

For projects that encourage residential use coupled with productive land (hobby farming,
livestock, etc), developments can…

Some policy / design ideas:

F: Retain Stormwater Onsite
Approach: Design retention systems that allow standard rain events to percolate locally.
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When engineering roads, lots, and other elements of a development, use bioretention systems
instead of detention systems. This is already a general requirement, but valuable to still call it
out. Encouraging local percolation maximizes local groundwater recharge, avoids problems
further down the drainage path, and avoids contaminant concentration.

G: Community Water
Approach: Provide a centralized private water distribution amenity for the Development instead
of individual wells.

Instead of drilling dozens of wells, a community water system involves drilling two higher
production wells and then piping water to each home served by the system. Such a system
mimics municipal water systems found in cities in many ways, ultimately designed to increase
water reliability by providing redundant systems to make delivery downtime very unlikely.

JR: I have no idea what this technically involves - putting some things down based on what
Terry described previously

Though designs can vary dramatically, a representative system serving 60 homes may include:
● Two 12” wells drilled to a 200 foot depth
● Each well with a 10HP pump, capable of delivering 200 gallons of water per minute
● A pressurization/storage solution in the form of a tank, bladder, or other system.
● Two backup generators capable of powering all system elements for X hours.
● 250sf pump house structure sufficient to maintain ambient temperatures between Y-Z

year round.
● Sampling infrastructure to enable regular water quality monitoring
● 6” distribution pipe provided throughout the development
● Fire hydrants served by the system, located approximately 800lf on center.
● Allocation of ¾ acre lot for wells, pump house, and miscellaneous mechanicals

Benefits
Type this out. Relative to individual wells, some things that come to mind

● Provides water quality similar to cities, which is healthier
● Allows a development to provide additional amenities by, for example, softening water

centrally rather than making every home handle this.
● Treat any health-related water quality issues (ie: arsenic) centrally
● New residents don’t have to understand wells and maintenance – one less thing for

people to worry about
● Provides a way for municipal infrastructure to easily service the area in the future
● Resilient to power outages because of backup generators
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● Deeper community wells may access different aquifers than surrounding wells, including
potentially sealing between these aquifers to avoid water moving between different
aquifers

● A portion of new owners will value the “plug and play” experience of not having to worry
about water. It “just works.”

Challenges

Initial Cost
Community Water systems are very expensive to install. While incremental costs to support
additional users is low, initial costs for well construction, pump house structure, mechanicals,
and distribution infrastructure are substantial. As the number of homes the system serves
increases, there is a point where total installation costs of the two designs cross and, eventually,
community water becomes a superior economic solution. The exact development size at which
this happens is impossible to generally define, but is likely to be somewhere between 40 and 60
users:

The model used to generate the above graph does not attempt to represent all real-world
variables but instead illustrates how the economics of Community Water are poor until
developments reach a certain break-even point. The high costs are driven by the high initial
costs to provide deep wells and redundant industrial pumping equipment, along with the
incremental costs of distributing to each home site. The error bars shown above represent
some of the variability in these total costs (represented as a 25% margin of error), driven
primarily by:
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1. Depth of water distribution system. In areas with shallow soils and basalt, water line
installation depth sufficient to avoid freezing can involve significant blasting to bed the
water line.

2. Lot size. Larger lots mean longer distribution runs and a higher per-home cost for water
infrastructure.

Ongoing Operations and Maintenance
Shared water systems serving more than X users require compliance with government org
health requirements. Municipalities who provide this service create departments with
professionals who understand the maintenance of these systems, regulations related to safety,
and billing / customer support systems to service users. Small systems have a significantly
lower burden in each of these areas, but the operating entity must maintain a baseline level of
knowledge and responsibility for all elements of the system. With dedicated staff, this wouldn’t
be too much of an issue, however In an HOA comprised solely of volunteers it requires a
volunteer to understand and own decisions around the community water system. Roles such as
this involving coordination with third-party administrators and decisions with substantial cost
implications introduce complexity and risk into an all-volunteer HOA.

Regulatory Approval
When developing a project, any decision that introduces the possibility of outside approval or
project delay is generally avoided because of the potential impacts once plans, scheduling, and
budgets are set. Permits for Community Water systems are discretionary processes involving
review, potential delay, and possible additional requirements with substantial economic cost. In
addition to these project risks, they require additional design, engineering, and management
costs for the project. The theoretical risk that the community water permit could be denied is a
risk that needs to be mitigated.

Cost Timing
One element of community water infrastructure is the total cost of the system. An independent
consideration is the timing of that cost – individual wells are installed for each home as
construction completes, allowing capital to be spent incrementally. Community Water is different
– it requires 100% of the cost for the entire development be paid upfront prior to the first home
construction beginning. This is particularly problematic for phased projects that expect to
complete some homes immediately and others in the future as the market can absorb them.

Because of the way financing for development projects typically work, community water requires
a developer to raise substantially more capital ($1M+) than would be required by the installation
of individual wells. This has the effect of increasing project costs or preventing development
outright if the developer doesn’t have access to the capital required.
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Ongoing Cost
Individual wells are generally considered a one time expense with minimal ongoing costs for
homeowners. Operating a small community water utility, in contrast, includes baseline regular
costs (electricity, maintenance, testing, capex) which requires ongoing funding. To a
homeowner, the perceived difference between no monthly cost (for individual wells) and a
monthly bill (for community water) is a substantial mental – and potentially actual – obstacle to
overcome.

H: Future Resident Preference
Approach: Deliver approaches that match expectations and preferences of future owners.

Any solution that is contrary to the desires of the market and future owners will be problematic
at some point. While these desires vary widely and change over time, a person seeking a small
acreage home outside of town is generally seeking a certain lifestyle. Broadly, this includes
some element of self-reliance, access to utilize their land in whatever way they desire, and a
willingness to work and maintain that land. Generally, regulations, rules, and complexity are
incompatible with what these future residents expect; every decision that takes responsibility
away from a future owner in an attempt to help them will be viewed by a substantial percentage
of new residents as undesirable. People move to the country for freedom, and decisions that
place requirements and limits on those people should be very carefully chosen. Failure to do so
is likely to result in both passive and active resistance.
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IMPLEMENTATION
The following policies apply the above Design Approaches – including some of the financial and
practical tradeoffs – into cohesive ideas for consideration. They are not meant to be prescriptive
in whole, but rather as examples of implementing ideas contained in this paper.

POLICY #1: Include Groundwater Data With Applications
Developments must consider the Design Approaches and issues described in this paper and
provide a response when submitting comprehensive plan amendments, rezone, and/or
preliminary plats in Canyon County. Combined with occasional updates to this document or
supporting ones, the purpose of this policy is to help ensure developers are aware of and have
considered mitigations. In some cases, this may also encourage Applicants to perform
additional field work prior to submitting project applications. Such a policy will provide for higher
quality public discussions at the P&Z and County Commissioner levels. A sample
Responsible Groundwater Use form implementing this policy is provided as Exhibit A.

POLICY #2: Participate in Well Monitoring
Stakeholders living near proposed developments who have concerns about groundwater
stability for a proposed development should have a mechanism to request baseline data about
groundwater attributes in the immediate area. With the ability to request this data, stakeholders
also have a responsibility to participate in the collection of that data by, for example, allowing
qualified private vendors or IDWR staff to monitor water resources the stakeholder has access
to. The intention of this policy is to bring additional effort to understanding local conditions and
to allow those with concerns to participate in that effort. It discourages making claims without
being willing to help validate those claims.

Ultimately, this policy aims to provide a common set of data from which to quickly move public
conversations from the subjective “I’m worried there’s not enough groundwater” to the more
objective, “This is how water resources for this project will behave.” While this does not change
the application process within Canyon County or require additional field work prior to project
applications, it provides decision makers (County Engineer, Planning and Zoning Commissions,
County Commissioners) with standard data (or lack of data) from which to make informed
recommendations. In situations where water resource behavior is unclear, this policy also
provides a path for additional physical investigation (monitoring of existing adjacent wells,
productivity and impact testing of existing wells, etc).
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POLICY #3: Community Water Where it Makes Sense
Compared to individual wells, Community Water has substantial technical benefits. The
challenge is establishing which developments this is appropriate for and which developments
this is likely to cause non-technical harm to. Because of the variables involved, this has to be a
discretionary process that should focus on the situational specifics of the following primary
issues:

1. Are local groundwater resources stable and plentiful? In areas where groundwater
quantity is high, the potential benefit of accessing different (deeper) water sources is of
minimal value to surrounding users. This determination is the responsibility of IDWR
based on historical data trends.

2. Is there a history of contamination or reason to believe that future contamination is
likely? If water quality is high, there is minimal practical value to requiring quality
compliance processes – doing so introduces burden without benefit to whichever HOA or
governing group responsible for that burden.

3. Is the development large enough to benefit from the economic benefits of a community
water amenity? From a purely economic view, developments smaller than +/- 30 homes
do not justify community water systems. Projects between 30 and 60 homes may
economically support community water with additional investigation or subsidizing.
Projects larger than 60 homes are likely to economically benefit flat out. Because of the
margin of error in projecting costs, this is best represented as a continuum:
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POLICY #4: Bonus Density
For smaller non-dense developments (average lot sizes closer to R-R) where community benefit
is desired, implement a formal or informal bonus density option similar to the one available to
R-1 projects per Section 07-10-21 - Table 2 [add link]. This existing policy for R-1 projects
provides for additional density (as dense as 12,000sf minimum lot sizes) for developments that
provide shared water or sewer systems. Such a policy expands conversations from
black-and-white approve/deny determinations and promotes creative ways to achieve more of
what various stakeholders desire. For development projects as described in this paper, a
relatively small increase in density can result in economic flexibility to, for example, close the
cost gap between individual wells and community water.

In the above diagram, note that the Bonus Density option provides an 11% increase in density
without an appreciable visual change to the overall density of the project. This isn’t always
practical, but the economic benefit can support substantial additional public benefit

POLICY #5: Assist At-Risk Neighbors
Concerns around groundwater usage generally center around whether new development will
remove existing wells’ access to water through well interference. Understanding the likelihood
of this happening is dependent on well owners allowing access to well monitoring so that an
ever-increasingly complete picture of water resources can be created. Monitoring is also
required to establish the level of risk for any at-risk well. This could, for example, include:
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(a) Applying bonus density funds to subsidize improving at-risk wells, or
(b) Stubbing community water systems to neighboring property boundaries for neighbors

with at-risk wells for future connection.

While either of these examples are potentially difficult, encouraging direct 1-on-1 solutions to
direct problems can be the most effective approach. Partnership with IDWR for data collection
is key in these situations as they have the processes and willingness to work with Applicants
and neighbors on monitoring agreements for identify at-risk wells. An example agreement is
provided in Exhibit C.
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EXHIBIT A: WATER USE WORKSHEET
To apply data to the framework elements, several key determinations and others have to be
made:

A. Is the local groundwater aquifer stable? This determination is the responsibility of IDWR
and is based on historical data collected by IDWR and engineering work done by IDWR.

B. Is the local groundwater safe without additional treatment? This determination is made
by Southwest Health based on nitrate and other contaminant levels from local sampling
and lab work done by Southwest Health.

C. Will City services be available to the area within the next 10 years? This determination
is made by the nearest municipality, often because the development land is located
within a city’s Area of Impact.

D. Will there be a voluntary organization (such as an HOA) that will take responsibility for
any ongoing requirements of the groundwater design? This determination is made by
the Landowner, generally by determining whether an HOA is proposed for a project or
not.

E. Is the project large enough to financially justify the costs of a central community water
system? This determination is proposed by the Landowner and validated by Canyon
County Engineering department and, ultimately, Canyon County Commissioners.

F. Other…

For projects of a certain caliber (as determined by Canyon County DSD staff), these
determinations need to be made with appropriate projects facts and data. The best way to
ensure this information is collected is to implement it as a part of the application process for
Zoning and Comprehensive Plan amendments that meet certain criteria as defined by Canyon
County DSD Staff. Similar to the Land Use Worksheet, the Water Use Worksheet should help to
guide landowners and developers to collect the appropriate information and make specific
design decisions about the project before it reaches the Staff, Planning and Zoning
Commission, and ultimately the Board of County Commissioners. Such a structure will increase
the quality of applications and promote thorough, thoughtful, and responsible project proposals.

A draft Water Use Worksheet is attached, intended as a means of sparking discussion and
ideas for policy implementation.

White Paper: Water Use Worksheet
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EXHIBIT B: FAQ
In an effort to directly address common expected questions about this system, we have
compiled the following list of questions and answers:

1. Who is responsible for implementing the Policy proposals in this paper?
a. The Canyon County Board of Commissioners are responsible for establishing

policy and directing County staff to implement policy as part of the 2030
Comprehensive Plan ordinances.

2. Where does Southwest District Health fit into this conversation?
a. X

3. Where does Idaho Department of Environmental Quality fit into this conversation?
a. X

4. How does an owner arrange for monitoring of their domestic well?
a. There are many private companies and consultants who can help owners monitor

and test their wells. The Idaho Department of Water Resources is actively
seeking well owners

5. What about X, or Y, or Z?
a. There are many details not included in this proposal. We have thought through

some, are surely unaware of others, and expect that County Staff could leverage
their knowledge and experience to expand the idea in novel and helpful ways.
Regardless, we have a passion for creating intentional and vibrant communities
and believe strongly that new problems with our housing supply and attainability
mean we should consider new tools and approaches to solve these problems.
We hope to spur discussion on this topic and, ideally, get the best ideas from the
most passionate people in Canyon County in order to craft new policy that leads
to a meaningful difference in the communities we create and live in.

MARCH 2023 | DRAFT | PAGE 24



DRAFT

EXHIBIT C: MONITORING AGREEMENT
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CASE STUDY: Haven Creek
Use Haven Creek as a case study to show how all these Design Approaches and Policy
elements come together into a full project. Talk about the tradeoffs made and why a proposal
ended up where it has so far.
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CASE STUDY: TBD
Ask around to identify another recent project who has put extra effort into responsible
groundwater design. Write up a second case study.
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FW: Haven Creek Sub
Isaac Josifek <IJosifek@to-engineers.com> Tue, Mar 15, 2022 at 3:23 PM

 

 

332 N. Broadmore Way | Nampa, Idaho 83687

O 208-442-6300 | C 530-514-1409

www.to-engineers.com

       

 

 

 

From: Greg Curtis <gcurtis@nmid.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2022 7:18 AM
To: Alec Egurrola <AEgurrola@to-engineers.com>
Cc: John Carpenter <jcarpenter@to-engineers.com>; Dave Duvall <dduvall@nmid.org>; Steve Pardew <Spardew@nmid.org>; Paul
Huddlestun <Phuddlestun@nmid.org>
Subject: Haven Creek Sub

 

Alec,

I did a quick scan of the Preliminary Plat you sent to my office for this project. In theory I think it might work, although formal
construction drawings showing the details of the road crossings and the realignment of the Fieselman Lateral will be required for
review with the Land Use Change Application. The Fieselman will need a weir box for the measurement of this facility replaced
somewhere below the head gate off of the Burke canal. Only other concerns are the locations of the septic systems adjacent to the toe
of the Burke Canal, this might be an issue, we typically don’t allow digging adjacent to the canal like this, it might start a seep. The
existing 18” culvert under the Burke after Lewis Lane has been known to plug up in the past, you might need to do a camera inspection

https://www.to-engineers.com/
https://www.google.com/maps/search/332+N.+Broadmore+Way+%7C+Nampa,+Idaho+83687?entry=gmail&source=g
http://www.to-engineers.com/
https://www.facebook.com/toengineers
https://www.linkedin.com/company/t-o-engineers
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCEaibyGRcFJHzst0ASXOt0g
https://youtu.be/FNtttsjFYfU
mailto:gcurtis@nmid.org
mailto:AEgurrola@to-engineers.com
mailto:jcarpenter@to-engineers.com
mailto:dduvall@nmid.org
mailto:Spardew@nmid.org
mailto:Phuddlestun@nmid.org


of this to check it’s condition for the irrigation pond overflow? The storm water pond #3 needs to be moved out of our easement so we
can access this side of the canal when needed.

 

This is all I say at this point till we do our formal review.

Greg

 

Greg G Curtis

Water Superintendent

Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District Shop

5525 E. Greenhurst Rd. Nampa Idaho 83686

Phone:208-466-0663 Fax:208-463-0183

 

Website:www.nmid.org
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ATTACHMENT F-1:
KUNA RURAL FIRE

DISTRICT
COORDINATION

AND REVIEW



 
KUNA RURAL FIRE DISTRICT 

EST. 1951 

 

 

 
 

150 W BOISE ST 
PO Box 607 

Kuna, ID 83634 
PHONE: (208) 922-1144 

FAX: (208) 922-1982 
 

 
 
Date:   3/13/2022 
From:   Kuna Rural Fire Protection District 

 
Regarding:  Haven Creek Subdivision Pre_Plat  
  E Lewis Lane / Robinson Rd 

Kuna, ID 
 
New residential subdivisions shall comply with the Idaho State Fire Code section 102.5 and section 
D107 for one or two family residential developments.  
 

• Fire Apparatus Access:  

Plans indicate a single fire service roadway connection from south Robinson Road. This 
service roadway shall be maintained unobstructed with approved cul-de-sacs available for 
fire apparatus turn around.  A secondary access, complying with IFC section D107.2, may be 
required if more than 30 buildable lots are proposed. No Parking Fire Lane signs shall be 
installed in areas determined to have significant potential to obstruct emergency access and 
firefighting operations. Refer to IFC appendix “D” sections D103, D103.6.1, & D103.6.2 for 
details.      
 

• Fire Hydrants:  

A fire hydrant water distribution system and approved fire hydrants are required. At least 
one fire hydrant shall be available along residential service roadways and within 600 lineal 
feet of the furthest exterior portion of each future residential building.  Hydrants and fire 
flow shall be designed to meet the minimum requirements of IFC appendix B105.1 for one- 
and two-family dwellings.  
 

Premises Identification:  

• New residential buildings shall be provided with approved address identification. The 
address identification shall be legible and placed in a position that is visible from the street 
or road fronting the property. Address numbers shall be not less than 4 inches high with a 
minimum stroke of ½ inch. Where access is by means of a private road and the building 
cannot be viewed from the public way, a monument, pole or other means shall be used to 
identify the structure. (IFC 505.1) 
 

 
Regards, 
 
Kuna Rural Fire Protection District  
Kuna, ID 83634  
1.208.922.1144 (main)  



Tanner Verhoeks <tanner@havenidaho.com>

Haven Creek - Kuna Rural Fire Protection District - Request for Support
T.J. Lawrence <tlawrence@kunafire.com> Mon, Apr 10, 2023 at 2:59 PM
To: "tanner@havenidaho.com" <tanner@havenidaho.com>
Cc: "scott@fccnwi.com" <scott@fccnwi.com>

Mr. Verhoeks,

 

The drive time from Kuna Fire Station #1 to the SE corner of Robinson RD and Lewis LN is approximately 10-12 minutes. 

 

Thank you,

 

T.J. Lawrence

Fire Chief

Kuna Rural Fire District

PO Box 607

Kuna, Idaho 83634

Station 1:(208)922-1144

Fax:(208)922-1982

 

[Quoted text hidden]
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ATTACHMENT
F-3:

KSD LETTER OF
SUPPORT



Kuna School District
Inspiring each student to become a lifelong learner and a contributing, responsible citizen.

May 5, 2023

RE: Haven Creek Subdivision

Dear Canyon County Commissioners.

Kuna School District has reviewed the application of Haven Creek and provides the following comments for
your consideration. Kuna School District has experienced approximately 2% growth over the last ten years.
While the developments approved exceed our current capacity, Haven Creek has been able to partner with Kuna
School District in helping to mitigate the impact of this development.

Kuna School District has experienced unprecedented growth recently and we seek voluntary partnerships with
developers to support our ability to educate the students in our community.

Because this developer has partnered with us, we can serve the students generated from this development of 29
homes.

We do request the following regarding bussing for this subdivision. Our practice is that buses try not to go into
subdivisions. We request that the pickup area for this subdivision is located on the east side of Robinson Road.
We ask there be space for children to congregate and wait for the bus twelve feet from the road. Twelve feet is
the minimum safe distance for our buses. The district has worked with the developer on the location and they
have confirmed and met our request.

In order to reduce our reliance on bonds, and to promote reasonable growth within our district that pays for itself,
we seek partnerships with the residential developers of this area. We are grateful for the level of partnership
demonstrated by Haven Creek.

Regards,

Danielle Horras and Robbie Reno

School District Planners

CC: School Board of Trustees

711 E. Porter Rd., Kuna, Idaho 83634
Phone: (208) 922-1000 FAX: (208) 922-5646
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  MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  Stephanie Hailey, Canyon County 
Nick Lehman, Nampa Highway District 

 
CC:  Isaac Josifek, PE, Ardurra 

Justin Ruthenbeck, Haven Idaho 
 
FROM:  Alex Jondal, PE, Ardurra  
  Caiti Trimble, Ardurra  
 
DATE:  March 31, 2023 
 
SUBJECT: 210590 – Haven Creek Subdivision Threshold Analysis and Trip Comparison   
 
This technical memorandum summarizes the transportation threshold analysis prepared for the Haven 
Creek Subdivision in Canyon County, ID. The study provides a qualitative assessment of project impacts, 
developed through an assessment of transportation conditions in comparison to other projects recently 
proposed and evaluated in the surrounding area south of the City of Nampa. Specifically, the trip 
generation potentials of the Haven Creek were estimated, with trips assigned to Robinson Road/Lewis 
Lane, as the nearest impacted intersection. The traffic studies of other development projects were then 
reviewed to qualify levels-of-service of comparable intersections. The purpose is to determine whether 
the project has an extraordinary impact, as compared with these other developments, to recommend 
whether additional traffic analyses might be needed.  

1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION  

County staff will use this letter to support the application and site design processes. The letter has been 
prepared for submittal to the County as the lead agency, Nampa Highway District as a supplemental 
agency, and can be submitted to other agencies as directed by County staff. It should be noted that the 
unit density and corresponding trip generation totals (forecast) are below the thresholds typical of 
requirement for a TIS in Canyon County and per Nampa Highway District standards. This study has been 
performed to help convey assessments of potential traffic impacts to the community, as a part of the 
project entitlement process.  

Haven Creek Subdivision is proposed to develop 29 single family lots on a total of 45.231 acres. Figure 1 
provides a site location map. The land use is currently zoned as Agricultural land (AG) for parcels R28961, 
R28961011, R28961010, and R28961010. Through permitting and application processes, the project 
would propose a zoning change from Agricultural land use to Single Family Residential zone (R1). The 
project would be developed with single family lots that range from 1+ acres. Large lot sizes are intentional, 
working to maintain a traditional rural feel to the development, as compared to a more suburban density 
that pushes three-plus lots per acre. The project would be developed and occupied within a timeframe of 
approximately two years (by 2025). 

Access is proposed through a new approach off Robinson Road which would extend to an internal 
intersection roadway network that utilizes cul-de-sac designs for project circulation versus as opposed to 
cross-street access. The approach would intersect with Robinson Road approximately half a mile south of 
the intersection with Lewis Lane. The project site plan is provided in Figure 2.   
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2. TRIP GENERATION POTENTIALS  

Development traffic was forecast using the methodologies of the Trip Generation Manual (ITE, 11th 
Edition, 2021). The Manual is a nationally recognized and locally accepted resource for forecasting traffic 
for commercial, institutional, and residential developments. The methods were developed based on the 
survey of other land uses situated throughout the United States. Trip generation was forecast using ITE 
Land Use Code 210 for Single Family Detached Residential. A description of this code is as follows: 

Single-Family Detached Housing (ITE Code 210). A single-family detached housing site 
includes any single-family detached home on an individual lot. A typical site surveyed is a 
suburban subdivision. 

Trip generation was calculated using variables that relate dwelling unit numbers to trips. Fitted curve 
equations were used for this assessment as the R2 value was found to be above 0.90. 

As proposed, 29 dwelling units were evaluated for trip generation. Trip generation was forecast for the 
weekday, and AM and PM peak hours. Table 1 provides a summary of project trip generation. 
 

Table 1. Trip Generation Potentials, Haven Creek 

Land Use Weekday 

AM Peak Generator Hour PM Peak Hour 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Single Family Residential: 

 29 dwelling units 323 6 18 24 20 11 31 

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition) 

 
Haven Creek Subdivision is forecast to generate about 323 weekday trips with 24 trips generated during 
the AM peak hour and 31 trips during the PM peak hour. Peak hour trips comprise 17% of weekday trip 
totals. For the basis of the comparative analysis, all project trips were assumed to travel north to/from the 
site to impact the Robinson Road/Lewison Lane intersection, a conservative approach. Thus, the addition 
of 24 northbound/southbound trips during the AM peak hour and 31 during the PM peak hour are used 
in the review of intersection entering volumes.  

3. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Comparisons for this memorandum were performed based on a review of daily traffic volumes. L2 Data 
Collection was engaged to perform average daily traffic counts over two days in March 2023 for Robinson 
Road between Lewis Lane and Deer Flat Road. The study addresses conditions for Robinson Road/Lewis 
Lane, as the nearest impacted intersection within the vicinity of the proposed development. All through 
and turning movements are made from through lanes at this intersection, with stop-controls located on 
the eastbound and westbound approaches to the intersection.  
 
Counts were performed during a seasonable timeframe, Tuesday to Wednesday, with little to no snow on 
the ground and during operation hours of the Kuna School District. The tube counts were organized in 
15-minute intervals for each 24-hour day, 12 AM to 12 PM, for both the northbound and southbound 
directions along the roadway, with vehicle classifications. The vehicle classifications were found to have 
approximately 90% passenger vehicles/delivery vehicles and 10% being larger than 3-axles. The 15-
minute intervals were used to distinguish the commute peak hours, as determined by finding the heaviest 
average volumes for both directions between count days. Through this analysis, the peak hour volumes 
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for Robinson Road were found by adding up the highest 15-minute intervals in a consecutive hour for 
both days of the tube counts and finding the average between them, with there being 178 vehicles 
traveling northbound and southbound for the AM peak hour and 183 vehicles for the PM peak hour.  

 
A summary worksheet of Robinson Road volumes and vehicle classifications is attached. A summary of 
two-day averages from the L2 count is summarized as follows: 

• Average daily traffic (ADT) count, 2,150 

o AM Peak Hour Northbound, 136 
o AM Peak Hour Southbound, 42 
o AM Peak Hour Both Directions, 178 

o PM Peak Hour Northbound, 71 
o PM Peak Hour Southbound, 112 
o PM Peak Hour Both Directions, 183 

This count data was used to determine the northbound and southbound approach volumes of the peak 
hour total entering volumes (TEV) used with the comparative analysis. The entering volumes for Lewis 
Lane were estimated through a comparison of ADT volumes provided by ITD’s AADT Interactive Map. 
Through this GIS, Robinson Road was noted to have an ADT of 2,400 and Lewis Lane an ADT of 420 as 
of 2021. It is found that Lewis Lane’s ADT is about 20% of what Robinson Road sees daily.  
 
This daily-to-peak hour ration was applied to Robinson Counts to estimate entering volumes for Lewis 
Lane at Robinson Road. As these are both two lane roadways, the total directional volumes were added 
together to represent TEV, entering and existing volumes would not vary much between legs of the 
intersection. This process of estimating TEV is shown below.  

• 420 / 2400 = 0.2 or 20% 
• 178 x 0.2 = 36 vehicles for the AM peak hour on Lewis Lane 
• 183 x 0.2 = 37 vehicles for the PM peak hour on Lewis Lane 
• 178 + 36 = 214 vehicles for the TEV of the AM peak hour 
• 183 + 37 = 220 vehicles for the TEV of the PM peak hour 

As shown, a resulting TEV estimate of 214 was calculated for the AM peak hour with 220 during the PM 
peak hour for the Robinson Road and Lewis Lane intersection. These TEV provide a basis for the 
comparative analysis discussed subsequently.  

4. COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS 

The trip assignments forecast in Section 2 and the TEV’s calculated by Section 3 were combined to provide 
a TEV estimate for the Robinson Road / Lewis Lane intersection. This is the combination of the directional 
counts, taken as TEV previously, versus the northbound/southbound volumes shown with Table 1 via the 
following: 

• AM Peak Hour = 214 directional vehicles + 24 directional vehicles = 238 total TEV 

• PM Peak Hour = 220 directional vehicles + 31 project westbound = 267 total TEV 
 
As shown, a TEV of 238 vehicles was calculated during the AM peak hour with 267 during the PM peak 
hour. For the purpose of a forecast analysis, a 5% annual growth rate can be assumed to forecast TEV to 
the 2025 project horizon. Thus, a TEV 262 AM peak hour TEV, and 294 PM peak hour TEV were 
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calculated for the comparative analysis.  
 
To evaluate the impact of the proposed development, the traffic impact studies prepared for other 
projects were identified and reviewed based on distinctions that include proximity to the site, road 
functional classifications, size of the residential development, and intersections with similar geometric 
characteristics to  the Robinson Road / Lewis Lane intersection. Several traffic studies were reviewed 
from the City of Nampa GIS database which contains development TIS. TIS examples were all found to 
have higher dwelling units than that of the proposed Haven Creek Subdivision, but there were three 
projects noted to impact intersections of similarity to Robinson Road / Lewis Lane. These TIS include the 
following projects: 

• Harvest Creek Subdivision, a 214-unit subdivision located on the southeast quadrant of Locust Ln 
and Happy Valley Rd 

• Osprey Estates Subdivision, a 189-unit subdivision located on the southwest quadrant of 
Southside Blvd and Lewis Ln 

• Jacks Place, a 88-unit subdivision located on the northeast quadrant of Sunnyside Blvd and Lewis 
Ln 

 
Five intersections were identified from these studies with TEV volumes like those noted above for 
Robinson Road / Lewis Lane. Of these intersections, four of these were all-way stops, which represents a 
higher control condition compared with two-way stop. Thus, an additional three intersections were noted 
as two-way stops, but with volumes that are much higher than those noted for the study intersection.  
 

Table 2 below summarizes the intersection levels of service from each TIS example, divided into 
appropriate determinations. Also provided are the existing TEV associated with each intersection, as well 
as existing LOS as to compare project interference. Although future TEV were presented for Haven Creek, 
these volumes are compared with the existing TEV of other intersections as the basis for comparison. The 
thought process is a general LOS can be inferred as acceptable for Robinson Road / Lewis Lane if TEV are 
equal to or less than those noted for the other intersections during the peak hour.  
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Table 2. LOS from Comparable TIS  

TIS Stop Control Intersection 

Existing 

TEV with 

Trips 

(AM/PM) 

Existing AM 

LOS / Delay 

Existing PM 

LOS / Delay 

Comparable Total Entering Volumes 

Harvest 

Creek 

All Way Stop 
Locust at 

Robinson 
706 / 834 B / 15 B / 13 

Two Way Stop 
Locust at 

Happy Valley 
628 / 837 B / 13 C / 16 

Osprey 

Subdivision 

All Way Stop 
Lewis at 

Powerline 
476 / 358 A / 9 A / 8 

All Way Stop 
Lewis at 

Southside 
413 / 389 B / 13 B / 13 

Two Way Stop 
Lewis at 

Happy Valley 
298 / 304 B / 12 B / 12 

Comparable Two-Way Stop Controls 

Jack’s 

Place 

Two Way Stop 12 at Lewis 1024 / 1289 B / 14.1 C / 16.7 

All Way Stop 
Lewis at 

Powerline 
538 / 404 A / 8.9 A / 8.6 

All Way Stop 
Locust at 

Powerline 
465 / 687 B / 12.4 B / 10 

 

 
Associations of Canyon County Highway Districts standard is LOS C for rural roadways and D for 
suburban/urban roadways. By this standard, all of the intersections identified from previous studies were 
noted to operate at LOS C or better during the peak hour with all-way and two-way stops. Forecast with 
298/304 TEV operate at a LOS B, which is at the greater then Robinson Rd / Lewin Ln intersection of 
262/294 TEV (with project development) as reviewed by this report, it can be established that Robinson 
Road / Lewis Lane would likely operate within the LOS A/B range, certainly less than LOS C between peak 
hours. Thus, the conclusion can be made that this intersection should function within LOS ranges following 
the development of 29-lots accessing this County roadway during between peak hours.  

5. SUMMARY 

Haven Creek Subdivision is proposed to develop 29 single family lots on a total of 45.231 acres. The land 
use is currently zoned as Agricultural land (AG) and the project would propose a zoning change from 
Agricultural land use to Single Family residential zone (R1). The existing traffic in approximately 90% vehicles 
equal to or smaller than a package delivery vehicle. The full buildout of the site would result in 323 weekday 
trips accessing the Canyon County roadway network with 24 of these trips generated during the AM peak 
hour and 31 PM peak hour. Based off experience this will only generate few additional WB-50 truck trips 
per year for folks moving.. Access is proposed through a new approach off Robinson Road, south of Lewison 
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Lane. By year 2025, the Robinson Road/Lewis Lane intersection would support about 262 AM peak hour 
and 294 PM peak hour TEV following project development.  
 
A comparison was made with two-way and all-way stop-controlled intersections that support volumes 
higher than this projects TEV noted above. A comparative analysis with other TIS performed within the 
study area suggests the Robinson Road/Lewis Lane intersection would likely function with the LOS A/B 
range, supporting these TEV as a two-way stop. This is above the LOS C standard the County/Highway 
District maintains for roadways within this area.  
 
The conclusion from this study is that, even with the trip gains noted at Robison Road/Lewis Lane, as the 
nearest impacted intersection to the Haven Creek Subdivision, that LOS should be more than sufficient to 
accommodate development trips. This transportation threshold determination would confirm the County’s 
TIS requirement position that no additional LOS analysis should be needed, given project trip impacts do 
not substantially impact Canyon County and Nampa Highway District Roadways. 
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2 SITE PLAN
SOURCE: ARDURRA ENGINEERS

HAVEN CREEK SUBDIVISION
THRESHOLD ANALYSIS AND TRIP COMPARISON
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3/8/2022 Grand Total 1 932 421 30 343 30 0 64 18 20 0 0 10 42 1911

3/16/2022 Grand Total 5 1026 453 25 433 18 5 87 24 95 0 1 14 16 2202

General Average 0.15% 47.61% 21.25% 1.34% 18.87% 1.17% 0.12% 3.67% 1.02% 2.80% 0.00% 0.02% 0.58% 1.41%

3 Axle SingleMotor Cycles

Cars & 

Trailers 2 Axle Long Buses 2 Axle 6 Tire >6 Axl Multi No Class4 Axle Single

<5 Axl 

Double

5 Axle 

Double

>6 Axl 

Double <6 Axl Multi 6 Axle Multi



Hourly

NB SB Tot NB SB Tot NB SB Tot Counts

12:00 AM 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1

12:15 1 1 2 2 0 2 2 1 3

12:30 0 1 1 2 3 5 1 2 3

12:45 0 1 1 2 0 2 1 1 2 9

1:00 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 10

1:15 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 8

1:30 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 6

1:45 0 1 1 0 2 2 0 2 2 6

2:00 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 5

2:15 0 1 1 1 2 3 1 2 3 7

2:30 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 7

2:45 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 2 7

3:00 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 7

3:15 2 2 4 0 0 0 1 1 2 6

3:30 1 1 2 0 0 0 1 1 2 7

3:45 0 2 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 7

4:00 2 0 2 2 1 3 2 1 3 9

4:15 4 1 5 1 4 5 3 3 6 13

4:30 2 3 5 7 1 8 5 2 7 18

4:45 0 2 2 1 4 5 1 3 4 20

5:00 2 0 2 5 1 6 4 1 5 22

5:15 14 5 19 5 5 10 10 5 15 31

5:30 10 8 18 13 7 20 12 8 20 44

5:45 15 7 22 12 5 17 14 6 20 60

6:00 24 3 27 17 5 22 21 4 25 80

6:15 20 11 31 16 2 18 18 7 25 90

6:30 35 11 46 23 10 33 29 11 40 110

6:45 25 11 36 24 18 42 25 15 40 130

7:00 39 9 48 35 7 42 37 8 45 150

7:15 42 7 49 40 13 53 41 10 51 176 NB

7:30 30 9 39 35 9 44 33 9 42 178 136

7:45 30 10 40 27 9 36 29 10 39 177

8:00 28 7 35 27 12 39 28 10 38 170

8:15 27 14 41 30 16 46 29 15 44 163

8:30 19 11 30 28 4 32 24 8 32 153

8:45 13 9 22 22 16 38 18 13 31 145

9:00 15 10 25 17 7 24 16 9 25 132

9:15 17 5 22 15 8 23 16 7 23 111

9:30 16 11 27 24 8 32 20 10 30 109

9:45 24 10 34 23 14 37 24 12 36 114

10:00 9 12 21 14 17 31 12 15 27 116

10:15 9 13 22 17 18 35 13 16 29 122

10:30 16 10 26 14 15 29 15 13 28 120

10:45 13 17 30 10 11 21 12 14 26 110

11:00 12 8 20 15 16 31 14 12 26 109

11:15 9 9 18 19 13 32 14 11 25 105

11:30 10 13 23 15 19 34 13 16 29 106

11:45 14 9 23 8 16 24 11 13 24 104

12:00 PM 20 19 39 21 17 38 21 18 39 117

12:15 16 15 31 12 19 31 14 17 31 123

12:30 12 8 20 23 19 42 18 14 32 126

12:45 14 11 25 27 19 46 21 15 36 138

1:00 12 20 32 20 16 36 16 18 34 133

1:15 9 11 20 13 25 38 11 18 29 131

1:30 13 7 20 22 11 33 18 9 27 126

1:45 11 17 28 18 10 28 15 14 29 119

2:00 9 21 30 20 19 39 15 20 35 120

2:15 9 15 24 11 16 27 10 16 26 117

2:30 8 6 14 15 16 31 12 11 23 113

2:45 15 15 30 14 20 34 15 18 33 117

3/7 to 3/8 2023 3/16/2023 3/16/2023



3:00 23 21 44 17 16 33 20 19 39 121

3:15 15 15 30 21 27 48 18 21 39 134

3:30 20 23 43 14 21 35 17 22 39 150

3:45 16 18 34 20 24 44 18 21 39 156

4:00 23 28 51 16 26 42 20 27 47 164

4:15 15 18 33 22 25 47 19 22 41 166

4:30 14 35 49 19 26 45 17 31 48 175 NB

4:45 9 30 39 20 34 54 15 32 47 183 71

5:00 15 30 45 17 23 40 16 27 43 179

5:15 23 25 48 14 24 38 19 25 44 182

5:30 16 37 53 23 19 42 20 28 48 182

5:45 18 33 51 19 32 51 19 33 52 187

6:00 10 23 33 12 14 26 11 19 30 174

6:15 13 24 37 14 17 31 14 21 35 165

6:30 15 13 28 11 17 28 13 15 28 145

6:45 12 12 24 15 24 39 14 18 32 125

7:00 16 11 27 12 21 33 14 16 30 125

7:15 5 14 19 10 15 25 8 15 23 113

7:30 6 7 13 12 13 25 9 10 19 104

7:45 5 12 17 10 9 19 8 11 19 91

8:00 8 7 15 9 8 17 9 8 17 78

8:15 2 10 12 6 15 21 4 13 17 72

8:30 3 7 10 9 9 18 6 8 14 67

8:45 3 8 11 12 9 21 8 9 17 65

9:00 4 13 17 3 4 7 4 9 13 61

9:15 5 11 16 2 7 9 4 9 13 57

9:30 1 5 6 1 7 8 1 6 7 50

9:45 2 5 7 5 3 8 4 4 8 41

10:00 2 6 8 2 4 6 2 5 7 35

10:15 1 4 5 2 8 10 2 6 8 30

10:30 1 2 3 1 4 5 1 3 4 27

10:45 1 2 3 1 3 4 1 3 4 23

11:00 2 2 4 3 2 5 3 2 5 21

11:15 1 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 15

11:30 1 3 4 3 4 7 2 4 6 17

11:45 2 1 3 2 0 2 2 1 3 16

Totals 1028 959 1987 1167 1046 2213 1124 1026 2150



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat
Rd

Type: Volume / Direction Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Volume Robinson Road between Lewis Lane

and Deer Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

1

3/7/2022 Southbound Northbound
Time Total

12:00 AM * * 0
12:15 * * 0
12:30 * * 0
12:45 * * 0
1:00 * * 0
1:15 * * 0
1:30 * * 0
1:45 * * 0
2:00 * * 0
2:15 * * 0
2:30 * * 0
2:45 * * 0
3:00 * * 0
3:15 * * 0
3:30 * * 0
3:45 * * 0
4:00 * * 0
4:15 * * 0
4:30 * * 0
4:45 * * 0
5:00 * * 0
5:15 * * 0
5:30 * * 0
5:45 * * 0
6:00 * * 0
6:15 * * 0
6:30 * * 0
6:45 * * 0
7:00 * * 0
7:15 * * 0
7:30 * * 0
7:45 * * 0
8:00 * * 0
8:15 * * 0
8:30 * * 0
8:45 * * 0
9:00 * * 0
9:15 * * 0
9:30 * * 0
9:45 * * 0

10:00 * * 0
10:15 * * 0
10:30 * * 0
10:45 * * 0
11:00 * * 0
11:15 * * 0
11:30 * * 0
11:45 * * 0
Total 0 0 0

Percent  -  -
Peak

Volume
Peak Factor



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat
Rd

Type: Volume / Direction Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Volume Robinson Road between Lewis Lane

and Deer Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

2

3/7/2022 Southbound Northbound
Time Total

12:00 PM * * 0
12:15 * * 0
12:30 * * 0
12:45 * * 0
1:00 20 12 32
1:15 11 9 20
1:30 7 13 20
1:45 17 11 28
2:00 21 9 30
2:15 15 9 24
2:30 6 8 14
2:45 15 15 30
3:00 21 23 44
3:15 15 15 30
3:30 23 20 43
3:45 18 16 34
4:00 28 23 51
4:15 18 15 33
4:30 35 14 49
4:45 30 9 39
5:00 30 15 45
5:15 25 23 48
5:30 37 16 53
5:45 33 18 51
6:00 23 10 33
6:15 24 13 37
6:30 13 15 28
6:45 12 12 24
7:00 11 16 27
7:15 14 5 19
7:30 7 6 13
7:45 12 5 17
8:00 7 8 15
8:15 10 2 12
8:30 7 3 10
8:45 8 3 11
9:00 13 4 17
9:15 11 5 16
9:30 5 1 6
9:45 5 2 7

10:00 6 2 8
10:15 4 1 5
10:30 2 1 3
10:45 2 1 3
11:00 2 2 4
11:15 1 1 2
11:30 3 1 4
11:45 1 2 3
Total 628 414 1042

Percent 60.3% 39.7%
Peak 5:00 3:00 5:00

Volume 125 74 197
Peak Factor 0.845 0.804 0.929



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat
Rd

Type: Volume / Direction Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Volume Robinson Road between Lewis Lane

and Deer Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

3

3/8/2022 Southbound Northbound
Time Total

12:00 AM 0 0 0
12:15 1 1 2
12:30 1 0 1
12:45 1 0 1
1:00 1 1 2
1:15 0 0 0
1:30 2 0 2
1:45 1 0 1
2:00 0 1 1
2:15 1 0 1
2:30 0 0 0
2:45 0 1 1
3:00 0 0 0
3:15 2 2 4
3:30 1 1 2
3:45 2 0 2
4:00 0 2 2
4:15 1 4 5
4:30 3 2 5
4:45 2 0 2
5:00 0 2 2
5:15 5 14 19
5:30 8 10 18
5:45 7 15 22
6:00 3 24 27
6:15 11 20 31
6:30 11 35 46
6:45 11 25 36
7:00 9 39 48
7:15 7 42 49
7:30 9 30 39
7:45 10 30 40
8:00 7 28 35
8:15 14 27 41
8:30 11 19 30
8:45 9 13 22
9:00 10 15 25
9:15 5 17 22
9:30 11 16 27
9:45 10 24 34

10:00 12 9 21
10:15 13 9 22
10:30 10 16 26
10:45 17 13 30
11:00 8 12 20
11:15 9 9 18
11:30 13 10 23
11:45 9 14 23
Total 278 552 830

Percent 33.5% 66.5%
Peak 10:00 6:30 6:30

Volume 52 141 179
Peak Factor 0.765 0.839 0.913



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat
Rd

Type: Volume / Direction Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Volume Robinson Road between Lewis Lane

and Deer Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

4

3/8/2022 Southbound Northbound
Time Total

12:00 PM 19 20 39
12:15 15 16 31
12:30 8 12 20
12:45 11 14 25
1:00 0 0 0
1:15 * * 0
1:30 * * 0
1:45 * * 0
2:00 * * 0
2:15 * * 0
2:30 * * 0
2:45 * * 0
3:00 * * 0
3:15 * * 0
3:30 * * 0
3:45 * * 0
4:00 * * 0
4:15 * * 0
4:30 * * 0
4:45 * * 0
5:00 * * 0
5:15 * * 0
5:30 * * 0
5:45 * * 0
6:00 * * 0
6:15 * * 0
6:30 * * 0
6:45 * * 0
7:00 * * 0
7:15 * * 0
7:30 * * 0
7:45 * * 0
8:00 * * 0
8:15 * * 0
8:30 * * 0
8:45 * * 0
9:00 * * 0
9:15 * * 0
9:30 * * 0
9:45 * * 0

10:00 * * 0
10:15 * * 0
10:30 * * 0
10:45 * * 0
11:00 * * 0
11:15 * * 0
11:30 * * 0
11:45 * * 0
Total 53 62 115

Percent 46.1% 53.9%
Peak 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM

Volume 53 62 115
Peak Factor 0.697 0.775 0.737
Grand Total 959 1028 1987

Percent 48.3% 51.7%
AADT ADT: 1,987 AADT: 1,987



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat
Rd-d2

Type: Volume / Direction Start Date: 3/16/2023
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/16/2023
Count: Vehicle Volume Robinson Road between Lewis Ln &

Deer Flat Rd
Nampa, Idaho

1

3/16/2023 Southbound Northbound
Time Total

12:00 AM 0 1 1
12:15 0 2 2
12:30 3 2 5
12:45 0 2 2
1:00 1 1 2
1:15 0 1 1
1:30 0 0 0
1:45 2 0 2
2:00 0 0 0
2:15 2 1 3
2:30 1 0 1
2:45 1 0 1
3:00 1 0 1
3:15 0 0 0
3:30 0 0 0
3:45 2 0 2
4:00 1 2 3
4:15 4 1 5
4:30 1 7 8
4:45 4 1 5
5:00 1 5 6
5:15 5 5 10
5:30 7 13 20
5:45 5 12 17
6:00 5 17 22
6:15 2 16 18
6:30 10 23 33
6:45 18 24 42
7:00 7 35 42
7:15 13 40 53
7:30 9 35 44
7:45 9 27 36
8:00 12 27 39
8:15 16 30 46
8:30 4 28 32
8:45 16 22 38
9:00 7 17 24
9:15 8 15 23
9:30 8 24 32
9:45 14 23 37

10:00 17 14 31
10:15 18 17 35
10:30 15 14 29
10:45 11 10 21
11:00 16 15 31
11:15 13 19 32
11:30 19 15 34
11:45 16 8 24
Total 324 571 895

Percent 36.2% 63.8%
Peak 9:45 7:00 6:45

Volume 64 137 181
Peak Factor 0.889 0.856 0.854



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat
Rd-d2

Type: Volume / Direction Start Date: 3/16/2023
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/16/2023
Count: Vehicle Volume Robinson Road between Lewis Ln &

Deer Flat Rd
Nampa, Idaho

2

3/16/2023 Southbound Northbound
Time Total

12:00 PM 17 21 38
12:15 19 12 31
12:30 19 23 42
12:45 19 27 46
1:00 16 20 36
1:15 25 13 38
1:30 11 22 33
1:45 10 18 28
2:00 19 20 39
2:15 16 11 27
2:30 16 15 31
2:45 20 14 34
3:00 16 17 33
3:15 27 21 48
3:30 21 14 35
3:45 24 20 44
4:00 26 16 42
4:15 25 22 47
4:30 26 19 45
4:45 34 20 54
5:00 23 17 40
5:15 24 14 38
5:30 19 23 42
5:45 32 19 51
6:00 14 12 26
6:15 17 14 31
6:30 17 11 28
6:45 24 15 39
7:00 21 12 33
7:15 15 10 25
7:30 13 12 25
7:45 9 10 19
8:00 8 9 17
8:15 15 6 21
8:30 9 9 18
8:45 9 12 21
9:00 4 3 7
9:15 7 2 9
9:30 7 1 8
9:45 3 5 8

10:00 4 2 6
10:15 8 2 10
10:30 4 1 5
10:45 3 1 4
11:00 2 3 5
11:15 1 1 2
11:30 4 3 7
11:45 0 2 2
Total 722 596 1318

Percent 54.8% 45.2%
Peak 4:00 12:00 PM 4:00

Volume 111 83 188
Peak Factor 0.816 0.769 0.870
Grand Total 1046 1167 2213

Percent 47.3% 52.7%
AADT ADT: 1,106 AADT: 1,106



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Lane and Deer

Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

1

Direction: Southbound
3/7/2022 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
1:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
2:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
3:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
4:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
5:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
6:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
7:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
8:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
9:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

10:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
11:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

12:00 PM * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
1:00 0 27 8 1 11 1 0 2 3 1 0 0 1 0 55
2:00 0 25 14 0 11 0 0 4 1 1 0 0 0 1 57
3:00 0 35 17 1 19 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 77
4:00 0 51 25 3 19 1 0 4 2 3 0 0 0 3 111
5:00 0 78 21 2 20 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 125
6:00 0 45 14 1 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 72
7:00 0 29 6 0 7 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 44
8:00 0 16 5 0 9 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 32
9:00 0 22 10 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34

10:00 0 6 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 14
11:00 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7
Total 0 339 123 8 115 3 0 17 8 6 0 0 1 8 628

Percent 0.0% 54.0% 19.6% 1.3% 18.3% 0.5% 0.0% 2.7% 1.3% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 1.3%
AM Peak

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
PM Peak 5:00 4:00 4:00 5:00 1:00 2:00 1:00 4:00 1:00 4:00 5:00

* 78 25 3 20 1 * 4 3 3 * * 1 3 125



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Lane and Deer

Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

2

Direction: Southbound
3/8/2022 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
1:00 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
2:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
3:00 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
4:00 0 2 2 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 6
5:00 0 13 3 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 20
6:00 0 19 14 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 36
7:00 0 13 10 1 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 35
8:00 0 17 13 1 7 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 41
9:00 0 10 7 2 10 2 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 2 36

10:00 0 20 14 1 7 2 0 7 0 1 0 0 0 0 52
11:00 0 16 10 2 6 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 39

12:00 PM 0 4 0 0 3 1 0 3 2 1 0 0 2 3 19
1:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
2:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
3:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
4:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
5:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
6:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
7:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
8:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
9:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

10:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
11:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
Total 0 122 75 8 49 6 0 19 6 2 0 0 4 6 297

Percent 0.0% 41.1% 25.3% 2.7% 16.5% 2.0% 0.0% 6.4% 2.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 2.0%
AM Peak 10:00 6:00 9:00 7:00 9:00 10:00 2:00 10:00 11:00 9:00 10:00

* 20 14 2 10 2 * 7 1 1 * * 2 2 52
PM Peak 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM

* 4 * * 3 1 * 3 2 1 * * 2 3 19
Grand Total 0 461 198 16 164 9 0 36 14 8 0 0 5 14 925

Percent 0.0% 49.8% 21.4% 1.7% 17.7% 1.0% 0.0% 3.9% 1.5% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 1.5%



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Lane and Deer

Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

3

Direction: Northbound
3/7/2022 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
1:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
2:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
3:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
4:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
5:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
6:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
7:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
8:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
9:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

10:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
11:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

12:00 PM * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
1:00 0 15 9 1 10 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 2 45
2:00 0 22 9 1 3 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 3 41
3:00 1 26 17 2 15 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 0 7 74
4:00 0 31 9 2 12 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 1 2 61
5:00 0 34 20 2 12 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 72
6:00 0 36 6 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 50
7:00 0 14 7 0 8 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 32
8:00 0 9 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
9:00 0 7 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12

10:00 0 2 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
11:00 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 6
Total 1 198 89 8 72 0 0 13 2 10 0 0 3 18 414

Percent 0.2% 47.8% 21.5% 1.9% 17.4% 0.0% 0.0% 3.1% 0.5% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 4.3%
AM Peak

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
PM Peak 3:00 6:00 5:00 3:00 3:00 1:00 4:00 3:00 4:00 3:00 3:00

1 36 20 2 15 * * 4 2 5 * * 1 7 74



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Lane and Deer

Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

4

Direction: Northbound
3/8/2022 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
1:00 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
2:00 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
3:00 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
4:00 0 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8
5:00 0 23 11 0 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 41
6:00 0 55 25 0 19 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 104
7:00 0 75 34 1 22 6 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 141
8:00 0 42 17 2 17 5 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 87
9:00 0 28 18 1 14 5 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 72

10:00 0 20 10 0 13 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 47
11:00 0 19 9 1 7 4 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 2 45

12:00 PM 0 6 5 1 5 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 20
1:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
2:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
3:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
4:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
5:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
6:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
7:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
8:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
9:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

10:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
11:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
Total 0 273 134 6 107 21 0 15 2 2 0 0 2 10 572

Percent 0.0% 47.7% 23.4% 1.0% 18.7% 3.7% 0.0% 2.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 1.7%
AM Peak 7:00 7:00 8:00 7:00 7:00 9:00 10:00 6:00 8:00 6:00 7:00

* 75 34 2 22 6 * 6 1 1 * * 1 4 141
PM Peak 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM

* 6 5 1 5 * * 2 1 * * * * * 20
Grand Total 1 471 223 14 179 21 0 28 4 12 0 0 5 28 986

Percent 0.1% 47.8% 22.6% 1.4% 18.2% 2.1% 0.0% 2.8% 0.4% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 2.8%



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Lane and Deer

Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

5

Direction: Combined
3/7/2022 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
1:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
2:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
3:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
4:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
5:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
6:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
7:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
8:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
9:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

10:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
11:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

12:00 PM * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
1:00 0 42 17 2 21 1 0 6 3 5 0 0 1 2 100
2:00 0 47 23 1 14 0 0 6 1 2 0 0 0 4 98
3:00 1 61 34 3 34 1 0 3 0 6 0 0 0 8 151
4:00 0 82 34 5 31 1 0 6 4 3 0 0 1 5 172
5:00 0 112 41 4 32 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 197
6:00 0 81 20 1 19 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 122
7:00 0 43 13 0 15 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 76
8:00 0 25 10 0 11 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 48
9:00 0 29 15 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 46

10:00 0 8 3 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 19
11:00 0 7 2 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 13
Total 1 537 212 16 187 3 0 30 10 16 0 0 4 26 1042

Percent 0.1% 51.5% 20.3% 1.5% 17.9% 0.3% 0.0% 2.9% 1.0% 1.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 2.5%
AM Peak

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
PM Peak 3:00 5:00 5:00 4:00 3:00 1:00 1:00 4:00 3:00 1:00 3:00 5:00

1 112 41 5 34 1 * 6 4 6 * * 1 8 197



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/7/2022
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/8/2022
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Lane and Deer

Flat Road
Nampa, Idaho

6

Direction: Combined
3/8/2022 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM 0 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4
1:00 0 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
2:00 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
3:00 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 8
4:00 0 6 4 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 14
5:00 0 36 14 0 10 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 61
6:00 0 74 39 1 19 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 140
7:00 0 88 44 2 32 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 1 176
8:00 0 59 30 3 24 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 1 1 128
9:00 0 38 25 3 24 7 0 8 1 0 0 0 0 2 108

10:00 0 40 24 1 20 3 0 7 1 2 0 0 1 0 99
11:00 0 35 19 3 13 4 0 6 0 0 0 0 2 2 84

12:00 PM 0 10 5 1 8 1 0 5 3 1 0 0 2 3 39
1:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
2:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
3:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
4:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
5:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
6:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
7:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
8:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
9:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0

10:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
11:00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 0
Total 0 395 209 14 156 27 0 34 8 4 0 0 6 16 869

Percent 0.0% 45.5% 24.1% 1.6% 18.0% 3.1% 0.0% 3.9% 0.9% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.8%
AM Peak 7:00 7:00 8:00 7:00 9:00 9:00 2:00 10:00 11:00 6:00 7:00

* 88 44 3 32 7 * 8 1 2 * * 2 5 176
PM Peak 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM

* 10 5 1 8 1 * 5 3 1 * * 2 3 39
Grand Total 1 932 421 30 343 30 0 64 18 20 0 0 10 42 1911

Percent 0.1% 48.8% 22.0% 1.6% 17.9% 1.6% 0.0% 3.3% 0.9% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 2.2%



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd-d2
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/16/2023
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/16/2023
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Ln & Deer Flat

Rd
Nampa, Idaho

1

Direction: Southbound
3/16/2023 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
1:00 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3
2:00 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 4
3:00 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
4:00 0 5 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10
5:00 0 12 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 18
6:00 0 21 7 3 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 35
7:00 0 16 9 1 9 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 38
8:00 0 18 7 2 10 0 0 1 1 8 0 0 1 0 48
9:00 0 8 11 0 6 1 0 1 2 7 0 0 1 0 37

10:00 0 18 9 1 13 1 0 12 1 5 0 0 0 1 61
11:00 0 24 8 2 20 0 0 3 1 5 0 0 1 0 64

12:00 PM 0 31 19 0 14 1 0 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 74
1:00 1 26 13 0 10 1 0 3 0 7 0 0 1 0 62
2:00 0 25 20 1 11 3 0 4 3 3 0 0 1 0 71
3:00 1 31 16 2 25 3 0 6 0 4 0 0 0 0 88
4:00 0 55 18 2 27 0 0 6 1 1 0 0 1 0 111
5:00 1 58 16 0 20 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 98
6:00 0 41 11 1 16 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 72
7:00 1 34 15 0 7 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 58
8:00 0 19 12 0 8 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 41
9:00 0 8 5 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 21

10:00 0 11 6 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 19
11:00 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Total 4 470 210 15 214 11 0 48 16 43 0 1 6 3 1041

Percent 0.4% 45.1% 20.2% 1.4% 20.6% 1.1% 0.0% 4.6% 1.5% 4.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.6% 0.3%
AM Peak 11:00 9:00 6:00 11:00 7:00 10:00 9:00 8:00 8:00 5:00 11:00

* 24 11 3 20 1 * 12 2 8 * * 1 2 64
PM Peak 1:00 5:00 2:00 3:00 4:00 2:00 12:00 PM 2:00 1:00 6:00 1:00 4:00

1 58 20 2 27 3 * 6 3 7 * 1 1 * 111
Grand Total 4 470 210 15 214 11 0 48 16 43 0 1 6 3 1041

Percent 0.4% 45.1% 20.2% 1.4% 20.6% 1.1% 0.0% 4.6% 1.5% 4.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.6% 0.3%



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd-d2
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/16/2023
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/16/2023
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Ln & Deer Flat

Rd
Nampa, Idaho

2

Direction: Northbound
3/16/2023 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM 0 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 7
1:00 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
2:00 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
3:00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
4:00 0 4 3 0 2 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 11
5:00 0 21 9 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 35
6:00 0 43 15 0 20 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 80
7:00 0 77 25 1 23 1 0 0 1 8 0 0 0 1 137
8:00 0 54 18 2 17 0 0 6 0 9 0 0 1 0 107
9:00 0 39 12 0 17 0 0 3 2 5 0 0 0 1 79

10:00 0 25 13 1 8 0 0 1 0 5 0 0 1 1 55
11:00 0 25 11 0 9 0 0 2 1 7 0 0 1 1 57

12:00 PM 0 35 19 2 15 1 0 2 0 5 0 0 2 2 83
1:00 1 31 17 0 9 3 0 4 1 6 0 0 0 1 73
2:00 0 26 15 1 10 1 1 2 1 3 0 0 0 0 60
3:00 0 26 18 1 18 1 1 3 0 2 0 0 1 1 72
4:00 0 31 18 2 18 0 2 5 0 0 0 0 1 0 77
5:00 0 38 14 0 14 0 0 4 2 0 0 0 0 1 73
6:00 0 27 8 0 13 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 1 52
7:00 0 13 15 0 14 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 44
8:00 0 20 9 0 5 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 36
9:00 0 9 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 11

10:00 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 6
11:00 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
Total 1 556 243 10 219 7 5 39 8 52 0 0 8 13 1161

Percent 0.1% 47.9% 20.9% 0.9% 18.9% 0.6% 0.4% 3.4% 0.7% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.1%
AM Peak 7:00 7:00 8:00 7:00 7:00 8:00 9:00 8:00 8:00 12:00 AM 7:00

* 77 25 2 23 1 * 6 2 9 * * 1 1 137
PM Peak 1:00 5:00 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 3:00 1:00 4:00 4:00 5:00 1:00 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 12:00 PM

1 38 19 2 18 3 2 5 2 6 * * 2 2 83
Grand Total 1 556 243 10 219 7 5 39 8 52 0 0 8 13 1161

Percent 0.1% 47.9% 20.9% 0.9% 18.9% 0.6% 0.4% 3.4% 0.7% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.1%



L2 Data Collection
L2DataCollection.com

Idaho (208) 860-7554    Utah (801) 413-2993Study: TO0030 Robinson Rd b Lewis Ln & Deer Flat Rd-d2
Type: Volume / Direction / Classification Start Date: 3/16/2023
Tech: Judd / Klaren / McComb End Date: 3/16/2023
Count: Vehicle Classification Robinson Road between Lewis Ln & Deer Flat

Rd
Nampa, Idaho

3

Direction: Combined
3/16/2023 Motor

Cycles
Cars &
Trailers

2 Axle
Long Buses

2 Axle 6
Tire

3 Axle
Single

4 Axle
Single

<5 Axl
Double

5 Axle
Double

>6 Axl
Double

<6 Axl
Multi

6 Axle
Multi

>6 Axl
Multi No ClassTime Total

12:00 AM 0 6 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10
1:00 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
2:00 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5
3:00 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
4:00 0 9 7 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 21
5:00 0 33 11 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 53
6:00 0 64 22 3 24 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 115
7:00 0 93 34 2 32 2 0 0 1 10 0 0 0 1 175
8:00 0 72 25 4 27 0 0 7 1 17 0 0 2 0 155
9:00 0 47 23 0 23 1 0 4 4 12 0 0 1 1 116

10:00 0 43 22 2 21 1 0 13 1 10 0 0 1 2 116
11:00 0 49 19 2 29 0 0 5 2 12 0 0 2 1 121

12:00 PM 0 66 38 2 29 2 0 8 2 6 0 0 2 2 157
1:00 2 57 30 0 19 4 0 7 1 13 0 0 1 1 135
2:00 0 51 35 2 21 4 1 6 4 6 0 0 1 0 131
3:00 1 57 34 3 43 4 1 9 0 6 0 0 1 1 160
4:00 0 86 36 4 45 0 2 11 1 1 0 0 2 0 188
5:00 1 96 30 0 34 0 0 5 4 0 0 0 0 1 171
6:00 0 68 19 1 29 0 1 4 0 0 0 1 0 1 124
7:00 1 47 30 0 21 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 102
8:00 0 39 21 0 13 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 1 0 77
9:00 0 17 6 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 32

10:00 0 14 7 0 2 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 25
11:00 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5
Total 5 1026 453 25 433 18 5 87 24 95 0 1 14 16 2202

Percent 0.2% 46.6% 20.6% 1.1% 19.7% 0.8% 0.2% 4.0% 1.1% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7%
AM Peak 7:00 7:00 8:00 7:00 7:00 10:00 9:00 8:00 8:00 5:00 7:00

* 93 34 4 32 2 * 13 4 17 * * 2 2 175
PM Peak 1:00 5:00 12:00 PM 4:00 4:00 1:00 4:00 4:00 2:00 1:00 6:00 12:00 PM 12:00 PM 4:00

2 96 38 4 45 4 2 11 4 13 * 1 2 2 188
Grand Total 5 1026 453 25 433 18 5 87 24 95 0 1 14 16 2202

Percent 0.2% 46.6% 20.6% 1.1% 19.7% 0.8% 0.2% 4.0% 1.1% 4.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.7%



ATTACHMENT G-1:
DENSITY

HEATMAPS BEFORE
AND AFTER
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ATTACHMENT G-4:
CITY OF NAMPA
REVIEW MEMO



 
 
             
       

 

 

 

Nampa Development Services Center                                                                                            (208) 468-5409 
500 12th Ave South                                                                                                     engineering@cityofnampa.us 
Nampa, Idaho 83651                     cityofnampa.us/engineering 
 

 
DATE:  June 7, 2022 

TO:  Juli McCoy, Planner – Canyon County Development Services 

FROM:   Caleb LaClair, P.E. – Assistant City Engineer 

CC:  Daniel Badger, P.E. – City Engineer 

CC:  Tom Points, P.E. – Public Works Director 

CC:  Doug Critchfield – Nampa Planning Department 

SUBJECT:    CR2022‐005 & SD2022‐0013 – Haven Creek Subdivision 

  Conditional Rezone and Preliminary Plat Review Memo 

The City of Nampa Engineering Division and Planning Department have reviewed the Conditional Rezone 

and Preliminary Plat applications for the Haven Creek Subdivision, a proposed subdivision of property 

located southwest of the Robinson Rd and E Lewis Ln intersection. The subject property is located within 

the City of Nampa Impact Area and is not located adjacent to City limit. 

Upon review of the submittal documents the information presented meets the minimum City of Nampa 

Preliminary Plat requirements with the exception of the following: 

1. Preliminary landscape plan not provided. 

2. Preliminary drainage report not provided.  

Beyond these missing documents, please note that the City of Nampa opposes this development as 

currently presented. We provide the following comments for the County’s and Applicant’s information 

and County’s consideration in reviewing these applications. 

Please call me at (208) 468‐5422 should you have any follow up questions or concerns. We also request 

notice of the scheduled public hearing so a City representative can attend and be available for 

questions. 

Planning Department Comments 

1. Comprehensive Plan:  The Haven Creek Subdivision plat is for a parcel located in the Nampa 
Area of City Impact in the Low‐Density Residential Land Use Designation. This plat contains 26 
lots that average 1.69 acres in size with a net density of .59 dwelling units per acre. The Nampa 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map limits the net density to no less than 1.36 DU per 
acre – or maximum lot size of 32,000 square feet in that land use setting.  The proposed rezone 
and development agreement would allow development that is inconsistent with the Nampa 
Future Land Use Map. 
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Nampa Planning Department opposes the application for a conditional rezone with a 
Development Agreement to change the zoning designation of parcels R28963, R2891010, 
R2891011 and, R28961 (approximately 43.95 acres) from “A” (Agricultural) to CR‐R‐1 
(Conditional Rezone – R‐1 Residential) zone unless it is brought into conformance with the 
Nampa Comprehensive Plan. 

2. Landscape Buffer Requirements on Robinson Rd and E Lewis Ln: Nampa City Code §10‐33 
requires a 25’ landscape buffer along Arterial and Collector roadway frontages.  The plat does 
not reflect a landscape buffer along either roadway. The plat should be revised to reflect a 25’ 
landscape buffer area and a preliminary landscape plan submitted for review reflecting 
compliance with the landscaping requirements of Nampa City Code §10‐33.   

3. Trees:  Trees used within the development should be selected from the 2018 Treasure Valley 
Tree Selection Guide, which can be found online at: https://id‐
nampaparksandrec.civicplus.com/DocumentCenter/View/923/2018‐Treasure‐Valley‐Tree‐
Selection‐Guide.  

Engineering Division Comments 

1. Frontage Roads:  The project will take access from Robinson Rd and E Lewis Ln. Both roads are 
classified as “Minor Arterials”, which the City’s requires a minimum of 50’ public right‐of‐way 
dedication from Section Line. The Preliminary Plat complies with this requirement. These roads 
are in Nampa Highway District No. 1 jurisdiction so all proposed road improvements and 
permitting would be subject to them. 

2. Subdivision Improvements:  The preliminary plat does not reflect Subdivision Improvements in 

compliance with Nampa Zoning Code as required by Canyon County Code Chapter 9, Article 11, 

including but not limited to curb, gutter, sidewalk, street lights, and landscaping. The applicant 

submitted a waiver request for said improvements on May 23, 2022. Nampa City Council voted 

to deny the request on June 6, 2022. Based on this decision, the City requests the development 

be required to meet the Nampa Subdivision Code and install all required improvements. A letter 

has been sent to the Applicant and Canyon County regarding this matter. 

3. Utilities:  The City’s public water system is approximately 2‐miles away to the northwest, which 

is not feasible for extension at this time. Additionally, there is insufficient capacity in the City’s 

sewer system to serve this area of the Nampa Impact Area regardless of proximity. Service to 

this area will require new trunk mains and/or regional pump station. Nampa is in the process of 

updating our utility master plans to better define necessary improvements to service this and 

other areas of the impact area, and intend to have the studies adopted by the end of 2022. 

4. Traffic Impact Study:  A Traffic Impact Study is not required for this project based on Nampa 
policy. 

5. Utility Hookup and Annexation Agreement:  If the applicant desires to extend and connect to 
any Nampa public utility, it would require establishing a Utility Hookup and Annexation 
Agreement with the City of Nampa and completing a pre‐annexation public hearing process. Any 
request for agreement would need to be approved by the Nampa Board of Appraisers and 
Nampa City Council. The Applicant has not requested to connect to public utilities or establish a 
Utility Hookup and Annexation Agreement with the City. 

6. Drainage:  The submittal documents did not include a preliminary drainage report in accordance 
with Nampa preliminary plat requirements. Nampa Engineering Division is unable to confirm if 
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the proposed drainage facilities meet Nampa sizing and design standards. If approved, we 
request all drainage facilities within the project be designed to meet City of Nampa standards. 
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Agreement between developer and Kuna school district
could lead to new CTE program
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The �rst phase of Swan Falls extension high school in Kuna was funded by a 2017 bond that cost voters a combined

$40 million. It hosts the Kuna School District’s CTE program.
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Should a new subdivision be approved by the Canyon County Commissioners,

technical students at Kuna’s Swan Fall High School will have a unique new curriculum.

Haven Idaho, a development company formed in 2021, has agreed to donate a lot in

its proposed Haven Creek community to the Kuna School District for the district’s

career and technical education program. Students from Swan Falls’ CTE program will

help design, manage, and assist with construction of a house on the lot, according to

the agreement made between KSD and Haven Idaho.

The lot is in a proposed subdivision located at 9814 Robinson Road in Nampa called

Haven Creek. The agreement comes during the district’s push to get voluntary

mitigation fees from developers after its $111.4 million bond failed in March.

The bond would have allowed for the building of a new elementary school, Swan

Falls High School to be its own functioning school separate of Kuna High School and

funded a myriad of improvement projects across the district to help alleviate the

district’s overcrowding issues that have been compounded by the city’s growth.

Swan Falls High School Principal Robbie Reno said at Tuesday night’s school board

meeting that building the home would be approximately a two-year process before

someone moves in, and as such it will likely be a project sophomore students

especially bene�t from.
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Once the residential house is built and sold, the pro�ts made on the lot after paying

for materials and other expenses will be donated back to the school district. The

estimated pro�t, according to the agreement, is approximately $100,000. Net pro�ts

are also expected to be donated to KSD but the terms of this agreement are

negotiable with the builder. Haven Idaho said it is targeting a builder who “will help

maximize this �nancial donation.”

“We try to take on projects where there’s a direct impact on real people. So the

mitigation fees are kind of conceptual, theoretical,” Haven Idaho co-founder Justin

Ruthenbeck said. “We much prefer to actually do things, because you can pay money

to the government and maybe something will happen. But if we take on and we make

sure that we do it, and we know that it’ll happen faster and we know it will happen and

it’s something that we’re proud of.”

The lot donation is part of Haven Idaho’s “Better Than We Found It” policy in which it

tries to have a positive impact on the community surrounding its development. The

company has created two other developments, Haven Ridge in Middleton and

Caribou Crossing in Idaho Falls.

Ruthenbeck said at Haven Ridge they created a walking path for the community. At

Caribou Crossing, Haven Idaho is working with the city to create a 3-acre park with a

dog park on a lot adjacent to the development. This is the �rst time the company has

decided to partner with a school district for one of its give-back projects.
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Ruthenbeck said two factors go into this decision to abide by a “Better Than We

Found It” policy. The �rst is personal. Ruthenbeck said his last job left him feeling

unful�lled and like there wasn’t something physical he could point out and feel a

sense of pride in.

The second reason, he said, is from a more professional point of view.

“Business has a reputation for being all about pro�ts and capitalism, but business only

thrives when the people who are your customers are also thriving,” Ruthenbeck said.

”Yes, we need to build houses. Yes, we need to build roads, but part of building

communities is also making sure that the people who are there are cared for and are

set up in a situation that can thrive.”

The subdivision still needs approval from the Canyon County Commissioners before

the Swan Falls House can become a reality. At an initial meeting with the Canyon

County Planning and Zoning Commission in February, the subdivision was rejected

after neighbors expressed concerns about their wells going dry and commissioners

stating they didn’t think the development was compatible with the area.

Ruthenbeck said he understands the “emotional concern” of the neighbors about

their wells, but while there are areas of Canyon County where the water supply has

been unstable, there are also areas that are stable and even ones where water is

plentiful. He said the area his development is located in has proven in water

monitoring studies by the Idaho Department of Water Resources to have a plentiful

supply.
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Since the project was last proposed to the public, Haven Idaho has made certain

changes to the plans for the now-29-lot development. These changes include

digging a deeper, community well, creating a safe bus stop for children, agreeing to

put in a �re suppression system and donating a lot to the school district.

Ruthenbeck said he expects the subdivision proposal to be in front of the Canyon

County Board of Commissioners later this summer.

KSD Board of Trustees Chairman J.D. Grant expressed his gratitude for Ruthenbeck

and Haven Idaho co-founder Tanner Verhoeks at the meeting.

“I just want to say thank you for coming up with this idea, this is the coolest thing I’ve

ever seen,” Grant said. “We’re grateful for this opportunity.”

Editor’s Note: This article has been updated to re�ect the correct status of the

development’s approval.

Sydney Kidd covers Kuna, Melba and Meridian for the Idaho Press. She is the supervising editor of the Kuna

Melba News and Meridian Press. Send her an email at skidd@idahopress.com and follow her on Twitter

@Syd__Kidd.
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Michelle Barron

From: Justin Ruthenbeck <Justin@havenidaho.com>
Sent: Monday, May 8, 2023 4:03 PM
To: Tanner Verhoeks
Cc: Michelle Barron; Sabrina Minshall; Samantha Hammond; Becky Yzaguirre; Isaac Josifek
Subject: [External]  Re: Haven Creek (CR2022-0005 & SD2022-0013) - BoCC Hearing Prep

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Specifically, per Doug, the *lowest* density City of Nampa would support is 43 buildable lots (based on their RS-22 
zoning). 
 
On Mon, May 8, 2023, 2:26 PM Tanner Verhoeks <tanner@havenidaho.com> wrote: 
Hey Michelle, 

 Made the text change in executive summary - see item #1 
 Landscape plans linked in LOI and included in attachments 
 KSD Letter of Support linked in LOI and included in attachments 
 Talked with Doug Critchfield and Caleb Laclair at City of Nampa, they still are not able to support the project at 

this time. They want more density. 

Here are the latest PDFs. 
 
Letter of Intent 
Appendix Attachments 
 
Please let me know if you need anything else or have any questions. 
 
Thanks! 
 
 

To help protect you r priv acy, Microsoft Office prevented automatic  
download of this pictu re from the Internet.

 

Tanner Verhoeks, PE 
Land Development :: Principal 
208.391.3838 
Tanner@HavenIdaho.com 
www.havenidaho.com 

 
On Tue, May 2, 2023 at 1:10 PM Tanner Verhoeks <tanner@havenidaho.com> wrote: 
Hey Michelle, please disregard previous attachment. I noticed that some of the larger PDFs in the attachment section 
lost resolution when in one large file... 
 
I've separated out the letter of intent and the appendix attachments into two separate files. 
 
Please use these attachments for your review. Also Please note - landscape plans are almost done being finalized and 
we would like to include them in the attachments. Assuming we can update the attachments PDF later today or 
tomorrow? 
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Michelle Barron

From: Michelle Barron
Sent: Friday, August 4, 2023 8:51 AM
To: 'Niki Benyakhlef'
Subject: RE: [External]  RE: Agency Notice of Hearing Date Verhoeks / CR2022-0005 & 

SD2022-0013

Thanks Niki! 
 
Michelle Barron 
Planner III 
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.canyonco.org/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 ** 
 
 
From: Niki Benyakhlef <Niki.Benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov>  
Sent: Friday, August 4, 2023 8:12 AM 
To: Michelle Barron <Michelle.Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Cc: Bonnie Puleo <Bonnie.Puleo@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: [External] RE: Agency Notice of Hearing Date Verhoeks / CR2022-0005 & SD2022-0013 
 
Good Morning, Michelle –  
 
I don’t see where I have previously responded to this notification, sorry if this is redundant for you, but 
ITD has no comments. Based on the size and distance this development is from the state highway 
system, we feel as though this will cause minimal impact.  
 
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 
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From: Bonnie Puleo <Bonnie.Puleo@canyoncounty.id.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, August 2, 2023 2:26 PM 
To: 'laclairc@cityofnampa.us' <laclairc@cityofnampa.us>; 'watkinsk@cityofnampa.us' <watkinsk@cityofnampa.us>; 
'badgerd@cityofnampa.us' <badgerd@cityofnampa.us>; 'addressing@cityofnampa.us' <addressing@cityofnampa.us>; 
'critchfieldd@cityofnampa.us' <critchfieldd@cityofnampa.us>; Nampa City Clerk <clerks@cityofnampa.us>; Char Tim 
<timc@cityofnampa.us>; Brian Crawforth <Brian.Crawforth@canyoncounty.id.gov>; 'mstowell@ccparamedics.com' 
<mstowell@ccparamedics.com>; 'mitch.kiester@phd3.idaho.gov' <mitch.kiester@phd3.idaho.gov>; Anthony Lee 
<anthony.lee@phd3.idaho.gov>; Danielle Horras (drhorras@kunaschools.org) <drhorras@kunaschools.org>; Brian 
Graves Kuna SD <bgraves@kunaschools.org>; Robbie Reno Kuna SD <rreno@kunaschools.org>; 
'kunacemetery@gmail.com' <kunacemetery@gmail.com>; Boise Project Board of Control <tritthaler@boiseproject.org>; 
GAshley <gashley@boiseproject.org>; 'eddy@nampahighway1.com' <eddy@nampahighway1.com>; D3 Development 
Services <D3Development.Services@itd.idaho.gov>; Niki Benyakhlef <Niki.Benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov>; TJ Lawrence 
Kuna Fire <tlawrence@kunafire.com>; 'khinkle@kunafire.com' <khinkle@kunafire.com>; 'aflavel.bkirrdist@gmail.com' 
<aflavel.bkirrdist@gmail.com>; 'westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov' <westerninfo@idwr.idaho.gov>; 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> 
Subject: Agency Notice of Hearing Date Verhoeks / CR2022-0005 & SD2022-0013 
 
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: 
 
Please see the attached agency notice regarding the scheduled Board of County Commissioners’ 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 September 14, 2023 at 1:30 pm has been set for this case along 
with a final deadline for agency comments. Any written testimony or exhibits received after the agency 
comment deadline will need to be brought to the public hearing and read into the record by the person 
submitting the information.  If it is a large document that can’t easily be read into the record, the hearing body 
will determine if they will accept it as a late exhibit. 
Please direct your comments or questions to Planner Michelle Barron at michelle.barron@canyoncounty.id.gov 
 
Thank you, 

 
 

 

Bonnie Puleo 
Hearing Specialist 
 

Canyon County Development Services   
111 No 11th Ave. Suite 310 
Caldwell, ID 83605 
bonnie.puleo@canyoncounty.id.gov 
(208) 454-6631 direct 
NEW public office hours effective January 3, 2023 
Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday 
8 am – 5 pm 
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Wednesday 
1 pm – 5 pm 
**We will not be closed during lunch hour** 

 
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. 
 



CamScanner

https://digital-camscanner.onelink.me/P3GL/g26ffx3k
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Michelle Barron

From: Dan Lister
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2023 8:28 AM
To: Michelle Barron
Subject: FW: [External]  Proposed Haven Creek Development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
 
From: Janne Goetz <jannegoetz@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, April 16, 2023 7:38 PM 
To: Dan Lister <Daniel.Lister@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: [External] Proposed Haven Creek Development 
 
Hi Mr. Lister, 
 
I am a concerned neighbor of the proposed property development, Haven Creek, and I would like to be informed on any 
hearing that moves forward on this property. 
 
I don't know if you are the one to hear my concern, but it does center on the water table in the area.  When an engineer 
explains that there are serious concerns about the number of wells that will be drawing from this water table, I would 
hope that the county will listen and respect that opinion.   
 
Canyon County is already growing faster than the current infrastructure can handle, approving all developments that are 
proposed will certainly not improve the infrastructure, but denying some of them may also slow down the intrigue for 
developers that continue to come into the area.   
 
If developers are proposing subdivisions that are on city services, I trust that the city has evaluated the strain on the full 
system - and if it misjudged the ability, the cost is spread among every taxpayer in the city paying for city 
services.  Unfortunately, we don't have that luxury for county development, as it really is hard to gauge how quickly the 
water table will reach a critical level in my area - then it will impact each individual family around this development, in 
the cost to drill another well, and potentially weeks without water while we wait for a well drilling company to be 
available to drill.   
 
I was born and raised in Canyon County and I support growth, but it must be responsible growth.   
 
 
Thank you! 
Janne Goetz 
208-989-1478 
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Michelle Barron

From: suemarostica@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2023 2:04 PM
To: Michelle Barron
Cc: adam@seoidaho.com; Alan & Lynne Caba; Alex & Trent DeYoung; Bette Stom; Brandon 

Richards; Claudia Haynes; Curtis Kessel; Darin & Christy Buttars; Darlene Gans; 
dawanekharris@gmail.com; Derek Kisler; dewighthigel@yahoo.com; Doug & Cindy 
Teusher; Evelyn Copado; Frank & Laura Wallace; Gary Geyer; Gretta & Jonathan Buehler; 
heathermbenson1@gmail.com; Janne & Greg Goetz; jefflarsen01@gmail.com; Jennifer 
& Tony Senn; Joe Mackenzie; Karen & Lee Nichols; Katie Clouss; Ken & Linda 
Nungesser; Ken Cathcart; Larry Peterson; Linda Emry; Lonny Reiber; Luis & Irene 
Chavolla; Mariko Fisher; Mark Hadley; Mike & Carol Locknane; Mike Benson; Patricia 
Stilwell; Peter & Shari Francois; Randy & Sherry Wolske; Ray Moore; Rick Bell; Roxanne 
Geyer; Roy & Debbie Gallagher; Russ & Lori Johnson; Sam Nelson; Sheila Minic; Steve & 
Susan Low; Susan; Thomas Zahradnicek; Tiana Kisler; Tom & Lillie Rogers; Victor 
Marostica

Subject: [External]  Case No. CR2022-000S Tanner Verhoeks
Attachments: Commissioners Copy of Haven Creek Development Proposal - Google Docs.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Michelle, 
Please accept the attached document as an exhibit for the September 14, 2023 public 
hearing. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sue Marostica 
suemarostica@gmail.com 
208-890-9774 
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 Canyon County Board of  Commissioners 
 1115 Albany Street 
 Caldwell, Idaho 83605 

 Project Summary: 
 The preliminary plat application concerns parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961 {+/- 43.95 
 acres) in Nampa, Idaho, located SE of Robinson Rd & Lewis Ln; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of 
 Section 17, T2N, RlW, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 Zoning is proposed to change from agricultural (AG) to conditional CR- R-1 residential with a development 
 agreement. A preliminary plat is required for the planned development of the parcels. 

 Dear Commissioners: 

 For 18 months, we and 90 of our neighbors have been against the development and voiced our concerns at 
 the planning and zoning meeting. These concerns were expressed before the developers bought the property 
 as well.  Our area is characterized by its rural agricultural nature, and the property in question, which is being 
 considered for development, faces several challenges that make it less than ideal for such purposes; two 
 different canals cross this property. The canal companies have cited their concerns about how developing this 
 property will affect their access to service these canals and the public safety of placing a residential subdivision 
 over them. Recently, in April 2023, we had to lower our well by an additional 10 feet. This marks the second 
 instance of our well adjustment in the last 15 years, and we now stand at a depth of about 100+ feet. 
 Regardless of what the water experts are testifying, we and several neighbors have had water issues in the 
 last 20 years, with expectations of it only worsening. 

 The primary concern shared among us is the potential water and sewer issues the proposed development 
 might trigger. These problems arise from the development's haste to move forward without waiting for 
 City-provided water and sewer services to become accessible. This proposal does not match their needs. 

 During the most recent rezoning meeting, the County water engineer provided testimony. It was highlighted 
 that the criteria for permitting well installation on private properties were originally designed with large 
 homesteaded properties spanning 360+ acres in mind. However, over time, there has been a significant 
 misinterpretation of these regulations. This misinterpretation, coupled with allowing property owners to 
 establish wells regardless of property size, has resulted in the unrestricted development of our agricultural 
 lands without including city water and sewer services. This is affecting everyone's water supplies. Regrettably, 
 those with larger acreages are now burdened with the associated expenses. This creates a taking of the 
 current property owners and their rights. 

 1.  The +/- 43.95-acre site is planned to be split into roughly 29 buildable lots. This zoning is AG, and they 
 want to go to CR- R-1.  We are unsure of the average proposed lot size since they will divide it into 29 
 lots. Because of the two canals that cross this property, it cannot be divided equally.  Many lot sizes 
 may be less than 1 acre, and some 3-4 acres or more.  We want to see a proposed lot diagram before 
 granting permission to develop.  One single access has been approved by the Nampa Highway District 
 off Robinson Road for internal access. They are one lot short of being required to provide two accesses 
 by the Fire Department. This is not possible because of the two canals and the problems they create. 
 They are proposing that they incorporate a public water system this time, but it does not state at what 
 level this system will be to protect anyone else's wells, and this does not address the septic systems 
 that will be put in over the hardpan that will leach into the close wells, there are no city services in this 
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 area.  The SPF Water Engineering well reports are outdated and say that this area has not experienced 
 a drop in the water tables in the last 20 years.  The well water reports for Dye Lane were from when the 
 wells were originally put in, and several of the homes on Dye Lane, in the impacted area, with wells in 
 the 80-100ft range, have gone dry and had to drop down another 100-150ft between 1995-2005. These 
 reports are not showing.  Of those still in the 80-100ft range, they are experiencing water issues and 
 fluctuations. On this same water table, homes in the Lewis Lane area are experiencing the same water 
 issues. The County Engineer report has recommended a community water system.  Kuna’s 
 developments outside of city services are required to do a community well below the average well 
 depths of the current residents to avoid disrupting current residents. This would be necessary for this 
 area, with many residents facing water issues. 

 2.  Since this proposed site has come into play, an additional ten (10) adjacent acres have expressed an 
 interest to request to develop into six (6) lots, essentially 1.67 acres each. Will your decisions set 
 precedence for all future applications? 

 3.  Where will this stop if the surrounding properties are entitled to the same development rights?  Will the 
 current 3.74-acre plots be allowed to divide in half (1.87 acres)?  Will the 5-acre plots be allowed to 
 divide into thirds of 1.67 acres each? 

 4.  Are we following the stipulations included in the  Conditional Rezone Ordinances of Canyon County  ? 
 There are many stipulations that this concerned group would like to impose upon this development 
 under conditional rezoning since any CC&Rs they may suggest are not enforceable by the county. The 
 development of this property could negatively impact the properties currently in this impact area. 

 5.  Public documents requested say that the Kuna Fire Department and Kuna Schools were notified in 
 March of 2022, more than a year ago, with no replies.  In recently speaking with the City Council of 
 Kuna; they are currently slowing developments because the schools are experiencing overcrowding, 
 with no funds to remedy.  Kuna Fire did respond and needs fire lanes marked with no parking signs, fire 
 hydrants, adequate size house numbers, and sufficient easement on entry points.  There have been 
 incidents of developers placing wells of inadequate size for fire hydrants that are unmonitored.  They 
 only become a problem in an emergency when they realize they are dry or not pumping enough 
 volume.  This puts all the neighbors at risk. 

 Agriculture  :  The county’s policy is to encourage the  use of these lands for agricultural use. 
 i.  Looking at the property sizes around this site plan, 3.74 is the smallest site in proximity; 

 all the others are 5 acres and over. This proposed plan does not match the surrounding 
 area, including small to large farms and dairies. 

 1.  This proposed area's suggested development is ½ to ⅓  the size of the existing 
 3.74 and 5-acre average lot sizes and could be less. 

 2.  Almost all of the lots that are 5 acres in size are continuing with agriculture 
 endeavors. Continuing with pasture/farm utilizing irrigation water that fills the 
 aquifers.  Southwest District recommended that this proposal tile the 
 irrigation ditches to limit nitrates.  This practice does not allow irrigation 
 ditches to replenish the aquifers, creating more water problems. 

 3.  Some large acre farms in this area need farm equipment to swath and bale hay, 
 plow, till, etc. They transport large farm equipment,  animals, and milk.  Do our 
 roads accommodate that need to merge with the proposed additional daily 
 commuters on two-lane roads with limited shoulders,  or are we looking at horrific 
 traffic accidents? 

 4.  The intersection at Robinson and Locust, 1 mile away, has several deadly 
 accident markers. 
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 5.  Robinson Road is posted at 50 MPH, and there is a treacherous hill with limited 
 visibility less than a ½ mile from the proposed access to this subdivision, as 
 referenced in the public documents as the photo taken on Robinson Rd looking 
 South.  Milk trucks run this route daily and feed trucks for the dairies. 

 6.  A new subdivision in development on Locust and Happy Valley has put a large 
 amount of traffic on Robinson. It is treacherous to gain access to Robinson from 
 Lewis and Dye Lanes. 

 7.  Along with a riding stable located 1 mile away, there are two dairies within 
 proximity and several more within 2 miles.  One that is .07 miles away on 
 Robinson and Deer Flat and another less than a mile away around the center 
 area of McDermot and Deer Flat. Residential inhabitants are not usually tolerant 
 of the smells and/or sounds, baling hay at 5:00 AM and midnight, cows bellowing 
 all night, and roosters crowing at dawn. 

 ii.  Unknow lot sizes are a breeding ground for disaster.  This is not enough land to 
 encourage agricultural development, but it will encourage large oversized lawns or weed 
 patches. It also does not fit into the existing matrix for planning and zoning of this area. 
 It has been found that people will NOT and cannot afford to invest in the equipment to 
 maintain these lot sizes, but instead plant it all to mowable grass or leave it bare.  These 
 are the two worst possible scenarios for water conservation. 

 iii.  In our area, we are unaware of anyone with adequate equipment willing to do hobby 
 farming to help facilitate this thought process of keeping this land for agricultural use. If 
 this is the case, they will do one of two things: plant large lawns or leave it as a dry lot. 

 iv.  If these people invest as much money and time as it takes to plant 1 acre of lawn and 
 landscaping, they will do what is necessary to keep it alive. State statutes give only ½ 
 acre of lawn to water with wells, with many areas only recommending ¼ acre with 
 current water shortages.   Our area cycles in a 7 - 10 year drought period in which our 
 irrigation water is limited in usage amounts and the duration on regular cycles. In the 
 past few years, the irrigation water allotted to farmers was reduced in quantity and shut 
 off one (1) month to two (2) weeks early, on September 15th (2021) and October 1st 
 (2022),  rather than October 15th.  The weather remained hot, and people were still 
 watering their lawns.  In this period, irrigation water for these areas will be used early, 
 and then they will water their lawns from their wells, creating an even bigger strain on 
 our neighboring wells.  Farms in these areas are cognitive of the water cycles and plant 
 accordingly and ration water. Residential inhabitants are not accustomed to this lifestyle. 

 v.  If the buyers of this proposed subdivision have yet to invest in large lawns, they leave 1 
 to 1.+ acres to dry lot, encouraging weeds, varmints, and grass fires. 

 1.  Typically, these weeds and varmints will go unattended and create breeding 
 grounds for  noxious  weeds and uncontrolled infestations  of rodents to 
 contaminate the neighboring farms with more weeds and varmints. Who pays for 
 this additional work and management for these farms?  Additionally, if they are 
 not irrigating this, the aquifers are not replenished with what usually would come 
 from farmland irrigation. See:  Managed Aquifer Recharge report published 
 Dec. 15, 2014, from Idaho Water Resources, By David R. Tuthill. 

 2.  If we run the risk of grass fires, do we have the necessary fire hydrants and 
 stations to prevent these fires from destroying neighboring houses? 

 3.  Jeff Larson's pasture caught fire from a neighbor with a large lot, all overgrown 
 weeds. In July 2022, they lit fireworks that started a fire but told firefighters that 
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 they were trying to burn the weeds (without a permit), which got away from them. 
 If Jeff’s neighbors had not been home and rushing in with spraying equipment 
 and 4-wheelers to control it before the fire department arrived,  he would have 
 had significant damage to property and livestock. With the proposed 
 development, we can expect more of this. 

 b.  Water and Sewer 
 i.  Looking through the well reports, these have  NOT  been  updated since the wells were 

 originally dug. There have been numerous reports of wells in our area going dry since 
 1990, regardless of the water reports submitted by the developers for this subdivision. 
 Of the 70+ landowners in the closest proximity,  currently opposing this with more to 
 come,  more than half have had or are currently experiencing well water issues.  Those 
 needing to redrill have had to go down another 100-150 ft to be in the water. Redrilling 
 the wells is an expensive and timely cost that none of these people will take on.  Well 
 drillers in our areas are 6-15 months out and $30,000 to $40,000 + in fees to redrill a 
 well.  One family is on an 8-month wait list just to replace their pump after issues with it 
 going in and out of the water supply and pumping sand.  If their wells go dry, what will 
 these people do in the duration for water?  What if they have livestock? 

 ii.  As a rezoning condition, should you accept this proposal, the developer should put up a 
 $500,000 bond for neighboring wells should they go dry or have issues.  The neighbors 
 of this proposal should not have to pay for the developer to make money.  Another area 
 in Nampa was subject to this same scenario, and the bills to redrill wells were $506,000. 

 iii.  Kuna P&Z has adopted all new developments to put in a Community Well below the 
 water levels of current residents.  They should also include a holding tank of at least 
 10,000 gallons with a backup system with fire hydrants.  They also are to include a 
 Public Water System to reuse their wastewater.  Your water specialist recommended 
 some of this. Since many of these homes that will be affected are in the Kuna services 
 area, this should also be required here. Since these properties will use Kuna services, 
 will Kuna P&Z need to be involved? 

 iv.  The water studies that were done for the previous proposal used data from test wells 
 about 4 miles away. In this area, water tables can change drastically in that distance. 
 Many residents wishing to be listed below have had well issues in the last few years. 

 v.  This report from November 2021  predicts we will still be in a drought in 2022/23. When 
 we come out of this cycle, we can expect to be back in it in 7-10 years. This has been 
 the cycle for over 100 years. 

 vi.  If all these people are out of irrigation water, they will use their well water to water their 
 oversized lawns. This will put an even more significant strain on those currently nursing 
 wells in drought seasons.  Who pays for this? Who monitors  them using well water 
 vs. irrigation? 

 vii.  This is in the impact area of Nampa City Water and Sewer. Are they going to move a 
 trunk line out to this area?  Will Nampa supply water to all the homes?  The closest line 
 is currently 2+ miles away. From our understanding, the City of Nampa needs more 
 money for sewer or water south of its current City limits line. 

 viii.  Most of the land has a hardpan below the surface. Can the ground use septic systems, 
 or is the City bringing out a trunk line for a sewer system to cover all these homes that 
 might be added?  We want to avoid drinking our neighbor's sewage water.   If the City 
 comes upon a windfall of money and brings out a trunk line, do the existing homeowners 
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 have to pay to plug into the line?  Who pays for this cost to get this service, and will all of 
 us be charged to plug it into their system? 

 ix.  The acreages that are back to back, separated by a single fence,  to these proposed 
 areas and that have been notified they will be impacted have different city addresses. 
 Some are Kuna, and some are Nampa, but all are in  Canyon County  .  If Nampa does 
 not bring out City services, will Kuna be required to cover the people impacted by this 
 development when their wells go dry or are contaminated by sewage? 

 c.  Residential 
 i.  Have Schools been asked if they can accommodate more students? What would it add 

 to our community if each house had an average of two (2) kids?  Since this is in the 
 Kuna school district, do they have the funds to add new schools and sewage treatment 
 systems?  Does Nampa? There is little money in any of the city coffers. Nampa schools 
 near this proposed development are already trying to determine how to place the kids 
 from two other uncompleted residential developments. Schools in this Nampa area are 
 already at close to 30 students per class, and all classrooms are being utilized. Kuna 
 Schools are imploring Kuna City Council to slow down on developments because of 
 overcrowding. 

 ii.  This area will have a Nampa address but be involved in Kuna services; fire, school, etc. 
 This is a Canyon County property, but Ada County provides the services. How will this 
 be allocated?  Does this need to go to Kuna Planning & Zoning as well? Ada County 
 P&Z? 

 iii.  Those in Canyon County with Kuna addresses are already being taxed exponentially 
 from two bonds passed to help the schools in Kuna. The developers need to be paying 
 these fees and not retired residents. 

 iv.  Will the Developer be paying impact fees? See  Idaho  Statutes 67-8204  Development 
 Impact Fees. 

 v.  Developers are supposed to pay for additional stoplights, additional school 
 accommodations, fire department, and police department; if any wells go dry in the 
 process of development being added, will the developer pay for lowering the individual 
 wells? How will this be collected or addressed?   Will the developer post a bond for this 
 cost? 

 vi.  See  Section 67-8207  as to how this is paid,  See  67-8206  for the impact fee ordinance. 
 Chapter 11 Development Impact Fees Article 1 Development impact fee ordinance was 
 established on Jan 14, 2021. 

 vii.  Impact fees for Nampa Fire District Residential are $560. There are also Road fees. 
 These are to be collected Fees by the county at the time of the final plat.  The property 
 owner in the area now has had to pay these fees in taxes for the number of years they 
 have lived here.  By adding more homes, we must ensure the new developer will pay his 
 fair share. Since this is the Kuna fire district, how are these fees transferred? 

 viii.  River Meadows, another subdivision approved by the planning and zoning in Nampa, 
 needs wide enough roadways for two cars to pass. The driveways can barely facilitate 
 two cars, but you cannot open the doors, so everyone parks on both sides of the streets, 
 causing the entire subdivision to be one lane for traffic. Children are running in and out of 
 parked cars.  The residents call it “running the gauntlet.” The developer (Cory Barton) 
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 made a few extra dollars to narrow the driveways. Will this be monitored for this 
 proposal?  We would think this is also hazardous for emergency services. 

 ix.  Has anyone looked into the guidelines provisioned under the land use planning  Act. 
 67-6508:  Are you considering  ALL  the land in this  proposed area, and how will this 
 decision affect the current owners? 

 x.  Dye Lane has a limited number of phone lines that can be utilized. Some residents had 
 to give up their multi-phone lines to accommodate those who did not have service. Will 
 this area be able to accommodate the numbers proposed? 

 xi.  Will this land be compatible with the private property rights and adversely impact 
 property values or create unnecessary technical limitations on the use of property and 
 analysis as prescribed under the declarations of the purse in  Chapter 80 Title 67. Idaho 
 code  . 

 1.  Population 
 2.  School Facilities and Transportation 
 3.  Economic Development 
 4.  Land use, Natural resources such as water, and watersheds. 
 5.  Public Services, Facilities, Utilities, sewage, drainage, fire stations, health and 

 welfare facilities. 

 When considering all the Ordinances, Comprehensive Plans, State Laws, Idaho Constitution, and Land Use 
 Issues in the area as such, then adding more development to the equation, you are putting the County at legal 
 risk by creating a  “TAKING”  of the present property  owners that are already facing other issues according to 
 the Attorney Generals Office of the State of Idaho.    This is why land-use decisions are so critical.  What is 
 being proposed is ½ to ⅓ of what is already in play. 

 As Commissioners, we request that you consider the protection of our Property Rights under  Idaho Statute 
 67-6502  and all of our questions before passing any rezone that impacts us negatively. 

 Because this property falls into a unique situation, located in Nampa, but all services are in Kuna, we urge you 
 to take a closer look at their proposal. We need to ensure these agencies do not have series concerns over 
 this property.  Many new subdivisions in Kuna have been added since then. If there is no rezoning request for 
 Kuna and speaking with a City Council member of Kuna, they have been overrun with new developments that 
 are taking a significant amount of its resources. Schools are imploring them to decline these new requests 
 since they need help to keep up with the expansion. Since all the services are coming from Kuna, we suggest 
 they formally propose this rezoning with Kuna to get a more accurate synopsis of what is happening with 
 notifications going to Kuna residents to be able to attend the hearing. 

 In the neighborhood meeting, referenced in Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order, on page 10, 
 5. Notice of the public hearing was  before  the developer  had purchased the property and was met with 20 + 
 neighbors who adamantly opposed the development; they proposed the 1.67 average acres parcels for the 
 reasons stated above, but the one that will affect these neighbors the most is well water.  These property 
 owners are currently or recently fighting well water issues.  The average well is now $35,000 and an 8-15 
 month wait time.  Something like this could bankrupt some families by adding more wells to our struggling 
 area. We are a high country desert, water is precious, and subdivisions all over the valley face the same 
 issues.  Residential subdivisions of this proposed size should only be allowed if there are trunk lines for city 
 water and sewer  or  a public well system 150 ft below the lowest established water well by these residents in 
 this area, and advanced septic systems to help control contamination. 
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 Respectfully, 

 Vic & Sue Marostica 
 4596 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Submitted at request with a list of all the concerned landowners impacted by the Lewis Lane Proposed 
 Development that agree with these concerns. 

 First Name  Last Name  Address  City, State, Zip 
 Rick & Aimee  Bell  9829 S. Lockname Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Mike  Benson  6619 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Heather  Benson  6619 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Gretta & Jonathan  Buehler  9809 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Darin & Christy  Buttars  9964 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Alan & Lynne  Caba  6600 E Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Ken  Cathcart  9904 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Luis & Irene  Chavolla  6549 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Bo & Katie  Clouss  4528 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Mark  David  6221 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Alexandra & Trent  DeYoung  6923 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Linda  Emry  4491 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Mariko  Fisher  7913 S. McDermott Road  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Peter & Shari  Francois  9857 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Roy & Debbie  Gallagher  5204 Roay Dr  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Darlene  Gans  7509 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Antonio Copado  Garcia  4686 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Gary  Geyer  4441 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Roxanna  Geyer  4441 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83635 

 Mark & Melissa  Hadley  7500 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Denise & Dwane  Harris  7300 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Kurt  Howell  4750 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Rocio Mendoza  Jimenez  4686 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Russ & Lori  Johnson  9901 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Dag & Malia  Jösang  9965 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Curtis  Kessel  4930 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Jan  Kimbrough  4250 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Tiana  Kisler  5445 McDermott  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Derek  Kisler  5445 McDermott  Kuna, ID 83634 
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 First Name  Last Name  Address  City, State, Zip 
 Jeff & Ashley  Larsen  4628 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Steve & Susan  Low  9797 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Joeseph  Mackenzie  4941 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Sue  Marostica  4596 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Victor  Marostica  4596 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83635 

 Adam  Minic  4239 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Sheila  Minic  4239 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Ray  Moore  7061 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Sam  Nelson  6900 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Ken & Linda  Nungesser  7226 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Larry  Peterson  6411 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Lonny & Angie  Reiber  9820 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Bill  Rose  9446 Robinson  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Linda  Sanford  4793 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Reynold  Schenck  4283 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Susan  Smith  4283 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Brad  Smith  6715 Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Patricia  Stilwell  9881 S Locknane Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Bette  Stom  7420 E. Lewis Lane  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Doug & Cindy  Teusher  9442 Robinson  Nampa, ID 83686 

 John & Jenn  VanNortwick  4493 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Frank & Laura  Wallace  7114 E. Lewis Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Elaine  Ward  4188 Dye Lane  Kuna, ID 83634 

 Randy & Sherry  Wolske  9835 Dundee Ct  Nampa, ID 83686 

 Ted & Sherry  Zahradnicek  9676 Robinson Road  Nampa, ID 83686 
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Michelle Barron

From: larry@lpconsultinggroup.com
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2023 9:20 AM
To: Michelle Barron
Cc: suemarostica@gmail.com
Subject: [External]  Letter of Opposition to Case No. CR2022-0005
Attachments: Haven Idaho - Letter to Board of County Commissioners.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Ms. Barron, 
 
Please find aƩached leƩer in opposiƟon to rezoning in the referenced case.  Please forward to each of the County 
Commissioners for their review. 
 
Thank you! 
 
Larry Peterson 
 
Larry Peterson, P. E. 
Kuna, ID  83634 
(c) 208.890.0901 
larry@lpconsultinggroup.com  
 

mbarron
Text Box
Exhibit D, Attachment 4



Canyon County Board of County Commissioners   August 7, 2023 

1115 Albany Street 

Caldwell, Idaho  83605 

 

Case No. CR2022-0005  

Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho Request - Rezone of Parcels R28963, R2891010, 
R2891011 & R28961 from “A” to CR-R-1. 

 

Dear Canyon County Board of Commissioners: 

At least 80 of my neighbors and I are adamantly opposed to rezoning the referenced 
parcels from existing “A” to “CR-R-1” for three primary reasons:  adverse effects on water 
wells, non-compatibility with existing land use, and congestion. 

 

Adverse Effects on Water Wells – if rezoned, the developers plan to develop the current 
46 +/- acres into 29 lots averaging 1.51 acres per lot.  Each lot was originally proposed to 
have its own individual residential water well and septic system. We now understand a 
“community water system” is planned.  Regardless of 29 individual wells or one very large 
community well, pumping this much water in such close proximity to current existing 
residential wells will very likely cause several wells nearby to dry up.  Some nearby wells 
have already had issues in the past few years due to lowering water levels.  

Haven Idaho had a groundwater pumping study completed that assumed a steady state 
condition and predicted the impact of servicing the 29 new lots with groundwater in a 
“drought condition” will only drop the steady state water level 3 feet.  There are several 
flaws in their model.  First, the aquifer will not be at steady state as the other 85 +/- existing 
wells within a ½ mile radius (and 150 or more wells within a mile radius) will also be 
pumping excessively in a drought condition.  Second, they erroneously assume these 29 
new lots would only pump enough water to irrigate ½-acre per lot, the “legal” limit and thus 
only 14+/- acres of the 46 acres would be irrigated.  

This assumption is a huge fallacy as most, if not all these 1.5 acre lots with million-dollar 
homes will be heavily landscaped and when drought conditions come along and irrigation 
water (and thus their pressurized irrigation system) is cut off in early September, or sooner, 
they will most definitely utilize water from the community well as much as necessary to keep 
their landscaping alive, legal or not.  The volume of water pumped will likely be 3 or 4 times 
that assumed in their pumping model.  That, along with the other nearby 85 existing wells 
pumping water, the groundwater is likely to be drawn down 20 or 30 feet, not 3 feet. This 
drawdown will cause many of the existing domestic wells in the area to go dry and they will 
be forced to drill new wells at huge expense.  



The principals of Haven Idaho have made it very clear in previous meetings with neighbors 
that they “have no responsibility nor liability for neighboring wells should they go 
dry”.  Haven Idaho will take their money and disappear, and the existing residents will pay 
dearly for their greed. 

If this development is approved, the developers need to be required to bring in public water 
from the City of Nampa.  Otherwise, they need to be required to establish a minimum 
$500,000 escrow account to reimburse existing neighbors who will likely have to drill new 
wells at a cost of $25,000 to $30,000 each. 

Further, 29 additional septic drain fields in such a small area are also likely to negatively 
impact groundwater quality, again forcing existing neighbors to drill wells deeper and 
deeper at a huge expense.  Existing water and wastewater connections to the City of 
Nampa system are about 2.5 miles away.  Similar services from the City of Kuna are 5 to 6 
miles away.  These services are not likely to be extended to the area of this proposed 
development for several years, if ever.  Again, if this zoning change is approved, it needs to 
require the developers extend sewage disposal service from the City of Nampa.  

 

Non-Compatibility – One of Haven Idaho’s developments located in Middleton, Idaho, 
similar to what is proposed here, advertises “homes starting at $1,000,000”.  People buying 
1.5 acre lots to build $1 million homes are not doing so to have a small farming operation.  
They will have mega-houses and extensive landscaping or let a large portion of the land 
simply go to weeds.  Extensive landscaping takes water (first issue of concern).  Further, 
not being agricultural minded people, they quickly get annoyed with the smells and sounds 
of farming operations all around their $1 million houses.  Cows bellowing all night, roosters 
crowing at 5 am, farmers farming all hours of the day and night, dust, smells, etc. They get 
annoyed, then they call the sheriff to file a complaint and things spiral out of control.  All lots 
contiguous to this development are 5 acres or larger except for one, and most, if not all, 
have several animals (cows, horses, goats, sheep, pigs, chickens, geese, etc.)  Developing 
all these smaller residential lots in the middle of farming parcels three times larger or more 
is not good planning. 

 

Congestion - with only one approved ingress/egress off Robinson Road for the proposed 
development, this will cause congestion. Possibly dangerous congestion.  Very likely to 
have an additional 50 to 100 vehicles come and go twice or more daily not to mention other 
services like garbage pickup, package delivery, school buses, etc. onto a two-lane road with 
no traffic control within at least one mile in each direction. 

This congestion may prove to be costly and dangerous if first responder services are 
needed.  The proposed development is within the Kuna Fire District which would certainly 
be pressed to provide timely services to this location some 6.5 miles away from the fire 
station and on the other side of very busy railroad tracks. Further, with only domestic wells 
in the area, there will certainly not be enough water for fire hydrants.   



Mr. Tanner Verhoeks, principal with Haven Idaho, has the following statement on his 
LinkedIn page: 

“Haven Idaho is a purpose-driven real estate development group, based in Caldwell, Idaho. 
We entitle, develop, and build on both raw land and urban infill properties. We only take on 
projects when we believe we can create financial excess, which we in turn use to improve 
the lives of neighbors, future residents, or the wider local community. When we touch 
something, we leave it better than we found it.” 

Based on two previous meetings neighbors have had with Haven Idaho’s principals, 
including Mr. Verhoeks, they have made it abundantly clear they have no intentions of using 
financial excess to “improve the lives of neighbors” and we believe they will definitely not 
“leave it better than we found it”.  They have stated they have no responsibility nor liability if 
neighbors’ wells go dry.  They will take their “financial excess” i.e. profit, put it in their 
pockets and disappear and the neighbors will be left to pay for the fall out.  

More than 80 neighbors are opposed to this development and ask that the zoning change 
request be denied by the Board of County Commissioners.  I am sure you are aware that 
the Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission did not support Haven Idaho’s 
request for a zoning change of these parcels.  At the P&Z hearing, the only people who 
indicated support of the zoning change all live more than 10 miles or more from the 
proposed project – the developers, their engineers and other consultants, and their realtors. 
Certainly, none of them will be negatively impacted if these 29 lots are dropped into the 
middle of an agriculture area.  

We are only aware of one neighbor that is in favor of the zoning change and that is because 
they desire to split their own 10-acre parcel into six or more smaller lots and would desire 
the same zoning change.  Allowing this zoning change would obviously set a precedence 
for them to do so, making the three issues cited above even worse.   

My neighbors and I have made it very clear to Haven Idaho that if they were to develop the 
46 acres into 5-acre parcels or larger and leave the zoning as it currently stands, we would 
take no exceptions with that.   

We respectfully request the Canyon County Board of County Commissioners deny this re-
zoning request from A to CR-R-1. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

 

 

Larry Peterson, P.E. 

Owner of parcel No. R28962010, located at 6411 E. Lewis Lane. 
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Michelle Barron

From: Keri Smith <keri@tvpidaho.com>
Sent: Sunday, August 27, 2023 2:41 PM
To: suemarostica@gmail.com; Michelle Barron
Cc: adam@seoidaho.com; Alan & Lynne Caba; Alex & Trent DeYoung; Bette Stom; Brandon 

Richards; Claudia Haynes; Curtis Kessel; Darin & Christy Buttars; Darlene Gans; 
dawanekharris@gmail.com; Derek Kisler; dewighthigel@yahoo.com; Doug & Cindy 
Teusher; Evelyn Copado; Frank & Laura Wallace; Gary Geyer; Gretta & Jonathan Buehler; 
heathermbenson1@gmail.com; Janne & Greg Goetz; jefflarsen01@gmail.com; Jennifer 
& Tony Senn; Joe Mackenzie; Karen & Lee Nichols; Katie Clouss; Ken & Linda 
Nungesser; Ken Cathcart; Larry Peterson; Linda Emry; Lonny Reiber; Luis & Irene 
Chavolla; Mariko Fisher; Mark Hadley; Mike & Carol Locknane; Mike Benson; Patricia 
Stilwell; Peter & Shari Francois; Randy & Sherry Wolske; Ray Moore; Rick Bell; Roxanne 
Geyer; Roy & Debbie Gallagher; Russ & Lori Johnson; Sam Nelson; Sheila Minic; Steve & 
Susan Low; Susan; Thomas Zahradnicek; Tiana Kisler; Tom & Lillie Rogers; Victor 
Marostica

Subject: [External]  Re: Case No. CR2022-000S Tanner Verhoeks

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

https://www.dropbox.com/scl/fi/dnwbce5kvw9kyr4mzp848/CR2022-0005-
2.MP4?rlkey=4uy8925krh0n6ffpjilnzr9jx&dl=0 
 
Good afternoon. Can you please also include this drone video. We will make sure someone is present to show the video 
during testimony. We just need to know the exhibit number ahead of time.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Keri Smith 
Treasure Valley Planning Idaho 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: suemarostica@gmail.com <suemarostica@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, August 25, 2023 2:04:28 PM 
To: michelle.barron@canyoncounty.id.gov <michelle.barron@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Cc: adam@seoidaho.com <adam@seoidaho.com>; Alan & Lynne Caba <alandcaba@gmail.com>; Alex & Trent DeYoung 
<deyoung010@gmail.com>; Bette Stom <vetnurse03@yahoo.com>; Brandon Richards <bdrichards8686@icloud.com>; 
Claudia Haynes <claudialee3@aol.com>; Curtis Kessel <ckessel208@aol.com>; Darin & Christy Buttars 
<christinebuttars@gmail.com>; Darlene Gans <darlenepgans@msn.com>; dawanekharris@gmail.com 
<dawanekharris@gmail.com>; Derek Kisler <Derek.kisler@gmail.com>; dewighthigel@yahoo.com 
<dewighthigel@yahoo.com>; Doug & Cindy Teusher <dougcindyt@msn.com>; Evelyn Copado 
<evelyncopado883@gmail.com>; Frank & Laura Wallace <mccall_lauraj@yahoo.com>; Gary Geyer 
<geyergary1@gmail.com>; Gretta & Jonathan Buehler <buehlers2009@gmail.com>; heathermbenson1@gmail.com 
<heathermbenson1@gmail.com>; Janne & Greg Goetz <jannegoetz@gmail.com>; jefflarsen01@gmail.com 
<jefflarsen01@gmail.com>; Jennifer & Tony Senn <jsenn@inventeng.com>; Joe Mackenzie <joe111mack@gmail.com>; 
Karen & Lee Nichols <karennichols0355@gmail.com>; Katie Clouss <cloussfamily5@gmail.com>; Ken & Linda Nungesser 
<llnungesser@msn.com>; Ken Cathcart <kencrashcar@yahoo.com>; Larry Peterson <larry@lpconsultinggroup.com>; 
Linda Emry <lemry514@digis.net>; Lonny Reiber <reibersix@gmail.com>; Luis & Irene Chavolla 
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<igchavolla@gmail.com>; Mariko Fisher <marikofisher@gmail.com>; Mark Hadley <markhadley65@gmail.com>; Mike & 
Carol Locknane <locknane@hotmail.com>; Mike Benson <michaelrbenson@hotmail.com>; Patricia Stilwell 
<pastilwell@hotmail.com>; Peter & Shari Francois <peter@peterfrancois.com>; Randy & Sherry Wolske 
<wolske2@me.com>; Ray Moore <rmoore@boiseproject.org>; Rick Bell <rick@richardbellappraisals.com>; Roxanne 
Geyer <geyerrox1@gmail.com>; Roy & Debbie Gallagher <royanddeb88@gmail.com>; Russ & Lori Johnson 
<randljohnson9901@gmail.com>; Sam Nelson <rockwarrior5@yahoo.com>; Sheila Minic <sheilanichole1@gmail.com>; 
Steve & Susan Low <stlow777@gmail.com>; Susan <rensue2@gmail.com>; Thomas Zahradnicek 
<tom@dakotabuckaroo.com>; Tiana Kisler <araiza.kisler1@gmail.com>; Tom & Lillie Rogers <lmr_tmr@safelink.net>; 
Victor Marostica <victormarostica@gmail.com> 
Subject: Case No. CR2022-000S Tanner Verhoeks  
  

 
Hi Michelle, 
Please accept the attached document as an exhibit for the September 14, 2023 public 
hearing. 
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Sue Marostica 
suemarostica@gmail.com 
208-890-9774 
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Planning and Zoning Commission - Staff Report 
Verhoeks – Conditional Rezone – CR2022-0005 

Hearing Date:  February 2, 2023 Development Services Department 

Owner/Applicant: 
Tanner Verhoeks, Haven 
Idaho 

Staff: Michelle Barron, 
Planner 
Samantha Hammond, Planner  

Tax ID: R28961 (3.74 acres), 
R28961011(17.03 acres), 
R28961010 (9.34 acres) and 
R28963 (13.82 acres). 

Current Zone: “A” 
(Agricultural) 

2020 Comprehensive Plan – 
Future Land Use 
Designation:  
Residential 

Area of City Impact: Nampa 

Applicable Zoning 
Ordinance Regulations:
CCZO §07-06-07: Conditional 
Rezone  

Notification: 
 5/20/2022: Agencies 
 5/20/2022: City of Nampa 
 5/20/2022: Full Political 
 1/11/2023: Property Owners 
 1/15/2023: Publication 
 1/24/2023: Posting 

Exhibits: 
1. Proposed FCO’s w/ 

Attachments 
2. Letter of Intent 
3. Future Land Use Worksheet 
4. Neighborhood Mtg. 
5. 26 Lot Concept Plan 
6. 29 Lot Concept Plan 
7. SWDH Pre-Development 

Meeting 
8. Maps-  

a. Zoning & Class.  
b. Soils

Request 
The applicant, Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho, is requesting a Conditional 
Rezone of parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961, approximately 
43.95 acres, from “A” (Agriculture) to CR-R-1 (Conditional Rezone – R-1 
Residential) zone. The request includes a development agreement to limit 
residential development to 26 lots with substantial conformance with the 
concept plan. The subject property is located at 9814 Robinson, Nampa; also 
referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of Section 17, T2N, R1W, Canyon County, 
Idaho. 

Background 
Parcel R28961, originally approximately 30 acres, was divided in 1991 by deed 
(PI2020-0039). Parcel R28963 was created by land division in 1999 (LS2002-
475). If approved, platting per CCZO §07-17-09 is required. A preliminary plat 
for Haven Creek Subdivision was submitted concurrently with the conditional 
rezone application (SD2022-0013). The Plat has been placed on hold until 
Conditional Rezone conditions are decided. 
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c. Prime Farm land 
d. Soils & Prime Farm 

Land Report 
e. NP Wells  
f. Plats & Subs 
g. Lot Report 
h. Future Land Use- CC 
i. Nampa FLU 

9. Nutrient Pathogen Study 
10.  2nd Dwelling Letter Atlas 
11. Communication about the 

Nitrate Priority Area 
12. Agency Comments:  

a. Nampa Engineering 
b. Nampa Waiver 

Request Response  
c. NMID 
d. BPBC 
e. Nampa Highway  
f. Kuna Fire  

13. SPF Letter- Geotechnical 
Investigation.  

Analysis 
The applicants are requesting a conditional rezone of the subject property from 
an “A” (Agricultural) zone to an “CR-R-1” (Single Family Residential) zone.  
The development agreement attached with the conditional rezone (Exhibit 1, 
Attachment A) limits development to 26 residential lots.  

Pursuant to CCZO §07-10-25(1), the purpose of the “A” Zone is: 
A. Promote the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of the 

County by encouraging the protection of viable farmland and farming 
operations; 

B. Limit urban density development to Areas of City Impact in 
accordance with the comprehensive plan; 

C. Protect fish, wildlife, and recreation resources, consistent with the 
purposes of the "Local Land Use Planning Act", Idaho Code title 67, 
chapter 65; 

D. Protect agricultural land uses, and rangeland uses, and wildlife 
management areas from unreasonable adverse impacts from 
development; and

E. Provide for the development of schools, churches, and other public 
and quasi-public uses consistent with the comprehensive plan.

Pursuant to CCZO Section 07-10-25(3) the purpose of the “R-1” Zone (Single 
Family Residential) is: to promote and enhance predominantly single-family 
living areas at a low-density standard.
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Surrounding Zones, Uses and Character: 

There are no residential zones within the vicinity of the subject property (Exhibit 8a). The nearest similar zone is 
approximately one-mile from the property. 

Existing Conditions: 1-Mile Proximity 
Direction:  Parcel Information:  Zone:  
North  R28962(5.05ac), R28962010(5.03ac), R28962010B(5.04ac), 

R28962010A(5.04ac) and R28963010(5.04ac).  

“A” Agricultural 

East R28972(2.00ac), R28973(2.05ac), R28973010(2.06ac), R28969(1.00ac), 

R28968(5.17ac), and R28966 (7.74ac). 

“A” Agricultural 

South R28960 (4.88ac), R28957 (17.54ac), and R28963 (7.74ac) “A” Agricultural 

West R28982 (2.5ac), R28979 (9.09ac) R28978201 (7.84ac) and R2897920 

(10.18ac) 

“A” Agricultural 

*see exhibit vicinity map/zoning and class map. 

Subdivision & Lot Reports – Exhibit 8g 
Number of Subs: Acres in Sub: Number of Lots: Average Lot Size:  

13 484.27 146 3.32

Lots Notified: Median Lot Size: Maximum: Average:

47 4.88 17.54 5.35

Soils:
The proposed properties include 19.02% class two soils (best suited soils) and 81% class three soils (moderately 
suited soils). The entire proposed property is considered prime farmland if irrigated (Exhibit 8b, 8c and 8d) 

Area of City Impact – Nampa: 
The property is within Nampa’s Area of City Impact. The city designates the area as “low density residential” 
(Exhibit 8i).  

The City of Nampa was noticed May 20, 2022, and the comments can be seen in Exhibit 12a and 12b.

Facilities: 
Domestic Water and Sanitary Sewer: 
Nampa City Services are not available in the area (nearest service being approximately two miles from the subject 
property (Exhibit 12a). Future development will use a community well for domestic water or individual domestic 
wells to be determined during public hearing and individual septic systems.  

Nitrate Priority Area: 
The site is located within a nitrate priority area (Exhibit 8e). Wells within the area have been identified to have 
some nitrate issues (between 0.005-5.00 mg/l). Idaho Department of Environmental Quality finds drinking water to 
be unsafe if nitrates exceed 10 parts per million (or 10 milligrams per liter (mg/l).  

Future development will be required to meet Idaho Department of Water Resources and Southwest District Health 
regarding the placement of an individual well and septic system and must be demonstrated at the time of platting.  

Irrigation:
The subject parcel has surface water rights which are currently used to gravity irrigate their fields. The site is 
located within the jurisdiction of Boise Project Board of Control. Ridenbaugh Highline Canal and Fieselman 
Lateral run through the property and is owned and operated by Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District.  The 
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developer will have to enter into a License Agreement and have the plan approved before construction is 
acceptable.  The required easement is noted in their letter dated 1/9/23. 

Access and Traffic: 
The property has frontage and existing access from Robinson Road, a rural local roadway. No additional comments 
were received from Nampa Highway District #1. The applicant applied and received a approval of a single point of 
access. Right of Way dedication will happen at time of plat. (Exhibit 12e).  

Essential Services: 
Kuna Fire: Kuna Fire District Station No. 1 is approximately 5.2 miles (approximately 10 minutes) from the subject 
property. 

Kuna School District #3: The property will be served by Crimson Point Elementary, Kuna Middle School and Kuna 
High School.  

All essential service and agencies were notified about this request on March 20, 2022. No comments were received. 

Site Photos: 

 The following pictures were taken on a site visit done, January 13, 2023 

This photo is taken on Robinson Rd looking North with the property to the East.  
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This photo was taken on Robinson Rd looking South.  

This photo was taken at the Southeastern corner of the properties looking Northwest.  
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This photo was taken on the Southeastern corner looking down the Southern property line.  

This photo was taken from Lewis Ln. looking South at the Canal.   
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2020 Comprehensive Plan: 
The 2020 Plan designates the property as “residential.” (2020 Future Land Use Map).   

The request is generally consistent with the following policies and goals of the 2020 Canyon County 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 Property Rights Policy No. 1: “No person shall be deprived of private property without due process of law.”
 Population Policy No. 2: “Encourage high-density development to locate within incorporated cities and/or areas 

of city impact.” 
 Land Use Goal No. 3: “Use appropriate techniques to mitigate incompatible land uses.”
 Land Use Goal No. 4: “To encourage development in those areas of the county which provide the most 

favorable conditions for future community services.”

 Land Use Goal No. 5: “Achieve a land use balance which recognizes that existing agricultural uses and non-
agricultural development may occur in the same area.”

 Housing Policy No. 1: Encourage a variety of housing choices that meet the needs of families, various age 
groups and incomes.

 Land Use Policy No. 2: “Encourage orderly development of subdivisions and individual land parcels, and 
require development agreements when appropriate.” 

 Public Services, Facilities and Utilities Policy No. 3: Encourage the establishment of new development to be 
located within the boundaries of a rural fire protection district.

 Land Use Component - Residential (Page 37 of the Comprehensive Plan): Residential development should be 
encouraged in or near Areas of City Impact or within areas that demonstrate a development pattern of 
residential land uses. 

Potential Impacts: 
The request may promote “R-1” zoning and development adjacent to active agricultural properties that are still 
predominately zoned “A” (Agricultural).  

Due to the area still being predominantly agricultural, the request does not meet the following goals and policies of 
the comprehensive plan: 
 Population Goal No. 1: “Consider population growth trends when making land use decisions.”

 Population Policy No. 3: “Encourage future population to locate in areas that are conducive for residential 

living and do not pose an incompatible land use to other land uses.”

 Land Use Goal No. 2: “To provide for the orderly growth and accompanying development of the resources 

within the County that is compatible with their surrounding area.”

 Land Use Residential Policy No. 2: “Encourage residential development in areas where agricultural uses are 

not viable.”

 Natural Resources - Agricultural Policy No. 1: “Preserve agricultural lands and zoning classifications.” 

 Natural Resources - Agricultural Policy No. 3: “Protect agricultural operations and facilities from land use 

conflicts or undue interference created by existing or proposed residential, commercial or industrial 

development.” 

  Natural Resources Goal No. 1: “To support the agricultural industry and preservation of agricultural land.” 

Staff Analysis: 
Conditional Rezone Criteria: Pursuant to CCZO §07-06-07(6)A, the request is required to meet the following 
criteria: (Staff comments are in italics)

A. Is the proposed conditional rezone generally consistent with the comprehensive plan; 
There are policies and goals that are generally consistent with the comprehensive plan.  The proposed zone is 
supported by the Future Land Use Map as it designates the parcel as Residential. 
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B. When considering the surrounding land uses, is the proposed conditional rezone more appropriate than the 
current zoning designation; 

The surrounding land use is mostly agricultural with scattered home sites.  The parcels are in agriculture 
production currently.  This finding needs to be discussed at the Public Hearing to determine if the change to a 
Residential zone can be supported with conditions to make it more appropriate. 

C. Is the proposed conditional rezone compatible with surrounding land uses; 
When properly mitigated, the proposed use could be compatible with the surrounding land uses. 

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

The area already has some residential use mixed in with agriculture. The applicant is proposing no curb, gutter, 
sidewalks or streetlights as well as landscaping along the exterior boundaries of the development to help blend with 
the surrounding area. 

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

The County Engineer has recommended a community water system be installed to provide water to the homes for 
domestic use. A Nitrate study has been completed and applicant is going through the Subdivision Engineering 
Report (SER) process with Southwest District Health. 

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

Nampa Highway District No. 1 has authority over the public roads that this development would use as access.  
They were noticed and did not provide any comments or requirements for this proposed development. 

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

The developer applied to Nampa Highway District No. 1 and was approved for a single point of access.  The 
developer will also need to dedicate Right of Way at Subdivision time. 

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

Agencies were noticed and no comments or requirements were received from these agencies.  

Comments: 
Public Comments: The public was noticed on January 11, 2023, and no comments were received.  

Agency Comments: All agencies were noticed on May 20, 2022 and the following provided a comment: 
- City of Nampa Engineering Department: Exhibit 12a 
- City of Nampa Engineering Department Waiver Response: Exhibit 12bv 
- Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District: Exhibit 12c  
- Boise Project Board of Control: Exhibit 12d 
- Nampa Highway District: Exhibit 12e 
- Kuna Fire: Exhibit 13 

Additional Comments/Information Received:  
- Emails from Southwest District Health on the Nitrate Priority Area: Exhibit 11 
- Letter from Atlas: Exhibit 10  
- Level 1 Nutrient Pathogen Study: Exhibit 9 
- SPF Water Engineering Memorandum: Exhibit 13 
- Southwest District Health Pre-Development Meeting: Exhibit 7 
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Decision Options: 
 The Planning and Zoning Commissioners may recommend approval of the conditional rezone; 

 The Planning and Zoning Commissioners may recommend denial of the conditional rezone; or  

 The Planning and Zoning Commissioners may continue the discussion and request additional information on 

specific items. 

Recommendation: 
The staff analysis is based off of a 26-lot concept plan with the recommendation of a community water system.  
After further discussion, the applicant is also presenting a 29-lot concept plan with a community water system or 
would like to have the opportunity to have the 26-lot configuration without a community water system. Staff 
recommends that the discussion of restricting secondary dwellings also be addressed. 

Staff recommends opening the Public Hearing and taking testimony and base their decision on the required findings 
from CCZO §07-06-07(6)A – Conditional Rezone Criteria. 

Staff is recommending approval of the conditional rezone subject to conditions of the development agreement and 
has provided findings of fact and conclusions of law for the Commissioner’s consideration found in Exhibit 1. 



 Planning and Zoning Commissioners 
Verhoeks – CR2022-0005 

Development Services Department 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 
Conditional Rezone – CR2022-0005 

Findings of Fact 
1. The applicant, Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho, is requesting a Conditional Rezone of parcels 

R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961, approximately 43.95 acres, from “A” (Agriculture) to 
CR-R-1 (Conditional Rezone – R-1 Residential) zone. The request includes a development agreement 
to limit residential development to 26 lots with and average size of 1.69 acres. The subject property is 
located at 9814 Robinson Rd., Nampa; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of Section 17, T2N, 
R1W, Canyon County, Idaho. 

2. The subject property is designated as “residential” on the 2020 Canyon County Future Land Use 
Map.  

3. The subject property is located within Nampa’s Area of City Impact.  The City designates the 
property as “low density residential” on their future land use map. 

4. The subject property is located within Nampa Highway District No. 1, Kuna Fire District, and Kuna 
School District. 

5. The neighborhood meeting was held November 18, 2021 and January 11, 2022 pursuant to CCZO 
§07-01-15. 

6. Notice of the public hearing was provided as per CCZO §07-05-01:  Affected agencies and City of 
Nampa were notified on May 20, 2022. Full political notice was sent May 20, 2022. Property owners 
within 600 ft. were notified by mail on January 11, 2023. Newspaper notice was published on January 
15, 2023. The property was posted on January 24, 2023. 

7. The record consists of exhibits as provided as part of the public hearing staff report, exhibits 
submitted during the public hearing on February 2, 2023 and all information contained in DSD case 
file, CR2022-0005. 

Conclusions of Law 
For this request, the Planning and Zoning Commission finds and concludes the following regarding the 
Standards of Review for a Conditional Rezone (§07-06-07(6)): 

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

Conclusion: The proposed zone change is consistent with the 2020 Future Land Use Map and 
Comprehensive Plan.  

Finding:   The property is designated as “residential” on the Future land use map within the 2020 
Canyon County Comprehensive Plan. The request is generally consistent with the 
following policies and goals of the 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan: 

- Property Rights Policy No. 1: “No person shall be deprived of private property 
without due process of law.”

- Population Policy No. 2: “Encourage high-density development to locate within 
incorporated cities and/or areas of city impact.” 

- Land Use Goal No. 3: “Use appropriate techniques to mitigate incompatible land 
uses.”

- Land Use Goal No. 4: “To encourage development in those areas of the county which 
provide the most favorable conditions for future community services.”
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- Land Use Goal No. 5: “Achieve a land use balance which recognizes that existing 
agricultural uses and non-agricultural development may occur in the same area.”

- Housing Policy No. 1: Encourage a variety of housing choices that meet the needs of 
families, various age groups and incomes.

-    Land Use Policy No. 2: “Encourage orderly development of subdivisions and 
individual land parcels, and require development agreements when appropriate.” 

- Public Services, Facilities and Utilities Policy No. 3: Encourage the establishment of 
new development to be located within the boundaries of a rural fire protection 
district.

- Land Use Component - Residential (Page 37 of the Comprehensive Plan): Residential 
development should be encouraged in or near Areas of City Impact or within areas 
that demonstrate a development pattern of residential land uses. 

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

Conclusion: As conditioned (Attachment A) the request is more appropriate than the current zoning 
designation and is consistent with the future land use map designation of residential.  

Finding: The surrounding land use is mostly agricultural with scattered home sites.  The parcels 
are in agriculture production currently.  This finding needs to be discussed at the Public 
Hearing to determine if the change to a Residential zone can be supported with 
conditions to make it more appropriate. 

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

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

Finding:     There isn’t similar zoning near the property, but there are several land divisions in the 
area that has resulted in similar sized parcels within the vicinity of this property as well 
as previously platted subdivisions. 

There are thirteen (13) subdivisions within a one-mile radius from the subject property 
with a 3.32-acre average lot size.  

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

Conclusion:  As conditioned (Attachment A), the request will not negatively affect the character of 
the area. 

Finding:      The area already has some residential use mixed in with agriculture. The applicant is 
proposing no curb, gutter, sidewalks or streetlights as well as landscaping along the 
exterior boundaries of the development to help blend with the surrounding area.  

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

Conclusion: Adequate sewer, drainage, irrigation, and storm water drainage facilities and utility 
systems will be provided to accommodate the request at the time of platting and 
development. 

Finding:    



Nampa City Services are not available in the area (nearest service being approximately 
two miles from the subject property). The County Engineer has recommended a 
community water system be installed to provide water to the homes for domestic use. 

The subject parcel has surface water rights which are currently used to gravity irrigate 
their fields. The site is located within the jurisdiction of Boise Project Board of Control. 
Ridenbaugh Highline Canal and Fieselman Lateral run through the property and is owned 
and operated by Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District.  The developer will have to enter 
into a License Agreement and have the plan approved before construction is acceptable.  
The required easement is noted in their letter dated 1/9/23. 

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

   Conclusion:    The property has existing access from Robinson Road, a public road. 

       Finding:         Future access will be required to meet CCZO §07-10-03 & Canyon County Code §09-
11-19 unless waived.  

Nampa Highway District #1 approved a request for a single point of access.  No 
additional comments were received from Nampa Highway District #1. 

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

Conclusion: As conditioned (Attachment A), the request will not cause undue interference with 
existing or future traffic patterns as proposed.   

Finding: As conditioned by the development agreement the property will only have one access 
off of Robinson Road. As conditioned, the request is not anticipated to create traffic 
issues. 

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

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

Finding: As conditioned (Attachment A), the request is not anticipated to impact essential 
services.  Agencies were notified. No comments were received.  

Conclusions of Law - Area of City Impact  
The property is within Nampa’s Area of City Impact. The city designates the area as “low density 
residential”. Pursuant to Canyon County Code §09-11-21(1) of the Nampa Area of City Impact 
Agreement, a notice was provided to the City of Nampa on May 20, 2022. The City of Nampa provide 
comments, summarized as follows:  

- No city services are available; over two miles from the subject property.  The largest lot size allowed 
in the Low-Density Residential designation is 32,000 square feet. The City of Nampa opposes the 
request. 



Order 
Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Planning and 
Zoning Commission recommends approval of Case # CR2022-0005, a request for a conditional rezone 
of Parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961from an “A” (Agricultural) zone to an “CR-R1” 
(Conditional Rezone -R1) zone subject to conditions of the development agreement (Attachment A). 

APPROVED this ________ day of _________________________, 2023. 

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 of 2023 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: ______________________________



ATTACHMENT A 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT CONDITIONS 

1. The development shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and county laws, ordinances, 
rules and regulations that pertain to the property. 

2. The subject parcel shall be in subject to the Canyon County Zoning Ordinance Chapter 7, Article 
17 for platting with substantial compliance of the conceptual site plan (Attachment B) subject to 
the following restrictions: 

a. No secondary dwelling (CCZO §07-10-27 & 07-14-25) is allowed on the subdivision lots 
without an expanded nutrient pathogen study and approval by Southwest District Health and 
IDEQ that their standards can be met. 

3. Historic irrigation lateral, drain and ditch flow patterns shall be maintained and protected.  
Modification or improvements shall be approved in writing by the local Irrigation District.  

4. The developer shall comply with CCZO §07-06-07 (4) Time Requirements: “All conditional 
rezones for a land use shall commence within two (2) years of the approval of the board.” 
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BRADLEY J SMITH
KIMBERLY SMITH

6715 E LEWIS LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28963010

HEATHER MICHELLE BENSON
MICHAEL ROYCE BENSON

6619 E LEWIS LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28962010A0

IRENE CHAVOLLA
LUIS CHAVOLLA W/H
6549 E LEWIS LANE

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28962010B0

LGP RENTALS, LLC
9300 N SNAFFLE BIT

KUNA, ID 83634
R28962010

CYNTHIA L ATNIP
9886 ROBINSON ROAD

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28962000

GREGORY A BYRON
CINDI J BYRON H/W
5100 BUGLE RIDGE

ROAD
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28978200

ANTHONY
JOSEPH SENN

JENNIFER
JANICE DENN
5111 BUGLE
RIDGE ROAD

NAMPA, ID
83686

R28978201

JAMES DANES
CONNIE DANES H/W

9731 S ROBINSON ROAD
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28979000

WILLIAM LEE NICHOLS
KAREN K NICHOLS

9663 ROBINSON ROAD
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28982000

TED AND SHERRY
ZAHRADNICEK TRUST
9676 ROBINSON ROAD

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28960000

TED AND SHERRY
ZAHRADNICEK TRUST
9676 ROBINSON ROAD

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28959000

CURTIS L KESSEL
4930 DYE LANE
KUNA, ID 83634

R28957000

RUSLAN LEVANDOVSKY
VALENTINA LEVANDOVSKY

4756 DYE LANE
KUNA, ID 83634

R28966000

MICHAEL S LOCKNAME &
ISABELLE AMELIA DERRICK

6925 E LEWIS LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28968000

VICTOR MAROSTICA
SUE MAROSTICA
4596 DYE LANE
KUNA, ID 83634

R28964000

RICHARD A BELL
AIMEE N BELL

9829 S LOCKNANE CT
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28973010 0

FILIBERTO VILLA
PATRICIA STILLWELL H/W

9881 S LOCKNANE CT
NAMPA, ID 83686

R28973000

KENTON L EISENBARTH
6915 E LEWIS LANE

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28972000

SAMUEL NELSON
6900 E LEWIS LANE

NAMPA, ID 83686
R24207000

JAMES C HARDESTY
6912 LEWIS LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R24207010

ALLEN VANVLIET
LAURA ZIMMERMAN
5415 MAMER LANE
NAMPA, ID 83686

R24209000

MAMER SUBDIVISION
BOOK 15, PAGE 8

UNPLATTED

UNPLATTED

UNPLATTED

UNPLATTED

UNPLATTED

UNPLATTED

ELKHORN ESTATES
BOOK 27, PAGE 34

MICHAEL S LOCKNANE
9871 S LOCKNANE CT

NAMPA, ID 83686
R28969000
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PRELIMINARY PLAT FOR
HAVEN CREEK SUBDIVISION

A PORTION OF THE N 1/2 OF THE NW 1/4 OF SECTION 17
TOWNSHIP 2 NORTH, RANGE 1 WEST, BOISE MERIDIAN

CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO
 AUGUST 3, 2022
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AREA AND LOT SUMMARY
TOTAL PROPERTY AREA

RESIDENTIAL AREA

RIGHT-OF-WAY TO BE DEDICATED

COMMON AREA

TOTAL LOTS

BUILDABLE LOTS

COMMON LOTS

29

26

3

43.95 +/- AC

36.47 +/- AC

1.23 +/- AC

5.83 +/- AC

OWNER
DUSTON ROSE
9814 S. ROBINSON RD.
NAMPA, IDAHO 83686
PH: (208) 891-2198

DEVELOPER
HAVEN IDAHO
521 N. 10th AVE.
CALDWELL, IDAHO 83605
PH: (208) 391-3838

LAND USE PLANNER
ALEC EGURROLA
T-O ENGINEERS, INC.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

ENGINEER
ISAAC JOSIFEK, P.E.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

SURVEYOR
ROB O'MALLEY, P.L.S.
T-O ENGINEERS, INC.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

PARCEL
#R2896300000
0 E. LEWIS LANE
#R289610110
0 ROBINSON ROAD
#R28961000000
9814 ROBINSON BLVD.
#R2896101000
9800 ROBINSON BLVD.

ROADWAY JURISDICTION
NAMPA HIGHWAY DISTRICT NO. 4

SEWER & WATER DISTRICT
PRIVATE

FIRE DISTRICT
KUNA FIRE

SCHOOL DISTRICT
KUNA SCHOOL DISTRICT #3

ZONING
EXISTING ZONING: (AG) AGRICULTURAL
PROPOSED ZONING: (CR-R1)
R1 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
R1 SETBACKS:

FRONT = 20'
REAR = 20'
SIDE = 10'
STREET SIDE = 20'

IRRIGATION DISTRICT
BOISE PROJECT BOARD OF CONTROL
NAMPA & MERIDIAN IRRIGATION DISTRICT

SITE DATA

AVERAGE (NET) LOT SIZE 1.41 +/- AC

NOTES
1. BUILDING SETBACK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE ZONING REGULATIONS OF

THE CANYON COUNTY.

2. A GENERAL UTILITY EASEMENT OF 10 FEET WILL EXIST ALONG ALL FRONT AND REAR LOT LINES PER CITY OF CANYON COUNTY
SUBDIVISION CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS.

3. THERE ARE NO KNOWN FLOOD PLAINS OR FLOODWAYS IN THE PROJECT AREA.

4. DIRECT RESIDENTIAL LOT ACCESS TO ROBINSON ROAD IS PROHIBITED.

5. INDIVIDUAL PRESSURE IRRIGATION SERVICES WILL BE PROVIDED TO THE REAR OF EACH LOT. PRESSURE IRRIGATION WILL BE
CONNECTED TO A NEW PUMP STATION ON COMMON LOT 12. THE SYSTEM WILL BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY THE
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION.

6. POTABLE WATER WILL BE SUPPLIED BY PRIVATE WELLS.

7. SEWER WILL BE PROVIDED BY PRIVATE SEPTIC SYSTEMS.

8. STORMWATER TO BE DIRECTED THROUGH A SERIES OF BORROW DITCHES, PIPES, AND MANHOLES TO THE PROPOSED STORM
WATER FACILITY PONDS LOCATED IN STORMWATER EASEMENTS IN LOT 1 & 27, BLOCK 1.

9. DESIGN INFORMATION SHOWN HEREIN IS PRELIMINARY AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE BASED ON FINAL DESIGN AND AGENCY
COMMENT.

10. ALL LOTS ARE RESIDENTIAL EXCEPT LOTS LABELED AS COMMON LOTS. COMMON LOT 18 IS A PRIVATE LOT FOR SHARED USE
AND POTENTIAL FUTURE ACCESS TO PROPERTY TO THE SOUTH.  COMMON LOT 12 IS A PRIVATE LOT TO BE USED FOR STORM
WATER RETENTION AND PRESSURE IRRIGATION PUMP STATION. COMMON LOT 1 IS A PRIVATE LOT TO BE USED FOR THE E
ROSECREST DRIVE CENTER ISLAND. SUBDIVISION COMMON AREAS WILL NOT BE IRRIGATED. HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION WILL
BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE AND NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL ON COMMON LOTS.

SHEET INDEX
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C1.00 EXISTING CONDITIONS

C2.00 LOT DIMENSIONS

C3.00 SITE PLAN AND UTILITIES

C4.00 DRAINAGE AND IRRIGATION PLAN
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Environmental Health Services 
13307 Miami Lane 
Caldwell, ID  83607 
208.455.5400 
FAX 208.455.5405 

Name of Development: _________________________________________________________________ 
Applicant: _________________________________________________________________ 
P.E./P.G.: _________________________________________________________________ 
All others in Attendance: _________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________EHS #’s__________Date___________ 

Number of Lots or Flow: _________________ Acreage of Proposed Development: __________________ 
Location of Development: _________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Project in Area of Concern: ______________________ Groundwater/Rock <10’ ______________________ 
Level 1 NP Necessary for N: _________________________________________________________________ 

LSAS/CSS Proposed:  _________________________________________________________________ 
BRO meeting for P or above: _________________________________________________________________ 
Proposed Drinking Water: Individual     , City     , Community     , Public Water Supply 
BRO meeting for PWS, Com: _________________________________________________________________ 

Information Distributed: 

Additional Comments: 

SER       , NP Guidance       , Non-Domestic WW ap. 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Attach conceptual plan, if provided, or any other correspondence, and create a file for this information.  The information will be 
helpful when responding to the county about permitting requirements and should be maintained with the subdivision file or 
commercial permit file when completed, for a complete written history of the project and SWDH involvement. 

1008 E. Locust 
Emmett 83617 
365-6371 
FAX 365-4729 

1155 Third Ave., N. 
Payette 83661 
642-9321 
FAX 642-5098 

46 W. Court 
Weiser 83672 
549-2370 
FAX 549-2371 

824 S. Diamond St. 
Nampa 83686 
465-8402 
FAX 442-2809 

Southwest District Health 
Pre-Development Meeting 
Planned Unit/Commercial 
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Atlas No. B212203g 
Page | 1 

Copyright © 2023 Atlas Technical Consultants 

January 20, 2023 
Atlas No. B212203g 

 
Mr. Tanner Verhoeks 
Haven Idaho 
521 North 10th Avenue #4 
Caldwell, ID 83605 
 

Subject: Accessory Dwelling Unit Letter – Level 1 Nutrient Pathogen Study 
 Haven Creek Subdivision 
 9814 Robinson Road 

Kuna, ID 
 

Dear Mr. Verhoeks: 

Atlas previously conducted a Nutrient Pathogen (NP) Study for the above-mentioned project 

(Atlas File Number B212203g).  The previous study was based on a total of 26 residential lots, 

with each residence assumed to be 4 bedrooms in size.  This equated to a per lot wastewater 

flow of 300 gallons per day (gpd).  Results of that study indicated that 40 percent nitrate reducing 

septic systems would be required for each lot in order to meet down-gradient nitrate concentration 

limits required by the Southwest District Health (SWDH) and Idaho Department of Environmental 

Quality (IDEQ).  The NP Study has been submitted to SWDH and IDEQ for review, though results 

of that review are not yet available.   

Atlas has since been informed that it is desirable to construct accessory dwelling units (ADUs) on 

at least some of the lots.  Atlas preliminarily re-analyzed the site assuming that up to 500 gpd of 

wastewater flow would be used for each of the proposed lots, which would allow for a 4-bedroom 

residence and 2-bedroom ADU on a single lot.  Wastewater flow could be adjusted as needed for 

each structure on any given lot, though the total effluent is limited to 500 gpd per lot.  Atlas also 

assumed a minimum lot size of 1 acre in the re-analysis.  Results of the analysis indicate that as 

long as each individual lot width perpendicular to groundwater flow direction is at least 145 feet 

and advanced treatment capable of 65% nitrate reduction is implemented, the site will meet the 

point-of-compliance down-gradient nitrate concentrations as required by SWDH and IDEQ. 

Smaller lots widths perpendicular to groundwater flow could also be considered for lots where no 

ADUs are planned and flow rates are less than 500 gpd.  If changes are made to the lot layout to 

accommodate ADUs, a revised NP Study will be prepared and submitted to SWDH and IDEQ for 

review and approval. 

If you have any questions, please call us at (208) 376-4748. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Monica Saculles, PE  
Senior Geotechnical Engineer  
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 14, 2022 
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FROM: Andrew Francis P.G. 
Terry Scanlan RE., P.G. 

RE: Haven Creek Subdivision Water Supply Assessment 
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Summary 

1. The highest potential groundwater demand was determined by the legal limit for 
irrigating with a domestic well (1/2 acre per well). A demand of 9 gpm per acre was 
used resulting in a total demand of 121 gpm for 13.5 acres. 

2. The period of irrigation was based on historic records from the Boise Project for the 
date of last delivery for surface water supplies. Drawdown after two months was 11 feet 
a distance of 100 feet from the center of the subdivision and 2.4 feet of drawdown at a 
distance of a half mile. 

3. Regional cross-sections indicate geology is consistent from regional monitored wells to 
the Subdivision. The regional geology consists of a relatively thin layer of top soil and 
alluvium (i.e.. sand, gravel, and clay) overlying basalt approximately 100 feet in 
thickness, underlain by alluvium. The area within a 4-mile radius of the subdivision is 
one continuous aquifer with similar hydrogeologic conditions. 

4. The Mountain Home Groundwater Management Area is an example of an area in Idaho 
experiencing significant groundwater decline. 

Introduction 

A hearing with the Canyon County Board of Commissioners was held in December 2021 
to discuss the approval of the Haven Creek Subdivision (Subdivision). A water supply 
assessment was provided by SPF prior to the initial hearing which characterized the 
impacts of 27 new domestic wells used for indoor use only. This water supply assessment 
found that there would be less than 0.5 feet of drawdown within 500 feet of the Subdivision. 
Residents who live near the proposed subdivision raised concerns that (1) the new 
domestic wells could be used for irrigation and (2) the information indicating drawdown has 
not occurred is not reflective of conditions near the Subdivision. The purpose of this 
memorandum is to determine impact the 27 domestic wells being used to irrigate up to 1/ 2
acre per well, show that the IDWR monitoring wells are representative of conditions near 

300 E Mallard Drive, Suite 350, Boise, Idaho 83706 Tel : 208-383-4140 Fax - 208-383-4156 
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the subdivision, and to provide an example of an area where groundwater decline is a 
problem. 

The following outlines the sections covered in this memo: 

1. Additional Drawdown Analysis 
2. 1DWR Monitored Well/Geologic Cross-Sections 
3. Areas of Decline in Idaho 
4. Conclusions 

1. Additional Drawdown Analysis 

The original drawdown analysis was performed under the assumption that all groundwater 
pumping was indoor use only. An additional analysis was performed in order to determine 
the impact of pumping for short term irrigation when surface water supplies may not be 
available. 

As a follow up to the December hearing, another drawdown analysis assumed 27 domestic 
wells would be used for irrigation for up to two months. A period of two months was selected 
based on historical records for the Boise Project surface water supplies. In 1992, surface 
water supplies were cut off in early August, the earliest curtailment in more than 30 years. 
With an early August curtailment of surface water supplies, it is assumed that irrigation 
would continue through the end of September using groundwater. A pumping rate of 9 
gpm per acre (i.e., one miner's inch per acre) was used, which is the typical maximum 
allowable rate for irrigation water rights. The maximum allowable area for irrigation from a 
domestic well without an irrigation water right (i.e., the domestic exemption of Idaho Code 
42-111) is 1/z acre resulting in a total demand of 121 gpm for 13.5 acres for 27 domestic 
wells. Drawdown was determined with the low-end transmissivity estimate of 10,000 
gpd/foot. Results are presented in Figure 1. 

SPF Water Engineering, LLC Page 2 Haven Creek Subdivision 
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Drawdown vs Distance at Various Pumping Durations 
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Figure 1. Drawdown due to irrigation 

The total drawdown after 60 days of continuous pumping at 121 gpm is just over 11 feet 
within 100 feet of the center of pumping and just under 2.5 feet drawdown at a distance 
of a half mile from the subdivision. The drawdown at increased distances from the 
Subdivision is presented in Figure 2. Figure 2 also includes the location of nearby well 
driller's logs with additional information presented in Table 1. 

It should be noted that the drawdown projection in Figure 2 is considered "worst-case" 
because it assumes an aquifer transmissivity of only 10,000 gpd/ft. The 10,000 gpd/ft 
value is useful for determining maximum short-term impacts between wells completed in 
the same layers of the aquifer at distances of a few hundred feet. As noted in the 
previous analysis, the pumping durations of longer than a few days or weeks. the aquifer 
responds as a whole, with effective transmissivities exceeding 100,000 gpd/ft. Similarly. 
drawdown impacts from shallow aquifer zones propagate upward to the water table, 
increasing the effective storativity. Lastly, recharge from annual irrigation activities 
maintain water levels. The result is that drawdown impacts from shallow aquifer pumping 
typically stabilize after a few days or weeks of pumping, and are expected to be 
substantially less than the impacts depicted in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2. Drawdown at increasing distances from the Subdivision. 
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Table 1. Well Construction 

Well ID 
Total Depth 

(feet) 
Screen Inteval 

(feet bgs) 
Screen Length 

(feet) 
Water Bearing Material 

Approximate 
Elevation 

Year of 
Construction 

Static Water Level 

(feet) 

Approximate 

Water Level 
Elevation 

Well Type 

1 114 109-114 5 Sand & Gravel 2570 2015 33 2537 Domestic 

2 90 No Screen No Screen Fractured Basalt 2562 1981 16 2546 Domestic 

3 70 No Screen No Screen sandy clay, sand/shale 2555 1988 20 2535 Domestic 

4 84 44-84 40 Fractured Basalt 2570 2014 18 2552 Domestic 
5 188 174-190 16 Sand Medium 2631 2008 66 2565 Domestic 

6 155 145-150 5 Sand 2627 1991 75 2552 Domestic 

7 110 100-110 10 Sand mixed with gravel 2603 2004 64 2539 Domestic 

8 97 86-96 10 Fractured Basalt 2599 2004 62 2537 Domestic 
9 118 111-116 5 Sand and Gravel 2602 1993 63 2539 Domestic 
10 100 60-100 40 Fractured Basalt 2586 2019 40 2546 Domestic 

11 140 No Screen No Screen 
Fracture Basalt and 

Gravel 
2587 2015 48 2539 Domestic 

12 108 No Screen No Screen 
Fracture Basalt and 

Sand/Gravel 
2576 1996 40 2536 Domestic 

13 105 No Screen No Screen Gravel and Sand 2587 1992 45 2542 Waste/Injection 
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2. IDWR Monitored Wells! Geologic Cross-Section 

The purpose of this section is to provide additional information on IDWR monitored wells 
and how they are representative of conditions near the Subdivision. The construction and 
water level of monitored wells and well logs are compared. Also, regional geology based 
on past studies was compared to the descriptions of driller's logs. 

Locations for IDWR hydrographs are presented in Figure 3. The most recent season high 
water levels at each of the well locations are labeled. These wells are all within 4 miles 
from the Subdivision. Information on these well's construction is presented in Table 2. 

Table 2. Monitor Well Construction 

Well Name Total Depth (feet) Opening/Screen Interval (feet) Ground surface elevation 

02N 01W 07BBC1 103 97-102 2547 

02N 01W 27BCC2 220 145-220 2689 

02N 01W 11ADA1 205 141-196 2685 

03N 01W 31DDA1 130 31-67 2482 

Historical water levels from IDWR monitored wells are presented in Figure 4. Also 
represented in this figure are the range of approximate water level elevations for reported 
static water levels on driller's logs near the Subdivision. Groundwater elevations for driller's 
logs ranged between 2535 and 2565 feet msl. Surface elevations for well logs were 
determined from Google Earth. The range of water level elevations reported in driller's logs 
is consistent with the closest IDWR monitored well 2N 01W O7BBC for which the most 
recent measurement was 2536 feet msl. Approximate ground surface and water level 
elevations for driller's logs are included in Table 1. 

To further evaluate whether the IDWR monitored wells were representative of conditions 
near the Subdivision, a cross-section used for the development of the Treasure Valley 
Groundwater Flow Model is included in Appendix A. The cross-section runs from south to 
north, from the Snake River to 1.5 miles northwest of Star. The area between Kuna and 
Nampa consists of approximately 10 feet of top soil and alluvium overlaying basalt ranging 
in in thickness from 50 to 100 feet, and the basalt is underlain by alluvium. This geology is 
consistent with the descriptions provided in the driller's logs near the Subdivision. The 
consistent geology suggests that the area is one continuous aquifer. A diagram of the local 
aquifer based on both the cross-section and the description from nearby well driller's logs 
is presented in Figure 5. Also represented in this figure is the typical construction for a 
domestic well and approximation of drawdown conditions. Here a static water level of 40 
feet is depicted with over 50 feet of available drawdown given the typical construction for 
a domestic well in the area (Table 1). The well depicted is approximately 105 feet deep 
with 10 feet of screen. 
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Figure 3. Hydrograph Locations 
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Figure 5. Local Aquifer Diagram and typical Well Construction 

3. Areas of Decline in Idaho 

A hydrograph for a well located in the Mountain Home Groundwater Management Area is 
presented in Figure 6. This has been provided in order to provide an example of an area 
in the State where groundwater decline has been a problem. The Mountain Home 
Groundwater Management Area is located in Elmore and western Ada County and was 
designated in 1982 as a result of declining water levels. Water levels at this well have 
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declined over 50 feet since 1975, and continues to decline each year. In contrast, 02N 01W 
07BBC1 has only declined 6 feet going back to 1953 (Figure 4), and shows essentially no 
decline in the past 20 years. 
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Figure 6. Hydrograph from Mountain Home Groundwater Management Area. 

4. Conclusions 

Pumping of wells can have two types of impacts on groundwater levels and existing wells. 

1. The first impact is caused by direct well interference, where pumping of a well (or 
group of wells) temporarily lowers the aquifer water levels to induce flow into the 
well (or wells). This impact recovers after cessation of pumping. The magnitude of 
such an impact can be calculated. For Haven Creek Subdivision, a worst-case 
drawdown analysis indicated that two months of continuous irrigation pumping for 
13.5 acres would result in less than 3 feet of drawdown at a distance of 1/2  mile from 
the subdivision. This analysis does not account for recharge to the aquifer which 
will lessen the impact of additional pumping. It is also important to note that water 
levels recover to near static levels when wells are not actively pumping. 
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2. The second impact of groundwater pumping can be chronic annual water-level 
declines if pumping exceeds available recharge. Regional IDWR monitored wells 
are considered to be reflective of groundwater conditions near the Subdivision 
based on regional geology and similar well construction. In areas where 
groundwater pumping exceeds the annual aquifer recharge, IDWR monitored wells 
show chronic annual water-level as is the case for the well near Mountain Home 
depicted in Figure 6. In the vicinity of Haven Creek Subdivision, reported static 
water levels in the driller's logs are consistent with the closest IDWR well 02N 01W 
O7BBC which has shown steady water levels over the past 60+ years. In addition 
to the steady water levels, regional cross-sections used to develop the Treasure 
Valley Flow model indicate a consistent geology between Nama and Kuna. The 
regional cross-section and well driller's logs indicate the area consist of a thick 
basalt layer bounded by alluvium. The area around the subdivision within at least a 
4-mile radius is one continuous aquifer with similar hydrogeologic conditions and 
no annual water-level decline. The lack of annual water-level decline indicates that 
the aquifer is adequately recharged and can withstand additional development 
without injury to existing water rights. 

The additional groundwater pumping that will result from the Subdivision will have a 
minimal effect on the existing groundwater conditions in the area. Groundwater pumping 
for domestic use with the occasional irrigation demand is insignificant when compared to 
groundwater pumping from large municipal and irrigation wells in the Kuna area. These 
wells often pump as much as 2000 gpm for extended periods of time without adverse local 
impacts. 
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January 3, 2022 
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Mr. Tanner Verhoeks 
Haven Idaho 
521 North 10th Avenue #4 
Caldwell. ID 83605 

Subject: Geotechnical Investigation 
Haven Robinson 
9814 Robinson Road 
Kuna, ID 

Dear Mr. Verhoeks: 

In compliance with your instructions, Atlas has conducted a soils exploration and foundation 
evaluation for the above referenced development. Fieldwork for this investigation was conducted 
on November 8 and 9, 2021. Data have been analyzed to evaluate pertinent geotechnical 

conditions. Results of this investigation, together with our recommendations, are to be found in 

the following report. We have provided a PDF copy for your review and distribution. 

Often, questions arise concerning soil conditions because of design and construction details that 
occur on a project. Atlas would be pleased to continue our role as geotechnical engineers during 
project implementation. 

If you have any questions, please call us at (208) 376-4748. 

Respectfully submitted, 

ge,;,aldk 
Bryar Jensen, El 
Staff Engineer 

Elizabeth Brown, PE 
Geotechnical Services 

Monica Saculles, P 
Senior Geotechnical 

Atlas No. B213035g 
Page i 

Copyright Ot  2021 Atlas Technical Consultants 



CONTENTS 

1. INTRODUCTION  1 

1.1 Project Description   1 

1.2 Authorization   1 

1.3 Scope of Investigation  1 

2. SITE DESCRIPTION  1 

2.1 Site Access 1 

2.2 Regional Geology 2 

2.3 General Site Characteristics   2 
2.4 Regional Site Climatology and Geochemistry  3 

3. SEISMIC SITE EVALUATION 3 

3.1 Geoseismic Setting 3 
3.2 Seismic Design Parameter Values 3 

4. SOILS EXPLORATION 4 

4.1 Exploration and Sampling Procedures 4 

4.2 Laboratory Testing Program  4 

4.3 Soil and Sediment Profile  5 

4.4 Volatile Organic Scan 5 

5. SITE HYDROLOGY 5 
5.1 Groundwater 5 

5.2 Soil Infiltration Rates 6 
5.3 Infiltration Testing 6 

6. FOUNDATION AND SLAB DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 7 

6.1 Foundation Design Recommendations 8 
6.2 Crawl Space Recommendations 8 

6.3 Floor, Patio, and Garage Slab-on-Grade 9 

7. CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS 9 
7.1 Earthwork 9 

7.2 Dry Weather 10 
7.3 Wet Weather  10 
7.4 Soft Subgrade Soils  10 

7.5 Frozen Subgrade Soils  11 

7.6 Structural Fill  11 
7.7 Backfill of Walls  12 
7.8 Excavations  13 
7.9 Groundwater Control  13 

8. GENERAL COMMENTS 13 

9. REFERENCES 14 

Atlas No. B213035g 
Page I ii 

Copyright 0 2021 Atlas Technical Consultants 



TABLES 

Table 1 — Seismic Design Values 4 

Table 2 — Groundwater Data  6 

Table 3 — Infiltration Test Results   7 

Table 4 — Soil Bearing Capacity   8 

APPENDICES 

Appendix I 

Appendix II 

Appendix III 
Appendix IV 

Appendix V 

Appendix VI 

Warranty and Limiting Conditions 
Vicinity Map 

Site Map 
Geotechnical Investigation Test Pit Log 

Geotechnical General Notes 
Important Information About This Geotechnical Engineering Report 

Atlas No. B213035g 
Page iii 

Copyright © 2021 Atlas Technical Consultants 



1. INTRODUCTION 

This report presents results of a geotechnical investigation and analysis in support of data utilized 

in design of structures as defined in the 2018 International Building Code (IBC). Information in 

support of groundwater and stormwater issues pertinent to the practice of Civil Engineering is 

included. Observations and recommendations relevant to the earthwork phase of the project are 
also presented. Revisions in plans or drawings for the proposed development from those 
enumerated in this report should be brought to the attention of the soils engineer to determine 

whether changes in the provided recommendations are required. Deviations from noted 
subsurface conditions, if encountered during construction, should also be brought to the attention 

of the soils engineer. 

1.1 Project Description 

The proposed development is northwest of the City of Kuna, Canyon County. ID, and occupies a 

portion of the NW'/4 of Section 17, Township 2 North. Range 1 West, Boise Meridian. This project 
will consist of construction of a 19 to 29 lot residential subdivision to be developed on 43.86 acres. 

Total settlements are limited to 1 inch. Loads of up to 4,000 pounds per lineal foot for wall footings, 

and column loads of up to 50,000 pounds were assumed for settlement calculations. Additionally, 

assumptions have been made for traffic loading of pavements. Retaining walls are not anticipated 

as part of the project. Atlas has not been informed of the proposed grading plan. 

1.2 Authorization 

Authorization to perform this exploration and analysis was given in the form of a written 

authorization to proceed from Mr. Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho to Monica Saculles of Atlas 

Technical Consultants (Atlas), on December 20, 2021. Said authorization is subject to terms, 
conditions, and limitations described in the Professional Services Contract entered into between 

Haven Idaho and Atlas. Our scope of services for the proposed development has been provided 
in our proposal dated October 19, 2021 and repeated below. 

1.3 Scope of Investigation 

The scope of this investigation included review of geologic literature and existing available 

geotechnical studies of the area, visual site reconnaissance of the immediate site, subsurface 
exploration of the site, field and laboratory testing of materials collected, and engineering analysis 
and evaluation of foundation materials. 

2. SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 Site Access 

Access to the site may be gained via Interstate 84 to the Ten Mile Road exit. Proceed south on 

Ten Mile Road approximately 2.2 miles to its intersection with Amity Road. From this intersection, 

proceed west on Amity Road 3.0 miles to Robinson Road. Continue south on Robinson Road for 
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approximately 3.2 miles. The project site is located east of this location. The location is depicted 
on site maps included in the Appendix. 

2.2 Regional Geology 

The project site is located within the western Snake River Plain of southwestern Idaho and eastern 
Oregon. The plain is a northwest trending rift basin, about 45 miles wide and 200 miles long, that 
developed about 14 million years ago (Ma) and has since been occupied sporadically by large 
inland lakes. Geologic materials found within and along the plain's margins reflect volcanic and 

fluvial/lacustrine sedimentary processes that have led to an accumulation of approximately 1 to 2 
km of interbedded volcanic and sedimentary deposits within the plain. Along the margins of the 
plain, streams that drained the highlands to the north and south provided coarse to fine-grained 
sediments eroded from granitic and volcanic rocks, respectively. About 2 million years ago the 
last of the lakes was drained and since that time fluvial erosion and deposition has dominated the 
evolution of the landscape. 

The project site is underlain by "Basalt Flows of Indian Creek, Undivided" as mapped by Othberg 
and Stanford (1993). This volcanic deposit is composed of multiple flows of medium to dark gray 
olivine basalt. These flows erupted from numerous vents found south of the Boise River and north 
of the Snake River, southeast of the City of Boise, Idaho. At the time of eruption lavas flowed into 
and down ancestral Indian Creek and Boise River valleys. Northwest-trending, gently sloping 

escarpments suggest faulting of the basalt. These basalts are mantled with loess 2-12 feet thick 
that contains about 35% pedogenic clay and a duripan that can be 3 feet thick. 

2.3 General Site Characteristics 

The site to be developed is approximately 43.86 acres in size. Currently, a residence is present 
in the western portion of the site. This residence fronts Robinson Road, which runs along the 

western property boundary. Ridenbaugh Highline Canal runs roughly northeast to southwest 
through the central portion of the property. The Fieselmann Lateral Canal branches from the 
Ridenbaugh Highline Canal in the center of the site. The Fieselmann Lateral Canal runs northwest 
from the center of the site. The remainder of the site consists of agricultural cropland. Surrounding 
the project site from all directions is agricultural cropland and residential properties. Vegetation 
around the residence consists primarily of landscape trees, shrubs, and grasses adjacent to the 
residence. The remainder of the site consists of agricultural crops_ The site is relatively flat and 
level. 

Regional drainage is north and west toward the Boise River. Stormwater drainage for the site is 
achieved by percolation through surficial soils. The site is situated so that it is unlikely that it will 
receive any drainage from off-site sources. Stormwater drainage collection and retention systems 
are not in place on the project site and do not currently exist within the vicinity of the project site. 
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2.4 Regional Site Climatology and Geochemistry 

According to the Western Regional Climate Center. the average precipitation for the Treasure 
Valley is on the order of 10 to 12 inches per year, with an annual snowfall of approximately 20 
inches and a range from 3 to 49 inches. The monthly mean daily temperatures range from 21°F 

to 95°F, with daily extremes ranging from roughly -25°F to 111°F. Winds are generally from the 

northwest or southeast with an annual average wind speed of approximately 9 miles per hour 
(mph) and a maximum of 62 mph. Soils and sediments in the area are primarily derived from 

siliceous materials and exhibit low electro-chemical potential for corrosion of metals or concretes. 
Local aggregates are generally appropriate for Portland cement and lime cement mixtures. 
Surface water, groundwater. and soils in the region typically have pH levels ranging from 7.2 to 
8.2. 

3. SEISMIC SITE EVALUATION 

3.1 Geoseismic Setting 

Soils on site are classed as Site Class D in accordance with Chapter 20 of the American Society 
of Civil Engineers (ASCE) publication ASCE/SEI 7-16. Structures constructed on this site should 

be designed per IBC requirements for such a seismic classification. Our investigation did not 
reveal hazards resulting from potential earthquake motions including: slope instability. 
liquefaction, and surface rupture caused by faulting or lateral spreading. Incidence and 
anticipated acceleration of seismic activity in the area is low. 

3.2 Seismic Design Parameter Values 

The United States Geological Survey National Seismic Hazard Maps (2008). includes a peak 
ground acceleration map. The map for 2% probability of exceedance in 50 years in the Western 
United States in standard gravity (g) indicates that a peak ground acceleration of 0.189 is 
appropriate for the project site based on a Site Class D. 

The following section provides an assessment of the earthquake-induced earthquake loads for 
the site based on the Risk-Targeted Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCER). The MCER 
spectral response acceleration for short periods, Sms, and at 1-second period, Smi, are adjusted 
for site class effects as required by the 2018 IBC. Design spectral response acceleration 
parameters as presented in the 2018 IBC are defined as a 5% damped design spectral response 
acceleration at short periods, SOS, and at 1-second period, SDI. 

The USGS National Seismic Hazards Mapping Project includes a program that provides values 
for ground motion at a selected site based on the same data that were used to prepare the USGS 
ground motion maps. The maps were developed using attenuation relationships for soft rock 

sites; the source model, assumptions, and empirical relationships used in preparation of the maps 
are described in Petersen and others (1996). 
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Table 1 — Seismic Design Values 

Seismic Design Parameter Design Value 

D "Stiff Soil" Site Class 

Ss 0.275 (g) 

S. 0.101 (g) 

Fa 1.580 

F, 2.397 

Sties 0.435 

SM1 0.243 

SDS 0.290 

SD1 0.162 

4. SOILS EXPLORATION 

4.1 Exploration and Sampling Procedures 

Field exploration conducted to determine engineering characteristics of subsurface materials 

included a reconnaissance of the project site and investigation by test pit. Test pit sites were 

located in the field by means of a Global Positioning System (GPS) device and are reportedly 

accurate to within ten feet. Upon completion of investigation, each test pit was backfilled with 

loose excavated materials. Re-excavation and compaction of these test pit areas are required 

prior to construction of overlying structures. 

In addition, samples were obtained from representative soil strata encountered. Samples 

obtained have been visually classified in the field by professional staff, identified according to test 

pit number and depth, placed in sealed containers, and transported to our laboratory for additional 

testing. Subsurface materials have been described in detail on logs provided in the Appendix. 

Results of field and laboratory tests are also presented in the Appendix. Atlas recommends that 

these logs not be used to estimate fill material quantities. 

4.2 Laboratory Testing Program 

Along with our field investigation, a supplemental laboratory testing program was conducted to 

determine additional pertinent engineering characteristics of subsurface materials necessary in 

an analysis of anticipated behavior of the proposed structures. Laboratory tests were conducted 

in accordance with current applicable American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM), and 

results of these tests are to be found in the Appendix. The laboratory testing program for this 

report included: Atterberg Limits Testing — ASTM D4318, Grain Size Analysis — ASTM 

C117/C136, Hydrometer—ASTM D422, and Resistance Value (R-value) and Expansion Pressure 

of Compacted Soils — Idaho T-8. As to date, the R-value test results have not been received and, 

therefore, have not been included within this report. Atlas will forward the results in the form of 

an addendum once the R-value test results have been received. 
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4.3 Soil and Sediment Profile 

The profile below represents a generalized interpretation for the project site. Note that on site 
soils strata. encountered between test pit locations, may vary from the individual soil profiles 
presented in the logs, which can be found in the Appendix. 

Sandy lean clays were encountered at ground surface. These soils were brown. slightly moist, 
and medium stiff to very stiff, with fine to medium-grained sand. Organic materials and disturbed 
materials as a result of plowing activities were measured to depths of roughly 1 foot. 

Sandy silts were encountered beneath surficial clays. These fine-grained soils were brown to 
light brown and slightly moist. Consistencies commonly ranged from stiff to hard, with many of 
these firmer soil horizons containing some degree of calcium carbonate cementation (hardpan). 
Fine to coarse-grained sand was present throughout this horizon. Refusal on basalt was 
encountered at depth in all test pits except test pits 9 and 13, where refusal was met on indurated 
clay soils. 

During excavation. test pit sidewalls were generally stable. However, moisture contents will affect 
wall competency with saturated soils having a tendency to readily slough when under load and 
unsupported. 

4.4 Volatile Organic Scan 

No environmental concerns were identified prior to commencement of the investigation. 
Therefore, soils obtained during on-site activities were not assessed for volatile organic 
compounds by portable photoionization detector. Samples obtained during our exploration 
activities exhibited no odors or discoloration typically associated with this type of contamination. 
No groundwater was encountered. 

5. SITE HYDROLOGY 

Existing surface drainage conditions are defined in the General Site Characteristics section. 
Information provided in this section is limited to observations made at the time of the investigation. 
Either regional or local ordinances may require information beyond the scope of this report. 

5.1 Groundwater 

During this field investigation, groundwater was not encountered in test pits advanced to a 
maximum depth of 13.8 feet bgs. Soil moistures in the test pits were dry to slightly moist 
throughout. 

Atlas has previously performed 2 geotechnical investigations within 0.75 mile of the project site. 
Information from these investigations has been provided in the table below. 
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Table 2 — Groundwater Data 

Date 

January 2006 

September 2020 

Approximate Distance Groundwater Depth 
Direction from Site 

from Site (mile) (feet bgs) 

0.55 

0.75 

East 

West 

Not Encountered to 17A 

Not encountered to 9.8 

Furthermore, according to Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) monitoring well data 

within approximately 1/4-mile of the project site, groundwater was measured at depths ranging 

between 38 and 62 feet bgs. 

Based on evidence of this investigation and background knowledge of the area, Atlas estimates 

groundwater depths to remain greater than approximately 20 feet bgs throughout the year. This 

depth can be confirmed through long-term groundwater monitoring. 

5.2 Soil Infiltration Rates 

Soil permeability, which is a measure of the ability of a soil to transmit a fluid, was tested in the 

field. For this report, an estimation of infiltration is also presented using generally recognized 

values for each soil type and gradation. Of soils comprising the generalized soil profile for this 

study, lean clay with sand and sandy lean clay soils generally offer little permeability, with typical 

hydraulic infiltration rates of less than 2 inches per hour. Sandy silt soils will commonly exhibit 

infiltration rates from 2 to 4 inches per hour. However, calcium carbonate cementation and 
induration encountered within the clay and silt soils may reduce these values to near zero. 

Infiltration rates through basalt rock can be highly variable, ranging from nearly zero to greater 

than 6 inches per hour in some cases. Movement of water through the basalt may be more 

characteristic of fracture flow. Infiltration testing is required to determine site-specific infiltration 

rates for drainage design once proposed locations of infiltration facilities are determined. 

5.3 Infiltration Testing 

Infiltration testing was conducted using an open test pit method. Test pit areas will need to be re-

excavated and compacted prior to construction of structures that will be sensitive to settlement. 

Test locations were presoaked prior to testing. Pre-soaking increases soil moistures, which 

allows the tested soils to reach a saturated condition more readily during testing. Saturation of 

the tested soils is desirable in order to isolate the vertical component of infiltration by inhibiting 

horizontal seepage during testing. 

Atlas No. B213035g 
Page I 6 

Copyright © 2021 Atlas Technical Consultants 



Testing was conducted on November 9, 2021. Details and results of testing are as follows: 

Table 3 — Infiltration Test Results 

Test 
Location 

TP-1 

Test Depth 
(feet bgs) 

6.1 

Soil Type 

Basalt 

Stabilized Infiltration 
Rate 

(inches/hour) 

Design Infiltration 
Rate

(inches per hour) 

6.1* 12.2* 
TP-5 5.1 Basalt 2.0 1.0 
TP-6 9.2 Basalt 11.5* 5.75* 

TP-14 9.6 Basalt 0.8 0.4 
TP-18 8.9 Basalt 0.9 0.45 

*It is anticipated that water was draining through fractures in the basalt. These rates are appropriate for the tested 
location only and may not be suitable for design in other areas of the site. Additional infiltration testing is recommended 
once actual infiltration facility locations have been determined. 

Appropriate factors of safety have been applied to the stabilized infiltration rates achieved during 
testing to obtain the design infiltration rates listed above. The reason for the decreased infiltration 
rate is to account for long term saturation of the soils and the potential for less permeable soils to 
settle into the bottom of the infiltration facilities. Atlas recommends that all infiltration facilities be 
constructed in accordance with the local municipality requirements. 

6. FOUNDATION AND SLAB DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Various foundation types have been considered for support of the proposed structures. Two 
requirements must be met in the design of foundations. First, the applied bearing stress must be 
less than the ultimate bearing capacity of foundation soils to maintain stability. Second, total and 
differential settlement must not exceed an amount that will produce an adverse behavior of the 
superstructure. Allowable settlement is usually exceeded before bearing capacity considerations 
become important; thus, allowable bearing pressure is normally controlled by settlement 
considerations. 

Considering subsurface conditions and the proposed construction, it is recommended that the 
structures be founded upon conventional spread footings and continuous wall footings. Total 
settlements should not exceed 1 inch if the following design and construction recommendations 
are observed. Presently, there are approximately 19 to 29 lots proposed for the project site. The 
following recommendations are not specific to the individual structures, but rather should be 
viewed as guidelines for the subdivision-wide development. 
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6.1 Foundation Design Recommendations 

Based on data obtained from the site and test results from various laboratory tests performed, 

Atlas recommends the following guidelines for the net allowable soil bearing capacity: 

Table 4 — Soil Bearing Capacity 

Footing Depth 

Footings must bear on competent. undisturbed, 
native sandy lean clay soils, sandy silt soils. or 
compacted structural fill. Existing organics materials 
and fill materials (if encountered) must be completely 
removed from below foundation elements. An 
excavation depth of approximately 1 foot bgs should 
be anticipated to expose proper bearing soils.2

ASTM D1557 Net Allowable Soil , 
Subgrade Compaction Bearing Capacity 

Not Required for Native 
Soil 

95% for Structural Fill 

1.500 lbsift2

A'/3 increase is allowable 
for short-term loading. 
which is defined by 
seismic events or 
designed wind speeds. 

l it will be required for Atlas personnel to verify the bearing soil suitability for each structure at the time of construction. 
'Depending on the time of year construction takes place, the subgrade soils may be unstable because of high moisture 
contents. If unstable conditions are encountered, over-excavation and replacement with granular structural fill and/or 
use of geotextiles may be required. 

The following sliding frictional coefficient values should be used: 1) 0.35 for footings bearing on 

native sandy silt, sandy lean clay, or silty sand soils and 2) 0.45 for footings bearing on granular 

structural fill. A passive lateral earth pressure of 320 pounds per square foot per foot (psf/ft) 

should be used for sandy lean clay soils and 349 psf/ft should be used for sandy silt soils. For 

compacted sandy gravel fill, a passive lateral earth pressure of 496 psf/ft should be used. 

Footings should be proportioned to meet either the stated soil bearing capacity or the 2018 IBC 

minimum requirements. Total settlement should be limited to approximately 1 inch, and 
differential settlement should be limited to approximately 1/ 2 inch. Objectionable soil types 

encountered at the bottom of footing excavations should be removed and replaced with structural 

fill. Excessively loose or soft areas that are encountered in the footings subgrade will require 

over-excavation and backfilling with structural fill. To minimize the effects of slight differential 

movement that may occur because of variations in the character of supporting soils and seasonal 

moisture content, Atlas recommends continuous footings be suitably reinforced to make them as 

rigid as possible. For frost protection, the bottom of external footings should be 24 inches below 

finished grade. 

6.2 Foundation Drain Recommendations 

Considering the presence of shallow cemented soils across the site, Atlas recommends that 

foundation drains be installed. The drains should be placed at the footing elevation, sloped at 

least 2 percent, and be directed to suitable discharge points at least 10 feet away from the 

structures. Discharge points should be protected to prevent erosion. 
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6.3 Crawl Space Recommendations 

Considering the presence of shallow cemented soils across the site, all residences constructed 

with crawl spaces should be designed in a manner that will inhibit water in the crawl spaces. Atlas 

recommends that roof drains carry stormwater at least 10 feet away from each residence. Grades 

should be at least 5 percent for a distance of 10 feet away from all residences. In addition, rain 

gutters should be placed around all sides of residences, and backfill around stem walls should be 

placed and compacted in a controlled manner. 

6.4 Floor, Patio, and Garage Slab-on-Grade 

Organic, loose, or obviously compressive materials must be removed prior to placement of 

concrete floors or floor-supporting fill. In addition, the remaining subgrade should be treated in 

accordance with guidelines presented in the Earthwork section. Areas of excessive yielding 

should be excavated and backfilled with structural fill. Fill used to increase the elevation of the 

floor slab should meet requirements detailed in the Structural Fill section. Fill materials must be 

compacted to a minimum 95 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by ASTM D1557. 

A free-draining granular mat should be provided below slabs-on-grade to provide drainage and a 

uniform and stable bearing surface. This should be a minimum of 4 inches in thickness and 

properly compacted. The mat should consist of a sand and gravel mixture, complying with Idaho 

Standards for Public Works Construction (ISPWC) specifications for 3/4-inch (Type 1) crushed 

aggregate. The granular mat should be compacted to no less than 95 percent of the maximum 
dry density as determined by ASTM D1557. A moisture-retarder should be placed beneath floor 

slabs to minimize potential ground moisture effects on moisture-sensitive floor coverings. The 

moisture-retarder should be at least 15-mil in thickness and have a permeance of less than 0.01 

US perms as determined by ASTM E96. Placement of the moisture-retarder will require special 

consideration with regard to effects on the slab-on-grade and should adhere to recommendations 

outlined in the ACI 302.1R and ASTM E1745 publications. Upon request, Atlas can provide 

further consultation regarding installation. 

7. CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS 

Recommendations in this report are based upon structural elements of the project being founded 

on competent. native sandy lean clay soils. sandy silt soils, or compacted structural fill . Structural 

areas should be stripped to an elevation that exposes these soil types. 

7.1 Earthwork 

Excessively organic soils, deleterious materials, or disturbed soils generally undergo high volume 

changes when subjected to loads, which is detrimental to subgrade behavior in the area of 

pavements, floor slabs, structural fills, and foundations. Mature trees, brush, thick grasses, and 
agricultural crops with associated root systems were noted at the time of our investigation. It is 

recommended that organic or disturbed soils, if encountered, be removed to depths of 1 foot 

(minimum). and wasted or stockpiled for later use. However, in areas where trees are/were 
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present, deeper excavation depths should be anticipated. Stripping depths should be adjusted in 

the field to assure that the entire root zone or disturbed zone (plow depths) or topsoil are removed 

prior to placement and compaction of structural fill materials. Exact removal depths should be 

determined during grading operations by Atlas personnel, and should be based upon subgrade 

soil type. composition, and firmness or soil stability. If underground storage tanks, underground 

utilities, wells, or septic systems are discovered during construction activities, they must be 

decommissioned then removed or abandoned in accordance with governing Federal, State, and 

local agencies. Excavations developed as the result of such removal must be backfilled with 

structural fill materials as defined in the Structural Fill section. 

Atlas should oversee subgrade conditions (i.e., moisture content) as well as placement and 

compaction of new fill (if required) after native soils are excavated to design grade. 

Recommendations for structural fill presented in this report can be used to minimize volume 

changes and differential settlements that are detrimental to the behavior of footings, pavements, 

and floor slabs. Sufficient density tests should be performed to properly monitor compaction. For 

structural fill beneath building structures, one in-place density test per lift for every 5,000 square 

feet is recommended. In parking and driveway areas, this can be decreased to one test per lift 

for every 10,000 square feet. 

7.2 Dry Weather 

If construction is to be conducted during dry seasonal conditions, many problems associated with 

soft soils may be avoided. However, some rutting of subgrade soils may be induced by shallow 

groundwater conditions related to springtime runoff or irrigation activities during late summer 

through early fall. Solutions to problems associated with soft subgrade soils are outlined in the 

Soft Subgrade Soils section. Problems may also arise because of lack of moisture in native and 

fill soils at time of placement. This will require the addition of water to achieve near-optimum 

moisture levels. Low-cohesion soils exposed in excavations may become friable, increasing 

chances of sloughing or caving. Measures to control excessive dust should be considered as 

part of the overall health and safety management plan. 

7.3 Wet Weather 

If construction is to be conducted during wet seasonal conditions (commonly from mid-November 

through May), problems associated with soft soils must be considered as part of the construction 

plan. During this time of year, fine-grained soils such as silts and clays will become unstable with 

increased moisture content, and eventually deform or rut. Additionally, constant low temperatures 

reduce the possibility of drying soils to near optimum conditions. 

7.4 Soft Subgrade Soils 

Shallow fine-grained subgrade soils that are high in moisture content should be expected to pump 

and rut under construction traffic. During periods of wet weather, construction may become very 

difficult if not impossible. The following recommendations and options have been included for 

dealing with soft subgrade conditions: 
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• Track-mounted vehicles should be used to strip the subgrade of root matter and other 
deleterious debris. Heavy rubber-tired equipment should be prohibited from operating 
directly on the native subgrade and areas in which structural fill materials have been 
placed. Construction traffic should be restricted to designated roadways that do not cross, 
or cross on a limited basis, proposed roadway or parking areas. 

® Soft areas can be over-excavated and replaced with granular structural fill. 

• Construction roadways on soft subgrade soils should consist of a minimum 2-foot 
thickness of large cobbles of 4 to 6 inches in diameter with sufficient sand and fines to fill 
voids. Construction entrances should consist of a 6-inch thickness of clean, 2-inch 
minimum, angular drain-rock and must be a minimum of 10 feet wide and 30 to 50 feet 
long. During the construction process. top dressing of the entrance may be required for 
maintenance. 

• Scarification and aeration of subgrade soils can be employed to reduce the moisture 
content of wet subgrade soils. After stripping is complete, the exposed subgrade should 
be ripped or disked to a depth of 11/2 feet and allowed to air dry for 2 to 4 weeks. Further 
disking should be performed on a weekly basis to aid the aeration process. 

Alternative soil stabilization methods include use of geotextiles. lime, and cement 
stabilization. Atlas is available to provide recommendations and guidelines at your 
request. 

7.5 Frozen Subgrade Soils 

Prior to placement of structural fill materials or foundation elements, frozen subgrade soils must 

either be allowed to thaw or be stripped to depths that expose non-frozen soils and wasted or 

stockpiled for later use. Stockpiled materials must be allowed to thaw and return to near-optimal 

conditions prior to use as structural fill. 

The onsite, shallow clayey and silty soils are susceptible to frost heave during freezing 

temperatures. For exterior flatwork and other structural elements, adequate drainage away from 

subgrades is critical. Compaction and use of structural fill will also help to mitigate the potential 

for frost heave. Complete removal of frost susceptible soils for the full frost depth, followed by 

replacement with a non-frost susceptible structural fill, can also be used to mitigate the potential 

for frost heave. Atlas is available to provide further guidance/assistance upon request. 

7.6 Structural Fill 

Soils recommended for use as structural fill are those classified as GW, GP, SW, and SP in 

accordance with the Unified Soil Classification System (USCS) (ASTM D2487). Use of silty soils 

(USCS designation of GM, SM, and ML) as structural fill may be acceptable. However, use of 

silty soils (GM, SM, and ML) as structural fill below footings is prohibited. These materials require 

very high moisture contents for compaction and require a long time to dry out if natural moisture 

contents are too high and may also be susceptible to frost heave under certain conditions. 

Therefore, these materials can be quite difficult to work with as moisture content, lift thickness, 

and compactive effort becomes difficult to control. If silty soil is used for structural fill, lift 

thicknesses should not exceed 6 inches (loosel, and fill material moisture must be closely 
monitored at both the working elevation and the elevations of materials already placed. Following 
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placement, silty soils must be protected from degradation resulting from construction traffic or 
subsequent construction. 

Recommended granular structural fill materials, those classified as GW, GP, SW, and SP, should 
consist of a 6-inch minus select, clean, granular soil with no more than 50 percent oversize 
(greater than 3/4-inch) material and no more than 12 percent fines (passing No. 200 sieve). These 
fill materials should be placed in layers not to exceed 12 inches in loose thickness. Prior to 
placement of structural fill materials, surfaces must be prepared as outlined in the Construction 
Considerations section. Structural fill material should be moisture-conditioned to achieve 
optimum moisture content prior to compaction. For structural fill below footings, areas of 
compacted backfill must extend outside the perimeter of the footings for a distance equal to the 
thickness of fill between the bottom of foundation and underlying soils, or 5 feet, whichever is less. 
All fill materials must be monitored during placement and tested to confirm compaction 
requirements, outlined below, have been achieved. 

Each layer of structural fill must be compacted, as outlined below: 

Below Structures and Rigid Pavements: A minimum of 95 percent of the maximum dry 
density as determined by ASTM D1557. 

Below Flexible Pavements: A minimum of 92 percent of the maximum dry density as 
determined by ASTM D1557 or 95 percent of the maximum dry density as determined by 
ASTM D698. 

The ASTM D1557 test method must be used for samples containing up to 40 percent oversize 
(greater than 3/4-inch) particles. If material contains more than 40 percent but less than 50 percent 
oversize particles, compaction of fill must be confirmed by proof rolling each lift with a 10-ton 
vibratory roller (or equivalent) until the maximum density has been achieved. Density testing must 
be performed after each proof rolling pass until the in-place density test results indicate a drop (or 
no increase) in the dry density, defined as maximum density or "break over" point. The number 
of required passes should be used as the requirements on the remainder of fill placement. 
Material should contain sufficient fines to fill void spaces, and must not contain more than 50 
percent oversize particles. 

7.7 Backfill of Walls 

Backfill materials must conform to the requirements of structural fill , as defined in this report. For 
wall heights greater than 2.5 feet, the maximum material size should not exceed 4 inches in 
diameter. Placing oversized material against rigid surfaces interferes with proper compaction, 
and can induce excessive point loads on walls. Backfill shall not commence until the wall has 
gained sufficient strength to resist placement and compaction forces. Further, retaining walls 
above 2.5 feet in height shall be backfilled in a manner that will limit the potential for damage from 
compaction methods and/or equipment. It is recommended that only small hand-operated 
compaction equipment be used for compaction of backfill within a horizontal distance equal to the 
height of the wall, measured from the back face of the wall. 
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Backfill should be compacted in accordance with the specifications for structural fill, except in 
those areas where it is determined that future settlement is not a concern, such as planter areas. 
In nonstructural areas, backfill must be compacted to a firm and unyielding condition. 

7.8 Excavations 

Shallow excavations that do not exceed 4 feet in depth may be constructed with side slopes 

approaching vertical. Below this depth, it is recommended that slopes be constructed in 

accordance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations, Section 

1926, Subpart P. Based on these regulations, on-site soils are classified as type "C.' soil, and as 

such, excavations within these soils should be constructed at a maximum slope of 11/2 feet 

horizontal to 1 foot vertical (11A:1) for excavations up to 20 feet in height. Excavations in excess 
of 20 feet will require additional analysis. Note that these slope angles are considered stable for 

short-term conditions only, and will not be stable for long-term conditions. 

During the subsurface exploration, test pit sidewalls generally exhibited little indication of collapse. 

For deep excavations, native granular sediments cannot be expected to remain in position. These 

materials are prone to failure and may collapse, thereby undermining upper soil layers. This is 

especially true when excavations approach depths near the water table. Care must be taken to 

ensure that excavations are properly backfilled in accordance with procedures outlined in this 

report. 

7.9 Groundwater Control 

Groundwater was not encountered during the investigation and is anticipated to be below the 

depth of most construction. Special precautions may be required for control of surface runoff and 
subsurface seepage. It is recommended that runoff be directed away from open excavations. 

Silty and clayey soils may become soft and pump if subjected to excessive traffic during time of 

surface runoff. Ponded water in construction areas should be drained through methods such as 

trenching, sloping, crowning grades, nightly smooth drum rolling, or installing a French drain 

system. Additionally, temporary or permanent driveway sections should be constructed if 

extended wet weather is forecasted. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Based on the subsurface conditions encountered during this investigation and available 

information regarding the proposed development, the site is adequate for the planned 
construction. When plans and specifications are complete, and it significant changes are made 

in the character or location of the proposed development, consultation with Atlas must be 

arranged as supplementary recommendations may be required. Suitability of subgrade soils and 
compaction of structural fill materials must be verified by Atlas personnel prior to placement of 

structural elements. Additionally, monitoring and testing should be performed to verify that 

suitable materials are used for structural fill and that proper placement and compaction techniques 

are utilized. 
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Appendix I WARRANTY AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

Atlas warrants that findings and conclusions contained herein have been formulated in 

accordance with generally accepted professional engineering practice in the fields of foundation 

engineering, soil mechanics, and engineering geology only for the site and project described in 

this report. These engineering methods have been developed to provide the client with 

information regarding apparent or potential engineering conditions relating to the site within the 

scope cited above and are necessarily limited to conditions observed at the time of the site visit 

and research. Field observations and research reported herein are considered sufficient in detail 

and scope to form a reasonable basis for the purposes cited above. 

Exclusive Use 

This report was prepared for exclusive use of the property owner(s), at the time of the 

report, and their retained design consultants ("Client"). Conclusions and recommendations 

presented in this report are based on the agreed-upon scope of work outlined in this report 

together with the Contract for Professional Services between the Client and Atlas Technical 

Consultants ("Consultant"). Use or misuse of this report, or reliance upon findings hereof, by 

parties other than the Client is at their own risk. Neither Client nor Consultant make representation 

of warranty to such other parties as to accuracy or completeness of this report or suitability of its 

use by such other parties for purposes whatsoever, known or unknown, to Client or Consultant. 

Neither Client nor Consultant shall have liability to indemnify or hold harmless third parties for 

losses incurred by actual or purported use or misuse of this report. No other warranties are 
implied or expressed. 

Report Recommendations are Limited and Subject to Misinterpretation 

There is a distinct possibility that conditions may exist that could not be identified within the scope 

of the investigation or that were not apparent during our site investigation. Findings of this report 

are limited to data collected from noted explorations advanced and do not account for unidentified 

fill zones, unsuitable soil types or conditions, and variability in soil moisture and groundwater 

conditions. To avoid possible misinterpretations of findings, conclusions, and implications of this 

report, Atlas should be retained to explain the report contents to other design professionals as 

well as construction professionals. 

Since actual subsurface conditions on the site can only be verified by earthwork, note that 

construction recommendations are based on general assumptions from selective observations 

and selective field exploratory sampling. Upon commencement of construction, such conditions 

may be identified that require corrective actions, and these required corrective actions may impact 

the project budget. Therefore, construction recommendations in this report should be considered 

preliminary, and Atlas should be retained to observe actual subsurface conditions during 

earthwork construction activities to provide additional construction recommendations as needed. 
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Since geotechnical reports are subject to misinterpretation, do not separate the soil logs from the 

report. Rather, provide a copy of, or authorize for their use. the complete report to other design 

professionals or contractors. Locations of exploratory sites referenced within this report should 

be considered approximate locations only. For more accurate locations, services of a 

professional land surveyor are recommended. 

This report is also limited to information available at the time it was prepared. In the event 

additional information is provided to Atlas following publication of our report, it will be forwarded 

to the client for evaluation in the form received. 

Environmental Concerns 

Comments in this report concerning either onsite conditions or observations, including soil 

appearances and odors. are provided as general information. These comments are not intended 

to describe. quantify, or evaluate environmental concerns or situations. Since personnel, skills. 

procedures, standards, and equipment differ, a geotechnical investigation report is not intended 

to substitute for a geoenvironmental investigation or a Phase II/II I Environmental Site 

Assessment. If environmental services are needed, Atlas can provide, via a separate contract, 

those personnel who are trained to investigate and delineate soil and water contamination. 
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Appendix IV GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-1 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.4 

Latitude: 43.513370 
Longitude: -116.493220 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 6.1 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and Sample 
Sediment Classification Type 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

Lab 
Test ID 

1.4-6.1 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, slightly moist, stiff to 
very stiff, with fine to medium-grained sand. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 6.1 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
Infiltration testing conducted at a depth of 6.1 feet bgs. 

Test Pit Log #: TP-2 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.6 

Latitude: 43.513919 
Longitude: -116.493232 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 9.2 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

Lab 
Test ID 

1.6-9.2 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, slightly moist, stiff to 
hard, with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
3.5 to 9.2 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 9.2 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-3 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.3 

Latitude: 43.514004 
Longitude: -116.492150 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 8.4 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

Lab
Test ID; 

1.3-8.4 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, slightly moist, stiff to 
hard, with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
2.8 to 8.4 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 8.4 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 

Test Pit Log #: TP-4 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.2 

Latitude: 43.514769 
Longitude: -116.492048 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 4.5 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

1.2-4.5 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, slightly moist. very 
stiff to hard, with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation 
throughout. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 4.5 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-5 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.4 

Latitude: 43.515734 
Longitude: -116.491675 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 5.1 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

Lab 
Test ID 

1.4-5.1 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, dry, stiff to hard, with 
fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
2.9 to 5.1 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 5.1 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
Infiltration testing conducted at a depth of 5.1 feet bgs. 

Test Pit Log #: TP-6 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Latitude: 43.514699 
Longitude: -116.490435 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 9.2 feet bgs 

Depth Field Description and USCS Soil and Sample Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Sediment Classification Type (feet bgs) 

0.0-1.2 

1.2-9.2 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown. dry, stiff to hard, with 
fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
3.3 to 9.2 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 9.2 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
Infiltration testing conducted at a depth of 9.2 feet bgs. 

Qp 

0.75 

Lab 
Test ID 
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C 

GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-7 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.5 

Latitude: 43.514023 
Longitude: -116.490859 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 6.6 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and Sample Sample Depth 
Sediment Classification Type (feet bgs) 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a 
depth of 1 foot bgs. 

GS 1.0-1.5 

Qp 

0.75 A 

1.5-6.6 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown. dry, stiff to hard, 
with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation 
from 3.1 to 6.6 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 6.6 
feet bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 

Lab Test ID Moisture (%) LL 

A 16.3 31 

Test Pit Log #: TP-8 
Date Advanced: November 8. 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.4 

PI 

9 

Sieve Analysis (% Passing) 

#4 #10 #40 #100 

99 98 95 90 

Latitude: 43.513284 
Longitude: -116.491078 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 8.9 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample Sample Depth 
Type (feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

#200 

77.9 

Lab 
Test ID 

1.4-8.9 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, dry. stiff to hard, with 
fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
2.8 to 8.9 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 8.6 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-9 
Date Advanced: November 8. 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Latitude: 43.515059 
Longitude: -116.489707 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 11.6 feet bgs 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.6 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) 

Qp Test 

0.75 

Lab
ID. 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material to a depth of 1 foot bgs. 

1.6-10.0 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, dry, very stiff, with fine 
to coarse-grained sand. 
--Moderate calcium carbonate cementation 
from 6.9 to 10.0 feet bgs. 

10.0-11.6 

Sandy Lean Clay (CL): Brown, dry, hard, with 
fine to medium-grained sand. 
--Refusal on indurated clay at a depth of 11.6 
feet bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
Piezometer installed to a depth of 11.6 feet bgs. 

Test Pit Log #: TP-10 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.4 

Latitude: 43.516354 
Longitude: -116.487011 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 8.1 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and Sample 
Sediment Classification Type 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

1.4-8.1 

Sandy Silt (ML): Light brown, dry, very stiff to 
hard, with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Moderate calcium carbonate cementation 
throughout. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 8.1 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-11 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.8 

Latitude: 43.515509 
Longitude: -116.487674 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 10.4 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample Sample Depth Lab 
Type (feet bgs) Qp Test ID 

Bulk 1.0-1.5 0.75 R-value 

1.8-10.4 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, dry, very stiff to hard, 
with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation 
throughout. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 10.4 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 

Test Pit Log #: TP-12 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bg 

0.0-1.3 

Latitude: 43.515085 
Longitude: -116.488617 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 10.4 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

Lab 
Test ID 

Sandy Silt (ML): Light brown, dry to slightly 
moist, stiff to hard, with fine to coarse-grained 
sand. 

1.3-10.4 --Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
2.5 to 10.4 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 10.4 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-13 
Date Advanced: November 8. 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Latitude: 43.514232 
Longitude: -116.489891 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 13.8 feet bgs 

. Depth 
(feet bgs) 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) 

Q 
P 

Lab 
Test ID 

0.0-1.3 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff. with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

0.75 

1.3-11.5 

Sandy Silt (ML): Light brown, dry, very stiff to 
hard. with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
5.7 to 11.5 feet bgs. 

11.5-13.8 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, hard. with fine to medium-grained sand. 
--Refusal on indurated clay at a depth of 13.8 
feet bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 

Test Pit Log #: TP-14 
Date Advanced: November 8. 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.9 

Latitude: 43 513946 
Longitude: -116.489470 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 9.6 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, medium stiff, with fine to medium-
grained sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample 
:,Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

0.75 

Lab 
Test ID 

1.9-9.6 

Sandy Silt (ML): Light brown, dry, stiff to hard, 
with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
4.4 to 9.6 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 9.6 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
Infiltration testing conducted at a depth of 9.6 feet bgs. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-15 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Latitude: 43.514030 
Longitude: -116.488480 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 10.3 feet bgs 

Depth Field Description and USCS Soil and Sample Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Sediment Classification Type (feet bgs) 

0.0-2.4 

2.4-10.3 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, very stiff, with fine to medium-grained 
sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sandy Siit (ML): Light brown to brown, dry, 
very stiff to hard, with fine to coarse-grained 
sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation from 
4.6 to 10.3 feet bgs. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 10.3 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 

Test Pit Log #: TP-16 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.1 

Qp 

2.25 

Latitude: 43.514700 
Longitude: -116.487201 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 4.9 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown. slightly 
moist, very stiff, with fine to medium-grained 
sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

3.5 

Lab 
Test ID 

Lab 
Test ID 

1.1-4.9 

Sandy Silt (ML): Brown, dry, very stiff to hard, 
with fine to coarse-grained sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation 
throughout. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 4.9 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
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GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATION TEST PIT LOG 

Test Pit Log #: TP-17 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Latitude: 43.514012 
Longitude: -116.486229 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 10.3 feet bgs 

Depth Field Description and USCS Soil and Sample 
feet bgs) Sediment Classification Type 

0.0-1.9 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, very stiff, with fine to medium-grained 
sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

3.5 

Lab 
Test ID 

1.9-10.3 

Sandy Silt (ML): Light brown to brown, dry, 
very stiff to hard, with fine to coarse-grained 
sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation 
throughout. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 10.3 feet 
bgs. 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 

Test Pit Log #: TP-18 
Date Advanced: November 8, 2021 
Excavated by: Turn of the Century Homes 
Logged by: Bryar Jensen, El 

Depth 
(feet bgs) 

0.0-1.7 

Latitude: 43.515035 
Longitude: -116.486296 
Depth to Water Table: Not Encountered 
Total Depth: 8.9 feet bgs 

Field Description and USCS Soil and 
Sediment Classification 

Lean Clay with Sand (CL): Brown, slightly 
moist, very stiff, with fine to medium-grained 
sand. 
--Organic material and plow zones to a depth 
of 1 foot bgs. 

Sample 
Type 

Sample Depth 
(feet bgs) Qp 

2.5 

Lab 
Test ID 

1.7-8.9 

Sandy Silt (ML): Light brown to brown, dry, 
very stiff to hard, with fine to coarse-grained 
sand. 
--Weak calcium carbonate cementation 
throughout. 
--Refusal on basalt rock at a depth of 8.9 feet 
bgs. 

GS 8.0-8.5 B 

Notes: See Site Map for test pit location. 
Infiltration testing conducted at a depth of 8.9 feet bgs. 

rb13 Test ID 

B 

Moisture (%) LL 

24.1 NP 

PI 

NP 

Sieve Analysis (% Passing) 

#4 #10 #40 #100 #200 

86 83 81 80 69.6 
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Appendix V GEOTECHNICAL GENERAL NOTES 

Major Divisions 
Unified 

Symbol 
Soil Classification Systema„ 

Soil Descriptions 

Coarse- 
Grained 
Soils < 

50°/0 
passes 
No.200 
sieve 

, 
Gravel & 

Gravelly Soils 
< 50% 
coarse 

GW Well-graded gravels; gravel/sand mixtures with little or no fines 
GP Poorly-graded gravels; gravel/sand mixtures with little or no fines 
GM Silty gravels; poorly-graded gravel/sand/silt mixtures 
GC Clayey gravels; poorly-graded gravel/sand/clay mixtures 

Sand & Sandy 
Soils > 50% 

coarse 
fraction 

SW Well-graded sands; gravelly sands with little or no fines 
SP Poorly-graded sands; gravelly sands with little or no fines 
SM Silty sands: poorly-graded sand/gravel/silt mixtures 
SC Clayey sands; poorly-graded sand/gravel/clay mixtures 

Fine- 
Grained 
Soils > 

50% 
passes 
No.200 
sieve 

Silts & Clays 
LL < 50 

ML Inorganic silts: sandy, gravelly or clayey silts 
CL Lean clays; inorganic, gravelly, sandy, or silty, low to medium-

plasticity clays 
OL Organic, low-plasticity clays and silts 

Silts & Clays 
LL > 50 

MH Inorganic, elastic silts; sandy, gravelly or clayey elastic silts 
CH Fat clays; high-plasticity. inorganic clays 
OH Organic, medium to high-plasticity clays and silts 

Highly Organic Soils PT Peat, humus, hydric soils with high organic content 

Relative Density 
Classification 

Coarse-Grained Soils 

and Consistency 
 .._._ __._.

SPT Blow Counts (N) 
Very Loose: < 4 

Loose: 4-10 
Medium Dense: 10-30 

Dense: 30-50 
Very Dense: > 50 

Fine-Grained Soils SPT Blow Counts (N) 
Very Soft: < 2 

Soft: 2-4 
Medium Stiff: 4-8 

Stiff: 8-15 
Very Stiff: 15-30 

Hard: > 30 

Particle 
Boulders: 

Size 
> 12 in. 

Cobbles: 12 to 3 in. 
Gravel: 3 in. to 5 mm 
Coarse-Grained Sand: 5 to 0.6 mm 
Medium-Grained Sand: 0.6 to 0.2 mm 
Fine-Grained Sand: 0.2 to 0.075 mm 
Silts: 0.075 to 0.005 mm 
Clays: < 0.005 mm 

Moisture 

Description 

Content and Cementation 
Classification 

Field Test 
Dry Absence of moisture, dry to touch 
Slightly Moist Damp, but no visible moisture 
Moist Visible moisture 
Wet Visible free water 
Saturated Soil is usuay below water table 

Description Field Test 
Weak Crumbles or breaks with handling or 

slight finger pressure 
Moderate Crumbles or breaks with 

considerable finger pressure 
Strong Will not crumble or break with finger 

pressure 

Acronym List 
GS grab sample 
LL Liquid Limit 
M moisture content 
NP non-plastic 
PI Plasticity Index 
0-.; penetrometer value, unconfined compressive 

strength, tsf 
V vane value, ultimate shearing strength, tsf 
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Important Information about This 

Geotechnical-Engine 
• erin g Report 

Subsurface problems are a principal cause of construction delays, cost overruns, claims, and disputes. 

While you cannot eliminate all such risks, you can manage them. The following information is provided to help. 

The Geoprofessional Business Association (GBA) 
has prepared this advisory to help you — assumedly 
a client representative — interpret and apply this 
geotechnical-engineering report as effectively as 
possible. In that way, you can benefit from a lowered 
exposure to problems associated with subsurface 
conditions at project sites and development of 
them that, for decades, have been a principal cause 
of construction delays, cost overruns, claims, 
and disputes. If you have questions or want more 
information about any of the issues discussed herein, 
contact your GBA-member geotechnical engineer. 
Active engagement in GBA exposes geotechnical 
engineers to a wide array of risk-confrontation 
techniques that can be of genuine benefit for 
everyone involved with a construction project. 

Understand the Geotechnical-Engineering Services 
Provided for this Report 
Geotechnical-engineering services typically include the planning, 
collection, interpretation, and analysis of exploratory data from 
widely spaced borings and/or test pits. Field data are combined 
with results from laboratory tests of soil and rock samples obtained 
from field exploration (if applicable), observations made during site 
reconnaissance, and historical information to form one or more models 
of the expected subsurface conditions beneath the site. Local geology 
and alterations of the site surface and subsurface by previous and 
proposed construction are also important considerations. Geotechnical 
engineers apply their engineering training, experience, and judgment 
to adapt the requirements of the prospective project to the subsurface 
model(s). Estimates are made of the subsurface conditions that 
will likely be exposed during construction as well as the expected 
performance of foundations and other structures being planned and/or 
affected by construction activities. 

The culmination of these geotechnical-engineering services is typically a 
geotechnical-engineering report providing the data obtained, a discussion 
of the subsurface model(s), the engineering and geologic engineering 
assessments and analyses made, and the recommendations developed 
to satisfy the given requirements of the project. These reports may be 
titled investigations, explorations, studies, assessments, or evaluations. 
Regardless of the title used, the geotechnical-engineering report is an 
engineering interpretation of the subsurface conditions within the context 
of the project and does not represent a close examination, systematic 
inquiry, or thorough investigation of all site and subsurface conditions. 

Geotechnical-Engineering Services are Performed 
for Specific Purposes, Persons, and Projects, 
and At Specific Times 
Geotechnical engineers structure their services to meet the specific 
needs, goals, and risk management preferences of their clients. A 
geotechnical-engineering study conducted for a given civil engineer 

will not likely meet the needs of a civil-works constructor or even a 
different civil engineer. Because each geotechnical-engineering study 
is unique, each geotechnical-engineering report is unique, prepared 
solely for the client. 

Likewise, geotechnical-engineering services are performed for a specific 
project and purpose. For example, it is unlikely that a geotechnical-
engineering study for a refrigerated warehouse will be the same as 
one prepared for a parking garage; and a few borings drilled during 
a preliminary study to evaluate site feasibility will not be adequate to 
develop geotechnical design recommendations for the project. 

Do not rely on this report if your geotechnical engineer prepared it: 
• for a different client; 
• for a different project or purpose; 
• for a different site (that may or may not include all or a portion of 

the original site); or 
• before important events occurred at the site or adjacent to it; 

e.g., man-made events like construction or environmental 
remediation, or natural events like floods, droughts, earthquakes, 
or groundwater fluctuations. 

Note, too, the reliability of a geotechnical-engineering report can 
be affected by the passage of time, because of factors like changed 
subsurface conditions; new or modified codes, standards, or 
regulations; or new techniques or tools. If you are the least bit uncertain 
about the continued reliability of this report, contact your geotechnical 
engineer before applying the recommendations in it. A minor amount 
of additional testing or analysis after the passage of time - if any is 
required at all - could prevent major problems. 

Read this Report in Full 
Costly problems have occurred because those relying on a geotechnical-
engineering report did not read the report in its entirety. Do not rely on 
an executive summary. Do not read selective elements only. Read and 
refer to the report in full. 

You Need to Inform Your Geotechnical Engineer 
About Change 
Your geotechnical engineer considered unique, project-specific factors 
when developing the scope of study behind this report and developing 
the confirmation-dependent recommendations the report conveys. 
Typical changes that could erode the reliability of this report include 
those that affect: 

• the site's size or shape; 
• the elevation, configuration, location, orientation, 

function or weight of the proposed structure and 
the desired performance criteria; 

• the composition of the design team; or 
• project ownership. 

As a general rule, always inform your geotechnical engineer of project 
or site changes - even minor ones - and request an assessment of their 
impact. The geotechnical engineer who prepared this report cannot accept 



responsibility or liability for problems that arise because the geotechnical 
engineer was not informed about developments the engineer otherwise 
would have considered. 

Most of the "Findings" Related in This Report 
Are Professional Opinions 
Before construction begins, geotechnical engineers explore a site's 
subsurface using various sampling and testing procedures. Geotechnical 
engineers can observe actual subsurface conditions only at those specific 
locations where sampling and testing is performed. The data derived from 
that sampling and testing were reviewed by your geotechnical engineer, 
who then applied professional judgement to form opinions about 
subsurface conditions throughout the site. Actual sitewide-subsurface 
conditions may differ - maybe significantly - from those indicated in 
this report. Confront that risk by retaining your geotechnical engineer 
to serve on the design team through project completion to obtain 
informed guidance quickly, whenever needed. 

This Report's Recommendations Are 
Confirmation-Dependent 
The recommendations included in this report - including any options or 
alternatives - are confirmation-dependent. In other words, they are Lot 
final, because the geotechnical engineer who developed them relied heavily 
on judgement and opinion to do so. Your geotechnical engineer can finalize 
the recommendations only after observing actual subsurface conditions 
exposed during construction. If through observation your geotechnical 
engineer confirms that the conditions assumed to exist actually do exist, 
the recommendations can be relied upon, assuming no other changes have 
occurred. The geotechnical engineer who prepared this report cannot assume 
responsibility or liability for confirmation-dependent recommendations if you 
fail to retain that engineer to perform construction observation. 

This Report Could Be Misinterpreted 
Other design professionals' misinterpretation of geotechnical-
engineering reports has resulted in costly problems. Confront that risk 
by having your geotechnical engineer serve as a continuing member of 
the design team, to: 

• confer with other design-team members; 
• help develop specifications; 
• review pertinent elements of other design professionals' plans and 

specifications; and 
• be available whenever geotechnical-engineering guidance is needed. 

You should also confront the risk of constructors misinterpreting this 
report. Do so by retaining your geotechnical engineer to participate in 
prebid and preconstruction conferences and to perform construction-
phase observations. 

Give Constructors a Complete Report and Guidance 
Some owners and design professionals mistakenly believe they can shift 
unanticipated-subsurface-conditions liability to constructors by limiting 
the information they provide for bid preparation. To help prevent 
the costly, contentious problems this practice has caused, include the 
complete geotechnical-engineering report, along with any attachments 
or appendices, with your contract documents, but be certain to note 

conspicuously that you've included the material for information purposes 
only. To avoid misunderstanding, you may also want to note that 
"informational purposes" means constructors have no right to rely on 
the interpretations, opinions, conclusions, or recommendations in the 
report. Be certain that constructors know they may learn about specific 
project requirements, including options selected from the report, only 
from the design drawings and specifications. Remind constructors 
that they may perform their own studies if they want to, and be sure to 
allow enough time to permit them to do so. Only then might you be in 
a position to give constructors the information available to you, while 
requiring them to at least share some of the financial responsibilities 
stemming from unanticipated conditions. Conducting prebid and 
preconstruction conferences can also be valuable in this respect. 

Read Responsibility Provisions Closely 
Some client representatives, design professionals, and constructors do 
not realize that geotechnical engineering is far less exact than other 
engineering disciplines. This happens in part because soil and rock on 
project sites are typically heterogeneous and not manufactured materials 
with well-defined engineering properties like steel and concrete. That 
lack of understanding has nurtured unrealistic expectations that have 
resulted in disappointments, delays, cost overruns, claims, and disputes. 
To confront that risk, geotechnical engineers commonly include 
explanatory provisions in their reports. Sometimes labeled "limitations," 
many of these provisions indicate where geotechnical engineers' 
responsibilities begin and end, to help others recognize their own 
responsibilities and risks. Read these provisions closely. Ask questions. 
Your geotechnical engineer should respond fully and frankly. 

Geoenvironmental Concerns Are l Covered Covered 
The personnel, equipment, and techniques used to perform an 
environmental study - e.g., a "phase-one" or "phase-two" environmental 
site assessment - differ significantly from those used to perform a 
geotechnical-engineering study. For that reason, a geotechnical-engineering 
report does not usually provide environmental findings, condusions, or 
recommendations; e.g., about the likelihood of encountering underground 
storage tanks or regulated contaminants. Unanticipated subsurface 
environmental problems have led to project failures. If you have not 
obtained your own environmental information about the project site, 
ask your geotechnical consultant for a recommendation on how to find 
environmental risk-management guidance. 

Obtain Professional Assistance to Deal with 
Moisture Infiltration and Mold 
While your geotechnical engineer may have addressed groundwater, 
water infiltration, or similar issues in this report, the engineer's 
services were not designed, conducted, or intended to prevent 
migration of moisture - including water vapor - from the soil 
through building slabs and walls and into the building interior, where 
it can cause mold growth and material-performance deficiencies. 
Accordingly, proper implementation of the geotechnical engineer's 
recommendations will not of itself be sufficient to prevent 
moisture infiltration. Confront the risk of moisture infiltration by 
including building-envelope or mold specialists on the design team. 
Geotechnical engineers are not building-envelope or mold specialists. 
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SOIL CAPABILITY CLASS SOIL CAPABILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE ACREAGE PERCENTAGE

2 BEST SUITED SOIL 10802.88 0.25 0.56%

3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 1367435.52 31.39 71.46%

2 BEST SUITED SOIL 353271.60 8.11 18.46%

3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 182037.24 4.18 9.51%

3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 0.00 0.00 0.00%

1913547.24 43.93 100%

SOIL NAME FARMLAND TYPE SQUARE FOOTAGE ACREAGE PERCENTAGE

PpA Prime farmland if irrigated 10802.88 0.25 0.56%

PoB Prime farmland if irrigated 1367435.52 31.39 71.46%

PoA Prime farmland if irrigated 353271.60 8.11 18.46%

PeB Prime farmland if irrigated 182037.24 4.18 9.51%

PpB Prime farmland if irrigated 0.00 0.00 0.00%

1913547.24 43.93 100%

SOIL REPORT

FARMLAND REPORT

SOIL INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE USDA's CANYON COUNTY SOIL SURVEY OF 2018
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NUMBER OF SUBS ACRES IN SUB NUMBER OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE

13 484.27 146 3.32

NUMBER OF SUBS IN PLATTING ACRES IN SUB NUMBER OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE

2 158.14 95 1.66

NUMBER OF LOTS NOTIFIED AVERAGE MEDIAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM

47 5.35 4.88 1.00 17.54

NUMBER OF MOBILE HOME PARKS ACRES IN MHP NUMBER OF SITES AVG HOMES PER ACRE MAXIMUM

Label LOCATION ACRES NO. OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE CITY OF… Year

1 2N1W07 80.81 24 3.37 COUNTY (Canyon) 1990

2 2N1W08 10.03 3 3.34 COUNTY (Canyon) 2002

3 2N1W08 4.38 3 1.46 COUNTY (Canyon) 1971

4 2N1W08 34.72 12 2.89 COUNTY (Canyon) 2002

5 2N1W18 32.88 5 6.58 COUNTY (Canyon) 1999

6 2N1W08 70.11 14 5.01 COUNTY (Canyon) 1990

7 2N1W08 23.89 30 0.80 COUNTY (Canyon) 1972

8 2N1W08 63.88 20 3.19 COUNTY (Canyon) 1976

9 2N1W08 40.06 12 3.34 COUNTY (Canyon) 1973

10 2N1W08 73.50 10 7.35 COUNTY (Canyon) 2007

11 2N2W13 17.97 3 5.99 COUNTY (Canyon) 2008

12 2N1W17 31.55 9 3.51 COUNTY (Canyon) 2004

13 2N1W08 0.50 1 0.50 Canyon County 2019

ACRES NO. OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE

114.21 27 4.23

43.93 68 0.65

SITE ADDRESS ACRES NO. OF SPACES UNITS PER ACRE CITY OF…

SUBDIVISIONS IN PLATTING

SUBDIVISION & LOT REPORT

HARD ROCK RIDGE SUB NO 2

AUSSIE ACRES SUB

M & M MOUNTAIN VIEW ACRES NO. 2

ELKHORN ESTATES

HENRY HEIGHTS SUB

M & M MOUNTAIN VIEW ACRES

MAMER SUB

MC FARLAND SUB

HOLADAY ACRES SUB

SUBDIVISION NAME

ROBINSON RANCHETTES

TEN AKRE WOODS

THOMPSON'S #1 AMEND

WRIGHT LANE RANCHES

PLATTED SUBDIVISIONS

Shoshone Falls

MOBILE HOME & RV PARKS

Haven Creek

SUBDIVISION NAME

SUBDIVISION NAME
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Archived: Sunday, October 22, 2023 11:53:33 PM
From: suemarostica@gmail.com 
Mail received time: Fri, 13 Oct 2023 12:19:09
Sent: Fri, 13 Oct 2023 12:18:58 
To: Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov Michelle Barron 
Cc: 'Victor Rodriguez' 'Dale Reynolds' Greg McPherson adam@seoidaho.com Alan & Lynne Caba Alex & Trent DeYoung
Bette Stom Brandon Richards Claudia Haynes Curtis Kessel Darin & Christy Buttars Darlene Gans dawanekharris@gmail.com
Derek Kisler dewighthigel@yahoo.com Doug & Cindy Teusher Evelyn Copado Frank & Laura Wallace Gary Geyer Gretta &
Jonathan Buehler heathermbenson1@gmail.com Janne & Greg Goetz jefflarsen01@gmail.com Jennifer & Tony Senn Joe
Mackenzie Karen & Lee Nichols Katie Clouss Ken & Linda Nungesser Ken Cathcart Keri Smith Larry Peterson Linda Emry
Lonny Reiber Luis & Irene Chavolla Mariko Fisher Mark Hadley Mike & Carol Locknane Mike Benson Patricia Stilwell Peter
& Shari Francois Randy & Sherry Wolske Ray Moore Rick Bell Roxanne Geyer Roy & Debbie Gallagher Russ & Lori Johnson
Sam Nelson Sheila Minic Steve & Susan Low Susan Thomas Zahradnicek Tiana Kisler Tom & Lillie Rogers Victor Marostica 
Subject: [External] Case No. CR2022-0005: Written Testimony opposing this conditional rezoning and development. 
Importance: Normal
Sensitivity: None
Attachments:
Canyon County Commissioners 11_2_2023 - Google Docs.pdf;

Dear Michelle,

Please accept the attached Canyon County Commissioners 11_2_2023 Document as written testimony opposing the conditional
rezoning and development.

\~

Thank you for your assistance.

\~

Sue

\~

Sue Marostica

suemarostica@gmail.com

208-890-9774

\~

\~
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 Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission 
 Board of Commissioners 
 111 North 11th Ave #104 
 Caldwell, Idaho 83605 


 Project Summary: 
 The preliminary plat application concerns parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961 {+/- 43.95 
 acres) in Nampa, Idaho located SE of Robinson Rd & Lewis Ln; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of 
 Section 17, T2N, RlW, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 Zoning is proposed to change from agricultural (AG) to conditional CR- R-1 residential with a development 
 agreement. A preliminary plat is required for the planned development of the parcels. 


 For nearly two years, we and more than 90 neighbors have been united in our opposition to the proposed 
 development. We have consistently voiced our concerns, even before the developers officially acquired the 
 property. Our community is known for its rural agricultural character, and the particular piece of land under 
 consideration for rezoning and development faces several significant challenges that make it ill-suited for such 
 purposes. This is  drone footage of our area  , noticed  as exhibit D attachment 5. 


 This plan does not fit into the existing developments in our area, nor does it fit into the proposed long-range 
 planning for Nampa.  All of these 29 homes proposed are just over 1 acre, with not having enough land to 
 support animals/hobby farming and home and too much land for responsible landscaping for irrigation of 
 current recommendations of ¼ acre to no more than ½ acre of grass. Existing developments are 3-5 acres, 
 and most continue with agriculture, animals, and hobby farming. Nampa’s long-term projections would like to 
 see developments with lot sizes no larger than 32,000 sq ft or less than 7/10ths of an acre. Current city water 
 and sewer services are more than 2 miles away, which would support this type of development. 


 ○  Are we following the stipulations included in the  Conditional Rezone Ordinances of Canyon 
 County?  There are many stipulations that this concerned  group would like to impose upon this 
 development under conditional rezoning since any CC&Rs they may suggest are not 
 enforceable by the county. The development of this property could negatively impact the 
 properties currently in this impact area. 


 1.  We want to ensure they can only use irrigation water to maintain the landscape. 
 2.  We want everyone who experiences well water issues by being dropped below 


 the existing water table to be compensated, not just the ones who have signed up to participate 
 in their water experiences in exchange for their silence. $500,000 should be placed in a trust for 
 this. 


 As elected officials, we trust that you are responsible for using your best judgment to preserve our land for 
 future generations. Many ideals which we considered sustainable have proven detrimental over the years. The 
 more we cover properties with roads and buildings, the more we disrupt natural water patterns and tables and 
 exacerbate local climate issues. The water usage and drainage projections only apply to current conditions 
 rather than how they will change with development. As the well reports stated, some areas in Canyon County 
 are experiencing water issues.  Why have these areas changed?  Was it because we covered the farm ground 
 with concrete and disrupted the natural underground water tables? 
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 ●  Covering farmland with concrete roads and buildings can change underground water tables and lead to 
 sinkholes. A combination of environmental science and common sense observations can support this 
 argument: 


 ●  Reduced Permeability: Concrete surfaces are impermeable, not allowing water to pass through. 
 Farmland, on the other hand, often consists of permeable soil that can absorb rainwater. When 
 farmland is replaced with concrete roads and buildings, the natural ability of the land to absorb water is 
 significantly reduced. This excess water flows over the surface, leading to various issues, including 
 changes in underground water tables. 


 ●  Increased Runoff: Concrete surfaces contribute to increased surface runoff. This runoff carries soil and 
 pollutants from cars previously absorbed by the land into local water bodies and canals. 


 ●  Altered Hydrology: Farmlands often have a unique hydrological balance, influenced by the plants and 
 their root systems, which can help regulate water movement in the soil. Concrete construction disrupts 
 this balance by eliminating vegetation and altering natural drainage patterns. This disruption can lead to 
 changes in the flow of water underground. 


 ●  Sinkhole Formation: Sinkholes are often the result of changes in the groundwater table. When water is 
 removed or concentrated in a particular area, it can erode the underground geological formations, 
 creating voids that eventually collapse to form sinkholes. The increased runoff and altered hydrology 
 caused by urban development can contribute to the formation of sinkholes. 


 ●  Increased Development Pressure: Urban development tends to bring more people and infrastructure 
 into an area. This increases water usage, often from underground aquifers, which lowers the water 
 table. When the water table drops, the land becomes more susceptible to sinkholes as the support for 
 the ground above is reduced. 


 ●  Case Studies and Examples: Numerous case studies and examples worldwide demonstrate the 
 connection between urbanization, changes in underground water tables, and sinkhole formation. For 
 instance, areas in Florida known for their sinkholes have experienced significant development and 
 urban expansion, leading to increased sinkhole incidents. 


 ●  Environmental Consequences: Changes in underground water tables and sinkhole formation have 
 significant environmental consequences. These include habitat disruption, groundwater pollution, and 
 damage to infrastructure, all of which can impact local ecosystems and communities. 


 ●  The transformation of farmland into concrete roads and buildings alters the natural water cycle and can 
 lead to changes in underground water tables and the formation of sinkholes. This highlights the 
 importance of responsible land-use planning and development practices that consider the potential 
 environmental impacts and the need to preserve the balance of local hydrological systems. 


 ●  Another good example of altering ecosystems is the Birds of Prey area.  This was all farmland that 
 hosted an abundance of prey birds.  Their food sources decreased when it became a habitat and 
 farming ceased.  We are experiencing a higher-than-average inhabitance of Red Tail Hawks, Owls, and 
 smaller hawks on our property, looking for farmland to support them. 
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 Many of the well reports submitted most recently are not the same ones submitted originally.  Our well report 
 and the two neighbors who have had to drop their wells another hundred feet are missing. We had to drop our 
 well another 10 feet in March 2023 before the irrigation water was released. Over the last decade, we have 
 gone from a comfortable 80’ to a sketchy 110’.  The water reports suggest that these old wells are experiencing 
 problems because they require maintenance and have nothing to do with the decline in the water tables. 
 When we dropped the pump, our report was nothing wrong with our well, casing, or pump, just that we were 
 now below the water table. We struggle each spring until the water is released into the canals yearly. 
 Compacting soils and covering them with pavement are creating changes in the water seepage that refuels our 
 aquifers and creates underground soil erosion that changes the flows of the aquifers.  Low-growing turf 
 grasses from lawns only allow the root systems to extend down a few inches, and the soil compacts below it. 
 Growing pasture grasses and rotating crops with long root systems encourage aeration in the soil and water 
 seepage to the aquifers. As agricultural zoning, we should encourage this practice for all developments to 
 ensure water for another generation. 


 In speaking with the Mayor of Nampa on this issue, she has a great idea, just wondering how to facilitate it or 
 bring it to fruition. Her idea is for the State of Idaho to develop a land trust allowing retiring farmers to sell at 
 developer prices and farmers to buy at agricultural prices, allowing fertile farmland to remain intact and 
 encouraging the City to slowly expand naturally as needed. 


 Agriculture: The county’s policy is to encourage the use of these lands for 
 agricultural use. 


 1.  Looking at the property sizes around this site plan, 3.74 is the smallest site in proximity; all the others 
 are 5 acres and over. This proposed plan does not match the surrounding area, including small to large 
 farms and dairies. 


 a.  This proposed area's suggested development is  ⅕  to  ⅓  the size of the existing 3.74 and 
 5-acre average lot sizes and could be less. 


 b.  Almost all of the lots that are 5 acres in size are continuing with agriculture endeavors. Lot sizes 
 of 5 acres encourage continued agricultural practices for hobby farmers who will utilize the 
 irrigation water provided for these agricultural areas and not rely on well water for watering 
 oversized mowable lawns. 


 c.  Continuing with pasture/farm utilizing irrigation water that refills the aquifers. 
 d.  Continuing with lot sizes of 5 acres would encourage continued agricultural endeavors. It may 


 spark some current owners with farm equipment to do more hobby farming with their neighbors 
 or new homeowners to co-op small farm equipment. 


 e.  As noted in the letter from Stuarts Dairy, marked as Exhibit D, Attachment 1 of the 
 Final-SR-Bocc-Verhoeks-CR2022-0005 document, where they are justifying the reduction of lot 
 sizes,  “lots of 2 acres are too big to tackle by hand  but too small to justify a tractor and become 
 overrun with weeds”  . The same will happen with lot  sizes of just over 1 acre. This size will 
 require large riding mowers, which can be almost as much as a small tractor.  Lot sizes of 5 
 acres could justify the cost of a small tractor. 


 f.  The City of Nampa is not in favor of the development. In their long-term planning, the lot sizes 
 would be no larger than 32,000 sq ft or 7/10ths of an acre. They have found that lot sizes 
 greater than this and less than 5 acres become uncontrollable. 


 g.  The plan incorporates 32 lots with 29 buildable.  Who maintains these other three lots? Will they 
 become infested with weeds and rodents? 
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 2.  Southwest District recommended that this proposal tile the irrigation ditches to limit nitrates to protect 
 the wells.  This practice does not allow irrigation ditches to replenish the aquifers, creating more water 
 problems. 


 a.  They plan on piping the Fieselmann Lateral, claiming that it will make it easier for the 
 homeowners to manage, but it does not address the problems the canal companies will have if 
 it becomes blocked. It reduces the refilling of our aquifers, disrupting the water flow patterns and 
 altering the hydrology of this area. 


 b.  They are embracing the natural flow of the Ridenbaugh Canal by letting it meader through the 
 subdivision; without fencing, this will create a liability for small children and animals.  Fencing 
 will hinder the size of equipment that can access the canal for maintenance. A no-win situation. 


 c.  Most neighborhoods in Nampa's impact area currently on pressurized irrigation; all use it to 
 water mowable lawns.  They water so often that the shallow root systems do not facilitate 
 seepage into the aquifers and cannot survive a few days without water. Farmers water with 
 regards to the limited water resources and encourage deep crop roots that can survive a few 
 days of hot weather and direct water seepage into the aqueducts. 


 d.  Shallow root systems and covering with pavement and homes compact the soils and create soil 
 erosion underground, causing sinkholes. 


 e.  If the buyers of this proposed subdivision have yet to invest in large lawns, they leave most of 
 the property to dry lot, encouraging weeds, varmints, and grass fires. 


 i.  Typically, these weeds and varmints will go unattended and create breeding grounds for 
 noxious weeds and uncontrolled infestations of rodents to contaminate the neighboring 
 farms with more weeds and varmints. Who pays for this additional work and 
 management for these farms?  Additionally, if they are not irrigating this, the aquifers are 
 not replenished with what usually would come from farmland irrigation.  See: Managed 
 Aquifer Recharge report published Dec. 15, 2014, from Idaho Water Resources, By 
 David R. Tuthill. 


 ii.  If we run the risk of grass fires, do we have the necessary fire hydrants and stations to 
 prevent these fires from destroying neighboring houses? 


 iii.  Jeff Larson's pasture caught fire from a neighbor with a large lot, all overgrown weeds. In 
 July 2022, they lit fireworks that started a fire but told firefighters that they were trying to 
 burn the weeds (without a permit), which got away from them. If Jeff’s neighbors had not 
 been home and rushing in with spraying equipment and 4-wheelers to control it before 
 the fire department arrived,  he would have had significant damage to property and 
 livestock. With the proposed development, can we expect more of this? 


 f. 
 3.  Water and Sewer 


 a.  Looking through the well reports, these have  NOT  been  updated since the wells were originally 
 dug. There have been numerous reports of wells in our area going dry since 1990, regardless of 
 the water reports submitted by the developers for this subdivision.  Of the 70+ landowners in the 
 closest proximity,  currently opposing this with more to come,  more than half have had or are 
 currently experiencing well water issues.  Those needing to redrill have had to go down another 
 100-150 ft to be back in the water. Redrilling the wells is an expensive and timely cost that none 
 of these people will take on.  Well drillers in our areas are 6-15 months out and $30,000 to 
 $40,000 + in fees to redrill a well.  One family is on an 8-month wait list just to replace their 
 pump after issues with it going in and out of the water supply and pumping sand.  If their wells 
 go dry, what will these people do in the duration for water?  What if they have livestock? 
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 b.  Should you accept this proposal as a rezoning condition, the developer should put up a 
 $500,000 bond for neighboring wells should they go dry or have issues from falling below 
 current water tables.  The neighbors of this proposal should not have to pay for the developer to 
 make money.  Another area in Nampa was subject to this same scenario, and the bills to redrill 
 all the wells was $506,000. 


 i.  The developers have stated that those not opposing them will allow those with concerns 
 to be on a program that would help with water issues if they should arise.  This should 
 be mandatory, and the conditions should be spelled out.  How far does this encompass 
 if we are all on the same aquifer? 


 c.  We typically cyle through a 7-10 year drought cycle. If all these people are out of irrigation water, 
 they will use their well water to water their oversized lawns. This will put an even more 
 significant strain on those currently nursing wells in drought seasons.  Who pays for this? Who 
 monitors them using well water vs. irrigation? 


 d.  29 sewer and drain systems is a lot for this area, more condensed than any other area close. 
 Most of the land has a hardpan below the surface. The reports are saying that with  current 
 conditions, this should be acceptable. 


 i.  How many test areas are in proximity with this many homes on hardpan with no 
 incidences or problems? 


 ii.  Who decides what is acceptable? 
 iii.  How ill does someone need to be to make it unacceptable? 
 iv.  How many years of undiagnosed illnesses before we figured out it was septic? 
 v.  Who monitors what these people put in their septics? 


 4.  Residential 
 a.  The Kuna school district is at capacity with several more subdivisions in their area that are 


 farther along in development than this subdivision is.  How will they accommodate all of these 
 new students? 


 i.  Attachment F-3 KSD Letter of Support.  States that they recognize that they are over 
 capacity,  but  they can mitigate the impact with a  donation from Haven Creek.  How is 
 this possible?  The donation of  $100,000 they will  receive if and only when the 
 designated property sells will only impact a few high school students for a specific CTE 
 program.  This will only benefit a few students since the project and support from Haven 
 Creek will end when the home sells. 


 ii.  We are attaching another letter from the Kuna School district to another developer, who 
 may have been unwilling to subsidize them, stating that they are over capacity and 
 unable to support this development. 


 iii.  Kuna Schools asked for a $111.4  million  bond to help  alleviate some of the 
 overcrowding. This bond failed.  The schools are still overcrowded, and schools do not 
 receive impact fees. 


 iv.  Many neighbors against this development are meeting with the superintendent to 
 oppose Kuna’s decision on this Haven Creek development.  Their school bond did not 
 pass; they needed 28 new classrooms to accommodate over 600 new students. This 
 was determined before Haven Creek development came into play. 


 v.  Nampa School District is facing the same issues. 
 vi.  Neighbors oppose their recent decision but will not know the results until after this 


 hearing. 
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 vii.  With only  up to  $100,000 going to support the school, we will never be able to solve 
 overcrowding at the rate of bringing in more students. Their donation will only cover 
 about 12 students for one year while bringing in 56.  Impact fees need to be going to the 
 schools. 


 Needed Funds to help with overcrowding in Kuna  $111,400,000.00 


 Haven Creek Idaho Developer Contribution for 29 homes  $       100,000.00 


 The number of developers needed to reach $111.4 million, 
 all donating $100,000 


 1,140 


 Idaho’s average of 1.94 students per home times 29  56 


 Number of students created by 1,140 new developments 
 of 29 homes each 


 63,840 


 $100,000 / 56 Students  $1,785.71 per student 


 Current cost per student in Idaho per year  $7,985.00 


 Average Teacher Salary in Idaho  $51,817.00 


 $100,000 covers this many students for one year  12.52 


 $100,000 covers this many teachers for one year  1.93 


 5.  Road and Traffic 
 a.  Robinson Road is currently a two-lane road with minimal shoulders. While there are plans to 


 develop and widen this road, it will be many years before this comes to fruition. 
 i.  The speed limit on this rural road is 50 mph. A hill with minimal visibility is within a short 


 distance from this property.  Even though the speed limits are reduced for visibility, no 
 one heeds these warnings. With buses parked waiting for children, this creates a traffic 
 jam that could be disastrous. There are currently no turn lanes or shoulders. 


 ii.  Even if there is a designated turnout for buses, considering the size and capacity of the 
 bus it will take them some time to pull out and get up to traffic speed.  The hill will 
 shorten this time frame considerably, making this dangerous. 


 We appreciate your time and thoughtful consideration. Through our discussions with numerous agencies, 
 we've realized that legal obligations are usually what we consider. We hope also to embrace the ethical 
 responsibilities inherent in our choices. 


 May your decisions be guided by wisdom and virtue. 
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 With respect, 
 The Community Members of Lewis Lane Development 
 Victor & Sue Marostica, and 90 other individuals. 


 Rick & Aimee  Bell 
 Mike Benson 


 Heather Benson 
 Gretta & Jonathan Buehler 


 Darin & Christy Buttars 
 Alan & Lynne Caba 


 Ken  Cathcart 
 Luis & Irene Chavolla 


 Bo & Katie Clouss 
 Mark David 


 Alexandra & Trent DeYoung 
 Linda  Emry 


 Mariko  Fisher 
 Peter & Shari  Francois 


 Roy & Debbie  Gallagher 
 Darlene Gans 


 Antonio Copado Garcia 
 Gary Geyer 


 Roxanna Geyer 
 Janne & Greg  Goetz 


 Cameron Goetz 
 Mallory  Goetz 


 Mark & Melissa Hadley 
 Denise & Dwane Harris 


 DeWight Higel 
 Kurt Howell 


 Rocio Mendoza Jimenez 
 Russ & Lori Johnson 
 Dag & Malia Jösang 


 Curtis  Kessel 
 Jan Kimbrough 


 Tiana  Kisler 
 Derek  Kisler 


 Jeff & Ashley  Larsen 
 Mike & Carol  Locknane 


 Steve & Susan Low 
 Joeseph Mackenzie 


 Sue  Marostica 
 Victor  Marostica 


 Adam  Minic 
 Sheila  Minic 


 Ray  Moore 
 Sam  Nelson 


 Karen & Lee  Nichols 
 Ken & Linda  Nungesser 


 Larry & Gail  Peterson 
 Lonny & Angie  Reiber 


 Brandon Richards 
 Tom & Lillie Rogers 


 Bill Rose 
 Linda Sanford 


 Reynold Schenck 
 Jennifer & Tony Senn 


 Susan  Smith 
 Brad  Smith 


 Patricia Stilwell 
 Bette  Stom 


 Doug & Cindy  Teusher 
 John & Jenn  VanNortwick 


 Frank & Laura  Wallace 
 Elaine  Ward 


 Randy & Sherry Wolske 
 Ted & Sherry Zahradnicek 


 Thomas Zahradnicek 
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 Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission 
 Board of Commissioners 
 111 North 11th Ave #104 
 Caldwell, Idaho 83605 

 Project Summary: 
 The preliminary plat application concerns parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961 {+/- 43.95 
 acres) in Nampa, Idaho located SE of Robinson Rd & Lewis Ln; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of 
 Section 17, T2N, RlW, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 Zoning is proposed to change from agricultural (AG) to conditional CR- R-1 residential with a development 
 agreement. A preliminary plat is required for the planned development of the parcels. 

 For nearly two years, we and more than 90 neighbors have been united in our opposition to the proposed 
 development. We have consistently voiced our concerns, even before the developers officially acquired the 
 property. Our community is known for its rural agricultural character, and the particular piece of land under 
 consideration for rezoning and development faces several significant challenges that make it ill-suited for such 
 purposes. This is  drone footage of our area  , noticed  as exhibit D attachment 5. 

 This plan does not fit into the existing developments in our area, nor does it fit into the proposed long-range 
 planning for Nampa.  All of these 29 homes proposed are just over 1 acre, with not having enough land to 
 support animals/hobby farming and home and too much land for responsible landscaping for irrigation of 
 current recommendations of ¼ acre to no more than ½ acre of grass. Existing developments are 3-5 acres, 
 and most continue with agriculture, animals, and hobby farming. Nampa’s long-term projections would like to 
 see developments with lot sizes no larger than 32,000 sq ft or less than 7/10ths of an acre. Current city water 
 and sewer services are more than 2 miles away, which would support this type of development. 

 ○  Are we following the stipulations included in the  Conditional Rezone Ordinances of Canyon 
 County?  There are many stipulations that this concerned  group would like to impose upon this 
 development under conditional rezoning since any CC&Rs they may suggest are not 
 enforceable by the county. The development of this property could negatively impact the 
 properties currently in this impact area. 

 1.  We want to ensure they can only use irrigation water to maintain the landscape. 
 2.  We want everyone who experiences well water issues by being dropped below 

 the existing water table to be compensated, not just the ones who have signed up to participate 
 in their water experiences in exchange for their silence. $500,000 should be placed in a trust for 
 this. 

 As elected officials, we trust that you are responsible for using your best judgment to preserve our land for 
 future generations. Many ideals which we considered sustainable have proven detrimental over the years. The 
 more we cover properties with roads and buildings, the more we disrupt natural water patterns and tables and 
 exacerbate local climate issues. The water usage and drainage projections only apply to current conditions 
 rather than how they will change with development. As the well reports stated, some areas in Canyon County 
 are experiencing water issues.  Why have these areas changed?  Was it because we covered the farm ground 
 with concrete and disrupted the natural underground water tables? 
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 ●  Covering farmland with concrete roads and buildings can change underground water tables and lead to 
 sinkholes. A combination of environmental science and common sense observations can support this 
 argument: 

 ●  Reduced Permeability: Concrete surfaces are impermeable, not allowing water to pass through. 
 Farmland, on the other hand, often consists of permeable soil that can absorb rainwater. When 
 farmland is replaced with concrete roads and buildings, the natural ability of the land to absorb water is 
 significantly reduced. This excess water flows over the surface, leading to various issues, including 
 changes in underground water tables. 

 ●  Increased Runoff: Concrete surfaces contribute to increased surface runoff. This runoff carries soil and 
 pollutants from cars previously absorbed by the land into local water bodies and canals. 

 ●  Altered Hydrology: Farmlands often have a unique hydrological balance, influenced by the plants and 
 their root systems, which can help regulate water movement in the soil. Concrete construction disrupts 
 this balance by eliminating vegetation and altering natural drainage patterns. This disruption can lead to 
 changes in the flow of water underground. 

 ●  Sinkhole Formation: Sinkholes are often the result of changes in the groundwater table. When water is 
 removed or concentrated in a particular area, it can erode the underground geological formations, 
 creating voids that eventually collapse to form sinkholes. The increased runoff and altered hydrology 
 caused by urban development can contribute to the formation of sinkholes. 

 ●  Increased Development Pressure: Urban development tends to bring more people and infrastructure 
 into an area. This increases water usage, often from underground aquifers, which lowers the water 
 table. When the water table drops, the land becomes more susceptible to sinkholes as the support for 
 the ground above is reduced. 

 ●  Case Studies and Examples: Numerous case studies and examples worldwide demonstrate the 
 connection between urbanization, changes in underground water tables, and sinkhole formation. For 
 instance, areas in Florida known for their sinkholes have experienced significant development and 
 urban expansion, leading to increased sinkhole incidents. 

 ●  Environmental Consequences: Changes in underground water tables and sinkhole formation have 
 significant environmental consequences. These include habitat disruption, groundwater pollution, and 
 damage to infrastructure, all of which can impact local ecosystems and communities. 

 ●  The transformation of farmland into concrete roads and buildings alters the natural water cycle and can 
 lead to changes in underground water tables and the formation of sinkholes. This highlights the 
 importance of responsible land-use planning and development practices that consider the potential 
 environmental impacts and the need to preserve the balance of local hydrological systems. 

 ●  Another good example of altering ecosystems is the Birds of Prey area.  This was all farmland that 
 hosted an abundance of prey birds.  Their food sources decreased when it became a habitat and 
 farming ceased.  We are experiencing a higher-than-average inhabitance of Red Tail Hawks, Owls, and 
 smaller hawks on our property, looking for farmland to support them. 
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 Many of the well reports submitted most recently are not the same ones submitted originally.  Our well report 
 and the two neighbors who have had to drop their wells another hundred feet are missing. We had to drop our 
 well another 10 feet in March 2023 before the irrigation water was released. Over the last decade, we have 
 gone from a comfortable 80’ to a sketchy 110’.  The water reports suggest that these old wells are experiencing 
 problems because they require maintenance and have nothing to do with the decline in the water tables. 
 When we dropped the pump, our report was nothing wrong with our well, casing, or pump, just that we were 
 now below the water table. We struggle each spring until the water is released into the canals yearly. 
 Compacting soils and covering them with pavement are creating changes in the water seepage that refuels our 
 aquifers and creates underground soil erosion that changes the flows of the aquifers.  Low-growing turf 
 grasses from lawns only allow the root systems to extend down a few inches, and the soil compacts below it. 
 Growing pasture grasses and rotating crops with long root systems encourage aeration in the soil and water 
 seepage to the aquifers. As agricultural zoning, we should encourage this practice for all developments to 
 ensure water for another generation. 

 In speaking with the Mayor of Nampa on this issue, she has a great idea, just wondering how to facilitate it or 
 bring it to fruition. Her idea is for the State of Idaho to develop a land trust allowing retiring farmers to sell at 
 developer prices and farmers to buy at agricultural prices, allowing fertile farmland to remain intact and 
 encouraging the City to slowly expand naturally as needed. 

 Agriculture: The county’s policy is to encourage the use of these lands for 
 agricultural use. 

 1.  Looking at the property sizes around this site plan, 3.74 is the smallest site in proximity; all the others 
 are 5 acres and over. This proposed plan does not match the surrounding area, including small to large 
 farms and dairies. 

 a.  This proposed area's suggested development is  ⅕  to  ⅓  the size of the existing 3.74 and 
 5-acre average lot sizes and could be less. 

 b.  Almost all of the lots that are 5 acres in size are continuing with agriculture endeavors. Lot sizes 
 of 5 acres encourage continued agricultural practices for hobby farmers who will utilize the 
 irrigation water provided for these agricultural areas and not rely on well water for watering 
 oversized mowable lawns. 

 c.  Continuing with pasture/farm utilizing irrigation water that refills the aquifers. 
 d.  Continuing with lot sizes of 5 acres would encourage continued agricultural endeavors. It may 

 spark some current owners with farm equipment to do more hobby farming with their neighbors 
 or new homeowners to co-op small farm equipment. 

 e.  As noted in the letter from Stuarts Dairy, marked as Exhibit D, Attachment 1 of the 
 Final-SR-Bocc-Verhoeks-CR2022-0005 document, where they are justifying the reduction of lot 
 sizes,  “lots of 2 acres are too big to tackle by hand  but too small to justify a tractor and become 
 overrun with weeds”  . The same will happen with lot  sizes of just over 1 acre. This size will 
 require large riding mowers, which can be almost as much as a small tractor.  Lot sizes of 5 
 acres could justify the cost of a small tractor. 

 f.  The City of Nampa is not in favor of the development. In their long-term planning, the lot sizes 
 would be no larger than 32,000 sq ft or 7/10ths of an acre. They have found that lot sizes 
 greater than this and less than 5 acres become uncontrollable. 

 g.  The plan incorporates 32 lots with 29 buildable.  Who maintains these other three lots? Will they 
 become infested with weeds and rodents? 
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 2.  Southwest District recommended that this proposal tile the irrigation ditches to limit nitrates to protect 
 the wells.  This practice does not allow irrigation ditches to replenish the aquifers, creating more water 
 problems. 

 a.  They plan on piping the Fieselmann Lateral, claiming that it will make it easier for the 
 homeowners to manage, but it does not address the problems the canal companies will have if 
 it becomes blocked. It reduces the refilling of our aquifers, disrupting the water flow patterns and 
 altering the hydrology of this area. 

 b.  They are embracing the natural flow of the Ridenbaugh Canal by letting it meader through the 
 subdivision; without fencing, this will create a liability for small children and animals.  Fencing 
 will hinder the size of equipment that can access the canal for maintenance. A no-win situation. 

 c.  Most neighborhoods in Nampa's impact area currently on pressurized irrigation; all use it to 
 water mowable lawns.  They water so often that the shallow root systems do not facilitate 
 seepage into the aquifers and cannot survive a few days without water. Farmers water with 
 regards to the limited water resources and encourage deep crop roots that can survive a few 
 days of hot weather and direct water seepage into the aqueducts. 

 d.  Shallow root systems and covering with pavement and homes compact the soils and create soil 
 erosion underground, causing sinkholes. 

 e.  If the buyers of this proposed subdivision have yet to invest in large lawns, they leave most of 
 the property to dry lot, encouraging weeds, varmints, and grass fires. 

 i.  Typically, these weeds and varmints will go unattended and create breeding grounds for 
 noxious weeds and uncontrolled infestations of rodents to contaminate the neighboring 
 farms with more weeds and varmints. Who pays for this additional work and 
 management for these farms?  Additionally, if they are not irrigating this, the aquifers are 
 not replenished with what usually would come from farmland irrigation.  See: Managed 
 Aquifer Recharge report published Dec. 15, 2014, from Idaho Water Resources, By 
 David R. Tuthill. 

 ii.  If we run the risk of grass fires, do we have the necessary fire hydrants and stations to 
 prevent these fires from destroying neighboring houses? 

 iii.  Jeff Larson's pasture caught fire from a neighbor with a large lot, all overgrown weeds. In 
 July 2022, they lit fireworks that started a fire but told firefighters that they were trying to 
 burn the weeds (without a permit), which got away from them. If Jeff’s neighbors had not 
 been home and rushing in with spraying equipment and 4-wheelers to control it before 
 the fire department arrived,  he would have had significant damage to property and 
 livestock. With the proposed development, can we expect more of this? 

 f. 
 3.  Water and Sewer 

 a.  Looking through the well reports, these have  NOT  been  updated since the wells were originally 
 dug. There have been numerous reports of wells in our area going dry since 1990, regardless of 
 the water reports submitted by the developers for this subdivision.  Of the 70+ landowners in the 
 closest proximity,  currently opposing this with more to come,  more than half have had or are 
 currently experiencing well water issues.  Those needing to redrill have had to go down another 
 100-150 ft to be back in the water. Redrilling the wells is an expensive and timely cost that none 
 of these people will take on.  Well drillers in our areas are 6-15 months out and $30,000 to 
 $40,000 + in fees to redrill a well.  One family is on an 8-month wait list just to replace their 
 pump after issues with it going in and out of the water supply and pumping sand.  If their wells 
 go dry, what will these people do in the duration for water?  What if they have livestock? 
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 b.  Should you accept this proposal as a rezoning condition, the developer should put up a 
 $500,000 bond for neighboring wells should they go dry or have issues from falling below 
 current water tables.  The neighbors of this proposal should not have to pay for the developer to 
 make money.  Another area in Nampa was subject to this same scenario, and the bills to redrill 
 all the wells was $506,000. 

 i.  The developers have stated that those not opposing them will allow those with concerns 
 to be on a program that would help with water issues if they should arise.  This should 
 be mandatory, and the conditions should be spelled out.  How far does this encompass 
 if we are all on the same aquifer? 

 c.  We typically cyle through a 7-10 year drought cycle. If all these people are out of irrigation water, 
 they will use their well water to water their oversized lawns. This will put an even more 
 significant strain on those currently nursing wells in drought seasons.  Who pays for this? Who 
 monitors them using well water vs. irrigation? 

 d.  29 sewer and drain systems is a lot for this area, more condensed than any other area close. 
 Most of the land has a hardpan below the surface. The reports are saying that with  current 
 conditions, this should be acceptable. 

 i.  How many test areas are in proximity with this many homes on hardpan with no 
 incidences or problems? 

 ii.  Who decides what is acceptable? 
 iii.  How ill does someone need to be to make it unacceptable? 
 iv.  How many years of undiagnosed illnesses before we figured out it was septic? 
 v.  Who monitors what these people put in their septics? 

 4.  Residential 
 a.  The Kuna school district is at capacity with several more subdivisions in their area that are 

 farther along in development than this subdivision is.  How will they accommodate all of these 
 new students? 

 i.  Attachment F-3 KSD Letter of Support.  States that they recognize that they are over 
 capacity,  but  they can mitigate the impact with a  donation from Haven Creek.  How is 
 this possible?  The donation of  $100,000 they will  receive if and only when the 
 designated property sells will only impact a few high school students for a specific CTE 
 program.  This will only benefit a few students since the project and support from Haven 
 Creek will end when the home sells. 

 ii.  We are attaching another letter from the Kuna School district to another developer, who 
 may have been unwilling to subsidize them, stating that they are over capacity and 
 unable to support this development. 

 iii.  Kuna Schools asked for a $111.4  million  bond to help  alleviate some of the 
 overcrowding. This bond failed.  The schools are still overcrowded, and schools do not 
 receive impact fees. 

 iv.  Many neighbors against this development are meeting with the superintendent to 
 oppose Kuna’s decision on this Haven Creek development.  Their school bond did not 
 pass; they needed 28 new classrooms to accommodate over 600 new students. This 
 was determined before Haven Creek development came into play. 

 v.  Nampa School District is facing the same issues. 
 vi.  Neighbors oppose their recent decision but will not know the results until after this 

 hearing. 
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 vii.  With only  up to  $100,000 going to support the school, we will never be able to solve 
 overcrowding at the rate of bringing in more students. Their donation will only cover 
 about 12 students for one year while bringing in 56.  Impact fees need to be going to the 
 schools. 

 Needed Funds to help with overcrowding in Kuna  $111,400,000.00 

 Haven Creek Idaho Developer Contribution for 29 homes  $       100,000.00 

 The number of developers needed to reach $111.4 million, 
 all donating $100,000 

 1,140 

 Idaho’s average of 1.94 students per home times 29  56 

 Number of students created by 1,140 new developments 
 of 29 homes each 

 63,840 

 $100,000 / 56 Students  $1,785.71 per student 

 Current cost per student in Idaho per year  $7,985.00 

 Average Teacher Salary in Idaho  $51,817.00 

 $100,000 covers this many students for one year  12.52 

 $100,000 covers this many teachers for one year  1.93 

 5.  Road and Traffic 
 a.  Robinson Road is currently a two-lane road with minimal shoulders. While there are plans to 

 develop and widen this road, it will be many years before this comes to fruition. 
 i.  The speed limit on this rural road is 50 mph. A hill with minimal visibility is within a short 

 distance from this property.  Even though the speed limits are reduced for visibility, no 
 one heeds these warnings. With buses parked waiting for children, this creates a traffic 
 jam that could be disastrous. There are currently no turn lanes or shoulders. 

 ii.  Even if there is a designated turnout for buses, considering the size and capacity of the 
 bus it will take them some time to pull out and get up to traffic speed.  The hill will 
 shorten this time frame considerably, making this dangerous. 

 We appreciate your time and thoughtful consideration. Through our discussions with numerous agencies, 
 we've realized that legal obligations are usually what we consider. We hope also to embrace the ethical 
 responsibilities inherent in our choices. 

 May your decisions be guided by wisdom and virtue. 
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 With respect, 
 The Community Members of Lewis Lane Development 
 Victor & Sue Marostica, and 90 other individuals. 

 Rick & Aimee  Bell 
 Mike Benson 

 Heather Benson 
 Gretta & Jonathan Buehler 

 Darin & Christy Buttars 
 Alan & Lynne Caba 

 Ken  Cathcart 
 Luis & Irene Chavolla 

 Bo & Katie Clouss 
 Mark David 

 Alexandra & Trent DeYoung 
 Linda  Emry 

 Mariko  Fisher 
 Peter & Shari  Francois 

 Roy & Debbie  Gallagher 
 Darlene Gans 

 Antonio Copado Garcia 
 Gary Geyer 

 Roxanna Geyer 
 Janne & Greg  Goetz 

 Cameron Goetz 
 Mallory  Goetz 

 Mark & Melissa Hadley 
 Denise & Dwane Harris 

 DeWight Higel 
 Kurt Howell 

 Rocio Mendoza Jimenez 
 Russ & Lori Johnson 
 Dag & Malia Jösang 

 Curtis  Kessel 
 Jan Kimbrough 

 Tiana  Kisler 
 Derek  Kisler 

 Jeff & Ashley  Larsen 
 Mike & Carol  Locknane 

 Steve & Susan Low 
 Joeseph Mackenzie 

 Sue  Marostica 
 Victor  Marostica 

 Adam  Minic 
 Sheila  Minic 

 Ray  Moore 
 Sam  Nelson 

 Karen & Lee  Nichols 
 Ken & Linda  Nungesser 

 Larry & Gail  Peterson 
 Lonny & Angie  Reiber 

 Brandon Richards 
 Tom & Lillie Rogers 

 Bill Rose 
 Linda Sanford 

 Reynold Schenck 
 Jennifer & Tony Senn 

 Susan  Smith 
 Brad  Smith 

 Patricia Stilwell 
 Bette  Stom 

 Doug & Cindy  Teusher 
 John & Jenn  VanNortwick 

 Frank & Laura  Wallace 
 Elaine  Ward 

 Randy & Sherry Wolske 
 Ted & Sherry Zahradnicek 

 Thomas Zahradnicek 
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Planning and Zoning Commission - Staff Report 
Verhoeks – Conditional Rezone – CR2022-0005 

Hearing Date:  February 2, 2023 Development Services Department 

Owner/Applicant: 
Tanner Verhoeks, Haven 
Idaho 

Staff: Michelle Barron, 
Planner 
Samantha Hammond, Planner  

Tax ID: R28961 (3.74 acres), 
R28961011(17.03 acres), 
R28961010 (9.34 acres) and 
R28963 (13.82 acres). 

Current Zone: “A” 
(Agricultural) 

2020 Comprehensive Plan – 
Future Land Use 
Designation:  
Residential 

Area of City Impact: Nampa 

Applicable Zoning 
Ordinance Regulations:
CCZO §07-06-07: Conditional 
Rezone  

Notification: 
 5/20/2022: Agencies 
 5/20/2022: City of Nampa 
 5/20/2022: Full Political 
 1/11/2023: Property Owners 
 1/15/2023: Publication 
 1/24/2023: Posting 

Exhibits: 
1. Proposed FCO’s w/ 

Attachments 
2. Letter of Intent 
3. Future Land Use Worksheet 
4. Neighborhood Mtg. 
5. 26 Lot Concept Plan 
6. 29 Lot Concept Plan 
7. SWDH Pre-Development 

Meeting 
8. Maps-  

a. Zoning & Class.  
b. Soils

Request 
The applicant, Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho, is requesting a Conditional 
Rezone of parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961, approximately 
43.95 acres, from “A” (Agriculture) to CR-R-1 (Conditional Rezone – R-1 
Residential) zone. The request includes a development agreement to limit 
residential development to 26 lots with substantial conformance with the 
concept plan. The subject property is located at 9814 Robinson, Nampa; also 
referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of Section 17, T2N, R1W, Canyon County, 
Idaho. 

Background 
Parcel R28961, originally approximately 30 acres, was divided in 1991 by deed 
(PI2020-0039). Parcel R28963 was created by land division in 1999 (LS2002-
475). If approved, platting per CCZO §07-17-09 is required. A preliminary plat 
for Haven Creek Subdivision was submitted concurrently with the conditional 
rezone application (SD2022-0013). The Plat has been placed on hold until 
Conditional Rezone conditions are decided. 
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c. Prime Farm land 
d. Soils & Prime Farm 

Land Report 
e. NP Wells  
f. Plats & Subs 
g. Lot Report 
h. Future Land Use- CC 
i. Nampa FLU 

9. Nutrient Pathogen Study 
10.  2nd Dwelling Letter Atlas 
11. Communication about the 

Nitrate Priority Area 
12. Agency Comments:  

a. Nampa Engineering 
b. Nampa Waiver 

Request Response  
c. NMID 
d. BPBC 
e. Nampa Highway  
f. Kuna Fire  

13. SPF Letter- Geotechnical 
Investigation.  

Analysis 
The applicants are requesting a conditional rezone of the subject property from 
an “A” (Agricultural) zone to an “CR-R-1” (Single Family Residential) zone.  
The development agreement attached with the conditional rezone (Exhibit 1, 
Attachment A) limits development to 26 residential lots.  

Pursuant to CCZO §07-10-25(1), the purpose of the “A” Zone is: 
A. Promote the public health, safety, and welfare of the people of the 

County by encouraging the protection of viable farmland and farming 
operations; 

B. Limit urban density development to Areas of City Impact in 
accordance with the comprehensive plan; 

C. Protect fish, wildlife, and recreation resources, consistent with the 
purposes of the "Local Land Use Planning Act", Idaho Code title 67, 
chapter 65; 

D. Protect agricultural land uses, and rangeland uses, and wildlife 
management areas from unreasonable adverse impacts from 
development; and

E. Provide for the development of schools, churches, and other public 
and quasi-public uses consistent with the comprehensive plan.

Pursuant to CCZO Section 07-10-25(3) the purpose of the “R-1” Zone (Single 
Family Residential) is: to promote and enhance predominantly single-family 
living areas at a low-density standard.
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Surrounding Zones, Uses and Character: 

There are no residential zones within the vicinity of the subject property (Exhibit 8a). The nearest similar zone is 
approximately one-mile from the property. 

Existing Conditions: 1-Mile Proximity 
Direction:  Parcel Information:  Zone:  
North  R28962(5.05ac), R28962010(5.03ac), R28962010B(5.04ac), 

R28962010A(5.04ac) and R28963010(5.04ac).  

“A” Agricultural 

East R28972(2.00ac), R28973(2.05ac), R28973010(2.06ac), R28969(1.00ac), 

R28968(5.17ac), and R28966 (7.74ac). 

“A” Agricultural 

South R28960 (4.88ac), R28957 (17.54ac), and R28963 (7.74ac) “A” Agricultural 

West R28982 (2.5ac), R28979 (9.09ac) R28978201 (7.84ac) and R2897920 

(10.18ac) 

“A” Agricultural 

*see exhibit vicinity map/zoning and class map. 

Subdivision & Lot Reports – Exhibit 8g 
Number of Subs: Acres in Sub: Number of Lots: Average Lot Size:  

13 484.27 146 3.32

Lots Notified: Median Lot Size: Maximum: Average:

47 4.88 17.54 5.35

Soils:
The proposed properties include 19.02% class two soils (best suited soils) and 81% class three soils (moderately 
suited soils). The entire proposed property is considered prime farmland if irrigated (Exhibit 8b, 8c and 8d) 

Area of City Impact – Nampa: 
The property is within Nampa’s Area of City Impact. The city designates the area as “low density residential” 
(Exhibit 8i).  

The City of Nampa was noticed May 20, 2022, and the comments can be seen in Exhibit 12a and 12b.

Facilities: 
Domestic Water and Sanitary Sewer: 
Nampa City Services are not available in the area (nearest service being approximately two miles from the subject 
property (Exhibit 12a). Future development will use a community well for domestic water or individual domestic 
wells to be determined during public hearing and individual septic systems.  

Nitrate Priority Area: 
The site is located within a nitrate priority area (Exhibit 8e). Wells within the area have been identified to have 
some nitrate issues (between 0.005-5.00 mg/l). Idaho Department of Environmental Quality finds drinking water to 
be unsafe if nitrates exceed 10 parts per million (or 10 milligrams per liter (mg/l).  

Future development will be required to meet Idaho Department of Water Resources and Southwest District Health 
regarding the placement of an individual well and septic system and must be demonstrated at the time of platting.  

Irrigation:
The subject parcel has surface water rights which are currently used to gravity irrigate their fields. The site is 
located within the jurisdiction of Boise Project Board of Control. Ridenbaugh Highline Canal and Fieselman 
Lateral run through the property and is owned and operated by Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District.  The 
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developer will have to enter into a License Agreement and have the plan approved before construction is 
acceptable.  The required easement is noted in their letter dated 1/9/23. 

Access and Traffic: 
The property has frontage and existing access from Robinson Road, a rural local roadway. No additional comments 
were received from Nampa Highway District #1. The applicant applied and received a approval of a single point of 
access. Right of Way dedication will happen at time of plat. (Exhibit 12e).  

Essential Services: 
Kuna Fire: Kuna Fire District Station No. 1 is approximately 5.2 miles (approximately 10 minutes) from the subject 
property. 

Kuna School District #3: The property will be served by Crimson Point Elementary, Kuna Middle School and Kuna 
High School.  

All essential service and agencies were notified about this request on March 20, 2022. No comments were received. 

Site Photos: 

 The following pictures were taken on a site visit done, January 13, 2023 

This photo is taken on Robinson Rd looking North with the property to the East.  
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This photo was taken on Robinson Rd looking South.  

This photo was taken at the Southeastern corner of the properties looking Northwest.  
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This photo was taken on the Southeastern corner looking down the Southern property line.  

This photo was taken from Lewis Ln. looking South at the Canal.   
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2020 Comprehensive Plan: 
The 2020 Plan designates the property as “residential.” (2020 Future Land Use Map).   

The request is generally consistent with the following policies and goals of the 2020 Canyon County 
Comprehensive Plan: 
 Property Rights Policy No. 1: “No person shall be deprived of private property without due process of law.”
 Population Policy No. 2: “Encourage high-density development to locate within incorporated cities and/or areas 

of city impact.” 
 Land Use Goal No. 3: “Use appropriate techniques to mitigate incompatible land uses.”
 Land Use Goal No. 4: “To encourage development in those areas of the county which provide the most 

favorable conditions for future community services.”

 Land Use Goal No. 5: “Achieve a land use balance which recognizes that existing agricultural uses and non-
agricultural development may occur in the same area.”

 Housing Policy No. 1: Encourage a variety of housing choices that meet the needs of families, various age 
groups and incomes.

 Land Use Policy No. 2: “Encourage orderly development of subdivisions and individual land parcels, and 
require development agreements when appropriate.” 

 Public Services, Facilities and Utilities Policy No. 3: Encourage the establishment of new development to be 
located within the boundaries of a rural fire protection district.

 Land Use Component - Residential (Page 37 of the Comprehensive Plan): Residential development should be 
encouraged in or near Areas of City Impact or within areas that demonstrate a development pattern of 
residential land uses. 

Potential Impacts: 
The request may promote “R-1” zoning and development adjacent to active agricultural properties that are still 
predominately zoned “A” (Agricultural).  

Due to the area still being predominantly agricultural, the request does not meet the following goals and policies of 
the comprehensive plan: 
 Population Goal No. 1: “Consider population growth trends when making land use decisions.”

 Population Policy No. 3: “Encourage future population to locate in areas that are conducive for residential 

living and do not pose an incompatible land use to other land uses.”

 Land Use Goal No. 2: “To provide for the orderly growth and accompanying development of the resources 

within the County that is compatible with their surrounding area.”

 Land Use Residential Policy No. 2: “Encourage residential development in areas where agricultural uses are 

not viable.”

 Natural Resources - Agricultural Policy No. 1: “Preserve agricultural lands and zoning classifications.” 

 Natural Resources - Agricultural Policy No. 3: “Protect agricultural operations and facilities from land use 

conflicts or undue interference created by existing or proposed residential, commercial or industrial 

development.” 

  Natural Resources Goal No. 1: “To support the agricultural industry and preservation of agricultural land.” 

Staff Analysis: 
Conditional Rezone Criteria: Pursuant to CCZO §07-06-07(6)A, the request is required to meet the following 
criteria: (Staff comments are in italics)

A. Is the proposed conditional rezone generally consistent with the comprehensive plan; 
There are policies and goals that are generally consistent with the comprehensive plan.  The proposed zone is 
supported by the Future Land Use Map as it designates the parcel as Residential. 
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B. When considering the surrounding land uses, is the proposed conditional rezone more appropriate than the 
current zoning designation; 

The surrounding land use is mostly agricultural with scattered home sites.  The parcels are in agriculture 
production currently.  This finding needs to be discussed at the Public Hearing to determine if the change to a 
Residential zone can be supported with conditions to make it more appropriate. 

C. Is the proposed conditional rezone compatible with surrounding land uses; 
When properly mitigated, the proposed use could be compatible with the surrounding land uses. 

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

The area already has some residential use mixed in with agriculture. The applicant is proposing no curb, gutter, 
sidewalks or streetlights as well as landscaping along the exterior boundaries of the development to help blend with 
the surrounding area. 

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

The County Engineer has recommended a community water system be installed to provide water to the homes for 
domestic use. A Nitrate study has been completed and applicant is going through the Subdivision Engineering 
Report (SER) process with Southwest District Health. 

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

Nampa Highway District No. 1 has authority over the public roads that this development would use as access.  
They were noticed and did not provide any comments or requirements for this proposed development. 

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

The developer applied to Nampa Highway District No. 1 and was approved for a single point of access.  The 
developer will also need to dedicate Right of Way at Subdivision time. 

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

Agencies were noticed and no comments or requirements were received from these agencies.  

Comments: 
Public Comments: The public was noticed on January 11, 2023, and no comments were received.  

Agency Comments: All agencies were noticed on May 20, 2022 and the following provided a comment: 
- City of Nampa Engineering Department: Exhibit 12a 
- City of Nampa Engineering Department Waiver Response: Exhibit 12bv 
- Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District: Exhibit 12c  
- Boise Project Board of Control: Exhibit 12d 
- Nampa Highway District: Exhibit 12e 
- Kuna Fire: Exhibit 13 

Additional Comments/Information Received:  
- Emails from Southwest District Health on the Nitrate Priority Area: Exhibit 11 
- Letter from Atlas: Exhibit 10  
- Level 1 Nutrient Pathogen Study: Exhibit 9 
- SPF Water Engineering Memorandum: Exhibit 13 
- Southwest District Health Pre-Development Meeting: Exhibit 7 
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Decision Options: 
 The Planning and Zoning Commissioners may recommend approval of the conditional rezone; 

 The Planning and Zoning Commissioners may recommend denial of the conditional rezone; or  

 The Planning and Zoning Commissioners may continue the discussion and request additional information on 

specific items. 

Recommendation: 
The staff analysis is based off of a 26-lot concept plan with the recommendation of a community water system.  
After further discussion, the applicant is also presenting a 29-lot concept plan with a community water system or 
would like to have the opportunity to have the 26-lot configuration without a community water system. Staff 
recommends that the discussion of restricting secondary dwellings also be addressed. 

Staff recommends opening the Public Hearing and taking testimony and base their decision on the required findings 
from CCZO §07-06-07(6)A – Conditional Rezone Criteria. 

Staff is recommending approval of the conditional rezone subject to conditions of the development agreement and 
has provided findings of fact and conclusions of law for the Commissioner’s consideration found in Exhibit 1. 



 Planning and Zoning Commissioners 
Verhoeks – CR2022-0005 

Development Services Department 

Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law, and Order 
Conditional Rezone – CR2022-0005 

Findings of Fact 
1. The applicant, Tanner Verhoeks of Haven Idaho, is requesting a Conditional Rezone of parcels 

R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961, approximately 43.95 acres, from “A” (Agriculture) to 
CR-R-1 (Conditional Rezone – R-1 Residential) zone. The request includes a development agreement 
to limit residential development to 26 lots with and average size of 1.69 acres. The subject property is 
located at 9814 Robinson Rd., Nampa; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of Section 17, T2N, 
R1W, Canyon County, Idaho. 

2. The subject property is designated as “residential” on the 2020 Canyon County Future Land Use 
Map.  

3. The subject property is located within Nampa’s Area of City Impact.  The City designates the 
property as “low density residential” on their future land use map. 

4. The subject property is located within Nampa Highway District No. 1, Kuna Fire District, and Kuna 
School District. 

5. The neighborhood meeting was held November 18, 2021 and January 11, 2022 pursuant to CCZO 
§07-01-15. 

6. Notice of the public hearing was provided as per CCZO §07-05-01:  Affected agencies and City of 
Nampa were notified on May 20, 2022. Full political notice was sent May 20, 2022. Property owners 
within 600 ft. were notified by mail on January 11, 2023. Newspaper notice was published on January 
15, 2023. The property was posted on January 24, 2023. 

7. The record consists of exhibits as provided as part of the public hearing staff report, exhibits 
submitted during the public hearing on February 2, 2023 and all information contained in DSD case 
file, CR2022-0005. 

Conclusions of Law 
For this request, the Planning and Zoning Commission finds and concludes the following regarding the 
Standards of Review for a Conditional Rezone (§07-06-07(6)): 

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

Conclusion: The proposed zone change is consistent with the 2020 Future Land Use Map and 
Comprehensive Plan.  

Finding:   The property is designated as “residential” on the Future land use map within the 2020 
Canyon County Comprehensive Plan. The request is generally consistent with the 
following policies and goals of the 2020 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan: 

- Property Rights Policy No. 1: “No person shall be deprived of private property 
without due process of law.”

- Population Policy No. 2: “Encourage high-density development to locate within 
incorporated cities and/or areas of city impact.” 

- Land Use Goal No. 3: “Use appropriate techniques to mitigate incompatible land 
uses.”

- Land Use Goal No. 4: “To encourage development in those areas of the county which 
provide the most favorable conditions for future community services.”
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- Land Use Goal No. 5: “Achieve a land use balance which recognizes that existing 
agricultural uses and non-agricultural development may occur in the same area.”

- Housing Policy No. 1: Encourage a variety of housing choices that meet the needs of 
families, various age groups and incomes.

-    Land Use Policy No. 2: “Encourage orderly development of subdivisions and 
individual land parcels, and require development agreements when appropriate.” 

- Public Services, Facilities and Utilities Policy No. 3: Encourage the establishment of 
new development to be located within the boundaries of a rural fire protection 
district.

- Land Use Component - Residential (Page 37 of the Comprehensive Plan): Residential 
development should be encouraged in or near Areas of City Impact or within areas 
that demonstrate a development pattern of residential land uses. 

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

Conclusion: As conditioned (Attachment A) the request is more appropriate than the current zoning 
designation and is consistent with the future land use map designation of residential.  

Finding: The surrounding land use is mostly agricultural with scattered home sites.  The parcels 
are in agriculture production currently.  This finding needs to be discussed at the Public 
Hearing to determine if the change to a Residential zone can be supported with 
conditions to make it more appropriate. 

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

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

Finding:     There isn’t similar zoning near the property, but there are several land divisions in the 
area that has resulted in similar sized parcels within the vicinity of this property as well 
as previously platted subdivisions. 

There are thirteen (13) subdivisions within a one-mile radius from the subject property 
with a 3.32-acre average lot size.  

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

Conclusion:  As conditioned (Attachment A), the request will not negatively affect the character of 
the area. 

Finding:      The area already has some residential use mixed in with agriculture. The applicant is 
proposing no curb, gutter, sidewalks or streetlights as well as landscaping along the 
exterior boundaries of the development to help blend with the surrounding area.  

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

Conclusion: Adequate sewer, drainage, irrigation, and storm water drainage facilities and utility 
systems will be provided to accommodate the request at the time of platting and 
development. 

Finding:    



Nampa City Services are not available in the area (nearest service being approximately 
two miles from the subject property). The County Engineer has recommended a 
community water system be installed to provide water to the homes for domestic use. 

The subject parcel has surface water rights which are currently used to gravity irrigate 
their fields. The site is located within the jurisdiction of Boise Project Board of Control. 
Ridenbaugh Highline Canal and Fieselman Lateral run through the property and is owned 
and operated by Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District.  The developer will have to enter 
into a License Agreement and have the plan approved before construction is acceptable.  
The required easement is noted in their letter dated 1/9/23. 

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

   Conclusion:    The property has existing access from Robinson Road, a public road. 

       Finding:         Future access will be required to meet CCZO §07-10-03 & Canyon County Code §09-
11-19 unless waived.  

Nampa Highway District #1 approved a request for a single point of access.  No 
additional comments were received from Nampa Highway District #1. 

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

Conclusion: As conditioned (Attachment A), the request will not cause undue interference with 
existing or future traffic patterns as proposed.   

Finding: As conditioned by the development agreement the property will only have one access 
off of Robinson Road. As conditioned, the request is not anticipated to create traffic 
issues. 

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

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

Finding: As conditioned (Attachment A), the request is not anticipated to impact essential 
services.  Agencies were notified. No comments were received.  

Conclusions of Law - Area of City Impact  
The property is within Nampa’s Area of City Impact. The city designates the area as “low density 
residential”. Pursuant to Canyon County Code §09-11-21(1) of the Nampa Area of City Impact 
Agreement, a notice was provided to the City of Nampa on May 20, 2022. The City of Nampa provide 
comments, summarized as follows:  

- No city services are available; over two miles from the subject property.  The largest lot size allowed 
in the Low-Density Residential designation is 32,000 square feet. The City of Nampa opposes the 
request. 



Order 
Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Planning and 
Zoning Commission recommends approval of Case # CR2022-0005, a request for a conditional rezone 
of Parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961from an “A” (Agricultural) zone to an “CR-R1” 
(Conditional Rezone -R1) zone subject to conditions of the development agreement (Attachment A). 

APPROVED this ________ day of _________________________, 2023. 

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 of 2023 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: ______________________________



ATTACHMENT A 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT CONDITIONS 

1. The development shall comply with all applicable federal, state, and county laws, ordinances, 
rules and regulations that pertain to the property. 

2. The subject parcel shall be in subject to the Canyon County Zoning Ordinance Chapter 7, Article 
17 for platting with substantial compliance of the conceptual site plan (Attachment B) subject to 
the following restrictions: 

a. No secondary dwelling (CCZO §07-10-27 & 07-14-25) is allowed on the subdivision lots 
without an expanded nutrient pathogen study and approval by Southwest District Health and 
IDEQ that their standards can be met. 

3. Historic irrigation lateral, drain and ditch flow patterns shall be maintained and protected.  
Modification or improvements shall be approved in writing by the local Irrigation District.  

4. The developer shall comply with CCZO §07-06-07 (4) Time Requirements: “All conditional 
rezones for a land use shall commence within two (2) years of the approval of the board.” 
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AREA AND LOT SUMMARY
TOTAL PROPERTY AREA

RESIDENTIAL AREA

RIGHT-OF-WAY TO BE DEDICATED

COMMON AREA

TOTAL LOTS

BUILDABLE LOTS

COMMON LOTS

29

26

3

43.95 +/- AC

36.47 +/- AC

1.23 +/- AC

5.83 +/- AC

OWNER
DUSTON ROSE
9814 S. ROBINSON RD.
NAMPA, IDAHO 83686
PH: (208) 891-2198

DEVELOPER
HAVEN IDAHO
521 N. 10th AVE.
CALDWELL, IDAHO 83605
PH: (208) 391-3838

LAND USE PLANNER
ALEC EGURROLA
T-O ENGINEERS, INC.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

ENGINEER
ISAAC JOSIFEK, P.E.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

SURVEYOR
ROB O'MALLEY, P.L.S.
T-O ENGINEERS, INC.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

PARCEL
#R2896300000
0 E. LEWIS LANE
#R289610110
0 ROBINSON ROAD
#R28961000000
9814 ROBINSON BLVD.
#R2896101000
9800 ROBINSON BLVD.

ROADWAY JURISDICTION
NAMPA HIGHWAY DISTRICT NO. 4

SEWER & WATER DISTRICT
PRIVATE

FIRE DISTRICT
KUNA FIRE

SCHOOL DISTRICT
KUNA SCHOOL DISTRICT #3

ZONING
EXISTING ZONING: (AG) AGRICULTURAL
PROPOSED ZONING: (CR-R1)
R1 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
R1 SETBACKS:

FRONT = 20'
REAR = 20'
SIDE = 10'
STREET SIDE = 20'

IRRIGATION DISTRICT
BOISE PROJECT BOARD OF CONTROL
NAMPA & MERIDIAN IRRIGATION DISTRICT

SITE DATA

AVERAGE (NET) LOT SIZE 1.41 +/- AC

NOTES
1. BUILDING SETBACK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE ZONING REGULATIONS OF

THE CANYON COUNTY.

2. A GENERAL UTILITY EASEMENT OF 10 FEET WILL EXIST ALONG ALL FRONT AND REAR LOT LINES PER CITY OF CANYON COUNTY
SUBDIVISION CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS.

3. THERE ARE NO KNOWN FLOOD PLAINS OR FLOODWAYS IN THE PROJECT AREA.

4. DIRECT RESIDENTIAL LOT ACCESS TO ROBINSON ROAD IS PROHIBITED.

5. INDIVIDUAL PRESSURE IRRIGATION SERVICES WILL BE PROVIDED TO THE REAR OF EACH LOT. PRESSURE IRRIGATION WILL BE
CONNECTED TO A NEW PUMP STATION ON COMMON LOT 12. THE SYSTEM WILL BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY THE
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION.

6. POTABLE WATER WILL BE SUPPLIED BY PRIVATE WELLS.

7. SEWER WILL BE PROVIDED BY PRIVATE SEPTIC SYSTEMS.

8. STORMWATER TO BE DIRECTED THROUGH A SERIES OF BORROW DITCHES, PIPES, AND MANHOLES TO THE PROPOSED STORM
WATER FACILITY PONDS LOCATED IN STORMWATER EASEMENTS IN LOT 1 & 27, BLOCK 1.

9. DESIGN INFORMATION SHOWN HEREIN IS PRELIMINARY AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE BASED ON FINAL DESIGN AND AGENCY
COMMENT.

10. ALL LOTS ARE RESIDENTIAL EXCEPT LOTS LABELED AS COMMON LOTS. COMMON LOT 18 IS A PRIVATE LOT FOR SHARED USE
AND POTENTIAL FUTURE ACCESS TO PROPERTY TO THE SOUTH.  COMMON LOT 12 IS A PRIVATE LOT TO BE USED FOR STORM
WATER RETENTION AND PRESSURE IRRIGATION PUMP STATION. COMMON LOT 1 IS A PRIVATE LOT TO BE USED FOR THE E
ROSECREST DRIVE CENTER ISLAND. SUBDIVISION COMMON AREAS WILL NOT BE IRRIGATED. HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION WILL
BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE AND NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL ON COMMON LOTS.
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CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO
 AUGUST 3, 2022
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AREA AND LOT SUMMARY
TOTAL PROPERTY AREA

RESIDENTIAL AREA

RIGHT-OF-WAY TO BE DEDICATED

COMMON AREA

TOTAL LOTS

BUILDABLE LOTS

COMMON LOTS

29

26

3

43.95 +/- AC

36.47 +/- AC

1.23 +/- AC

5.83 +/- AC

OWNER
DUSTON ROSE
9814 S. ROBINSON RD.
NAMPA, IDAHO 83686
PH: (208) 891-2198

DEVELOPER
HAVEN IDAHO
521 N. 10th AVE.
CALDWELL, IDAHO 83605
PH: (208) 391-3838

LAND USE PLANNER
ALEC EGURROLA
T-O ENGINEERS, INC.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

ENGINEER
ISAAC JOSIFEK, P.E.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

SURVEYOR
ROB O'MALLEY, P.L.S.
T-O ENGINEERS, INC.
332 N BROADMORE WAY
NAMPA, ID 83687
PH: (208) 442-6300

PARCEL
#R2896300000
0 E. LEWIS LANE
#R289610110
0 ROBINSON ROAD
#R28961000000
9814 ROBINSON BLVD.
#R2896101000
9800 ROBINSON BLVD.

ROADWAY JURISDICTION
NAMPA HIGHWAY DISTRICT NO. 4

SEWER & WATER DISTRICT
PRIVATE

FIRE DISTRICT
KUNA FIRE

SCHOOL DISTRICT
KUNA SCHOOL DISTRICT #3

ZONING
EXISTING ZONING: (AG) AGRICULTURAL
PROPOSED ZONING: (CR-R1)
R1 SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
R1 SETBACKS:

FRONT = 20'
REAR = 20'
SIDE = 10'
STREET SIDE = 20'

IRRIGATION DISTRICT
BOISE PROJECT BOARD OF CONTROL
NAMPA & MERIDIAN IRRIGATION DISTRICT

SITE DATA

AVERAGE (NET) LOT SIZE 1.41 +/- AC

NOTES
1. BUILDING SETBACK AND DIMENSION STANDARDS SHALL BE IN COMPLIANCE WITH THE APPLICABLE ZONING REGULATIONS OF

THE CANYON COUNTY.

2. A GENERAL UTILITY EASEMENT OF 10 FEET WILL EXIST ALONG ALL FRONT AND REAR LOT LINES PER CITY OF CANYON COUNTY
SUBDIVISION CONSTRUCTION REQUIREMENTS.

3. THERE ARE NO KNOWN FLOOD PLAINS OR FLOODWAYS IN THE PROJECT AREA.

4. DIRECT RESIDENTIAL LOT ACCESS TO ROBINSON ROAD IS PROHIBITED.

5. INDIVIDUAL PRESSURE IRRIGATION SERVICES WILL BE PROVIDED TO THE REAR OF EACH LOT. PRESSURE IRRIGATION WILL BE
CONNECTED TO A NEW PUMP STATION ON COMMON LOT 12. THE SYSTEM WILL BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY THE
HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION.

6. POTABLE WATER WILL BE SUPPLIED BY PRIVATE WELLS.

7. SEWER WILL BE PROVIDED BY PRIVATE SEPTIC SYSTEMS.

8. STORMWATER TO BE DIRECTED THROUGH A SERIES OF BORROW DITCHES, PIPES, AND MANHOLES TO THE PROPOSED STORM
WATER FACILITY PONDS LOCATED IN STORMWATER EASEMENTS IN LOT 1 & 27, BLOCK 1.

9. DESIGN INFORMATION SHOWN HEREIN IS PRELIMINARY AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE BASED ON FINAL DESIGN AND AGENCY
COMMENT.

10. ALL LOTS ARE RESIDENTIAL EXCEPT LOTS LABELED AS COMMON LOTS. COMMON LOT 18 IS A PRIVATE LOT FOR SHARED USE
AND POTENTIAL FUTURE ACCESS TO PROPERTY TO THE SOUTH.  COMMON LOT 12 IS A PRIVATE LOT TO BE USED FOR STORM
WATER RETENTION AND PRESSURE IRRIGATION PUMP STATION. COMMON LOT 1 IS A PRIVATE LOT TO BE USED FOR THE E
ROSECREST DRIVE CENTER ISLAND. SUBDIVISION COMMON AREAS WILL NOT BE IRRIGATED. HOMEOWNER ASSOCIATION WILL
BE RESPONSIBLE FOR MAINTENANCE AND NOXIOUS WEED CONTROL ON COMMON LOTS.

SHEET INDEX
C0.00 COVER

C1.00 EXISTING CONDITIONS

C2.00 LOT DIMENSIONS

C3.00 SITE PLAN AND UTILITIES

C4.00 DRAINAGE AND IRRIGATION PLAN
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Environmental Health Services 
13307 Miami Lane 
Caldwell, ID  83607 
208.455.5400 
FAX 208.455.5405 

Name of Development: _________________________________________________________________ 
Applicant: _________________________________________________________________ 
P.E./P.G.: _________________________________________________________________ 
All others in Attendance: _________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________EHS #’s__________Date___________ 

Number of Lots or Flow: _________________ Acreage of Proposed Development: __________________ 
Location of Development: _________________________________________________________________ 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Project in Area of Concern: ______________________ Groundwater/Rock <10’ ______________________ 
Level 1 NP Necessary for N: _________________________________________________________________ 

LSAS/CSS Proposed:  _________________________________________________________________ 
BRO meeting for P or above: _________________________________________________________________ 
Proposed Drinking Water: Individual     , City     , Community     , Public Water Supply 
BRO meeting for PWS, Com: _________________________________________________________________ 

Information Distributed: 

Additional Comments: 

SER       , NP Guidance       , Non-Domestic WW ap. 

_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 
_________________________________________________________________ 

Attach conceptual plan, if provided, or any other correspondence, and create a file for this information.  The information will be 
helpful when responding to the county about permitting requirements and should be maintained with the subdivision file or 
commercial permit file when completed, for a complete written history of the project and SWDH involvement. 

1008 E. Locust 
Emmett 83617 
365-6371 
FAX 365-4729 

1155 Third Ave., N. 
Payette 83661 
642-9321 
FAX 642-5098 

46 W. Court 
Weiser 83672 
549-2370 
FAX 549-2371 

824 S. Diamond St. 
Nampa 83686 
465-8402 
FAX 442-2809 

Southwest District Health 
Pre-Development Meeting 
Planned Unit/Commercial 
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Soil Map

SOIL INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE USDA'S CANYON COUNTY SOIL SURVEY OF 2018

0 0.25 0.5
Miles

!. 0.005000 - 2.000000

!. 2.000001 - 5.000000

"/ 5.000001 - 10.000000

#0 10.000001 - 49.800000

!mGEO-THERMAL LOCATIONS
Wetlands

shammond
Text Box
Exhibit 8b



E LEWIS LN

DYE LN

RO
BI

NS
ON

 R
D

WRIGHT LN

HI
GH

 H
OP

E 
LN

S 
RO

BI
NS

ON
 B

LV
D

EASTER DR

HENRY PL

MA
ME

R 
LN

TE
N 

AK
RE

 LN

DUNDEE CT

S 
LO

CK
NA

NE
 C

T

BUGLE RIDGE RD

Verhoeks
Prime Farm Lands

SOIL INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE USDA'S CANYON COUNTY SOIL SURVEY OF 2018

0 0.250.125
Miles

Subject Property

TAXLOTS
City_Limits
WETLANDS
2C_Hydro

SOILS
Farmland of statewide importance
Farmland of statewide importance, if irrigated
Farmland of statewide importance, if irrigated and reclaimed
Not prime farmland
Water/Gravel Pit/ Rock outcrop/ Riverwash/ Terrace Escarpments
Prime farmland if irrigated
Prime farmland if irrigated and drained
Prime farmland if irrigated and reclaimed
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SOIL CAPABILITY CLASS SOIL CAPABILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE ACREAGE PERCENTAGE

2 BEST SUITED SOIL 10802.88 0.25 0.56%

3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 1367435.52 31.39 71.46%

2 BEST SUITED SOIL 353271.60 8.11 18.46%

3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 182037.24 4.18 9.51%

3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 0.00 0.00 0.00%

1913547.24 43.93 100%

SOIL NAME FARMLAND TYPE SQUARE FOOTAGE ACREAGE PERCENTAGE

PpA Prime farmland if irrigated 10802.88 0.25 0.56%

PoB Prime farmland if irrigated 1367435.52 31.39 71.46%

PoA Prime farmland if irrigated 353271.60 8.11 18.46%

PeB Prime farmland if irrigated 182037.24 4.18 9.51%

PpB Prime farmland if irrigated 0.00 0.00 0.00%

1913547.24 43.93 100%

SOIL REPORT

FARMLAND REPORT

SOIL INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE USDA's CANYON COUNTY SOIL SURVEY OF 2018
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NUMBER OF SUBS ACRES IN SUB NUMBER OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE

13 484.27 146 3.32

NUMBER OF SUBS IN PLATTING ACRES IN SUB NUMBER OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE

2 158.14 95 1.66

NUMBER OF LOTS NOTIFIED AVERAGE MEDIAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM

47 5.35 4.88 1.00 17.54

NUMBER OF MOBILE HOME PARKS ACRES IN MHP NUMBER OF SITES AVG HOMES PER ACRE MAXIMUM

Label LOCATION ACRES NO. OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE CITY OF… Year

1 2N1W07 80.81 24 3.37 COUNTY (Canyon) 1990

2 2N1W08 10.03 3 3.34 COUNTY (Canyon) 2002

3 2N1W08 4.38 3 1.46 COUNTY (Canyon) 1971

4 2N1W08 34.72 12 2.89 COUNTY (Canyon) 2002

5 2N1W18 32.88 5 6.58 COUNTY (Canyon) 1999

6 2N1W08 70.11 14 5.01 COUNTY (Canyon) 1990

7 2N1W08 23.89 30 0.80 COUNTY (Canyon) 1972

8 2N1W08 63.88 20 3.19 COUNTY (Canyon) 1976

9 2N1W08 40.06 12 3.34 COUNTY (Canyon) 1973

10 2N1W08 73.50 10 7.35 COUNTY (Canyon) 2007

11 2N2W13 17.97 3 5.99 COUNTY (Canyon) 2008

12 2N1W17 31.55 9 3.51 COUNTY (Canyon) 2004

13 2N1W08 0.50 1 0.50 Canyon County 2019

ACRES NO. OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE

114.21 27 4.23

43.93 68 0.65

SITE ADDRESS ACRES NO. OF SPACES UNITS PER ACRE CITY OF…

SUBDIVISIONS IN PLATTING

SUBDIVISION & LOT REPORT

HARD ROCK RIDGE SUB NO 2

AUSSIE ACRES SUB

M & M MOUNTAIN VIEW ACRES NO. 2

ELKHORN ESTATES

HENRY HEIGHTS SUB

M & M MOUNTAIN VIEW ACRES

MAMER SUB

MC FARLAND SUB

HOLADAY ACRES SUB

SUBDIVISION NAME

ROBINSON RANCHETTES

TEN AKRE WOODS

THOMPSON'S #1 AMEND

WRIGHT LANE RANCHES

PLATTED SUBDIVISIONS

Shoshone Falls

MOBILE HOME & RV PARKS

Haven Creek

SUBDIVISION NAME

SUBDIVISION NAME
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Atlas No. B212203g 
Page | 1 

Copyright © 2023 Atlas Technical Consultants 

January 20, 2023 
Atlas No. B212203g 

 
Mr. Tanner Verhoeks 
Haven Idaho 
521 North 10th Avenue #4 
Caldwell, ID 83605 
 

Subject: Accessory Dwelling Unit Letter – Level 1 Nutrient Pathogen Study 
 Haven Creek Subdivision 
 9814 Robinson Road 

Kuna, ID 
 

Dear Mr. Verhoeks: 

Atlas previously conducted a Nutrient Pathogen (NP) Study for the above-mentioned project 

(Atlas File Number B212203g).  The previous study was based on a total of 26 residential lots, 

with each residence assumed to be 4 bedrooms in size.  This equated to a per lot wastewater 

flow of 300 gallons per day (gpd).  Results of that study indicated that 40 percent nitrate reducing 

septic systems would be required for each lot in order to meet down-gradient nitrate concentration 

limits required by the Southwest District Health (SWDH) and Idaho Department of Environmental 

Quality (IDEQ).  The NP Study has been submitted to SWDH and IDEQ for review, though results 

of that review are not yet available.   

Atlas has since been informed that it is desirable to construct accessory dwelling units (ADUs) on 

at least some of the lots.  Atlas preliminarily re-analyzed the site assuming that up to 500 gpd of 

wastewater flow would be used for each of the proposed lots, which would allow for a 4-bedroom 

residence and 2-bedroom ADU on a single lot.  Wastewater flow could be adjusted as needed for 

each structure on any given lot, though the total effluent is limited to 500 gpd per lot.  Atlas also 

assumed a minimum lot size of 1 acre in the re-analysis.  Results of the analysis indicate that as 

long as each individual lot width perpendicular to groundwater flow direction is at least 145 feet 

and advanced treatment capable of 65% nitrate reduction is implemented, the site will meet the 

point-of-compliance down-gradient nitrate concentrations as required by SWDH and IDEQ. 

Smaller lots widths perpendicular to groundwater flow could also be considered for lots where no 

ADUs are planned and flow rates are less than 500 gpd.  If changes are made to the lot layout to 

accommodate ADUs, a revised NP Study will be prepared and submitted to SWDH and IDEQ for 

review and approval. 

If you have any questions, please call us at (208) 376-4748. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Monica Saculles, PE  
Senior Geotechnical Engineer  
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Archived: Sunday, October 22, 2023 11:53:33 PM
From: suemarostica@gmail.com 
Mail received time: Fri, 13 Oct 2023 12:19:09
Sent: Fri, 13 Oct 2023 12:18:58 
To: Barron@canyoncounty.id.gov Michelle Barron 
Cc: 'Victor Rodriguez' 'Dale Reynolds' Greg McPherson adam@seoidaho.com Alan & Lynne Caba Alex & Trent DeYoung
Bette Stom Brandon Richards Claudia Haynes Curtis Kessel Darin & Christy Buttars Darlene Gans dawanekharris@gmail.com
Derek Kisler dewighthigel@yahoo.com Doug & Cindy Teusher Evelyn Copado Frank & Laura Wallace Gary Geyer Gretta &
Jonathan Buehler heathermbenson1@gmail.com Janne & Greg Goetz jefflarsen01@gmail.com Jennifer & Tony Senn Joe
Mackenzie Karen & Lee Nichols Katie Clouss Ken & Linda Nungesser Ken Cathcart Keri Smith Larry Peterson Linda Emry
Lonny Reiber Luis & Irene Chavolla Mariko Fisher Mark Hadley Mike & Carol Locknane Mike Benson Patricia Stilwell Peter
& Shari Francois Randy & Sherry Wolske Ray Moore Rick Bell Roxanne Geyer Roy & Debbie Gallagher Russ & Lori Johnson
Sam Nelson Sheila Minic Steve & Susan Low Susan Thomas Zahradnicek Tiana Kisler Tom & Lillie Rogers Victor Marostica 
Subject: [External] Case No. CR2022-0005: Written Testimony opposing this conditional rezoning and development. 
Importance: Normal
Sensitivity: None
Attachments:
Canyon County Commissioners 11_2_2023 - Google Docs.pdf;

Dear Michelle,

Please accept the attached Canyon County Commissioners 11_2_2023 Document as written testimony opposing the conditional
rezoning and development.

\~

Thank you for your assistance.

\~

Sue

\~

Sue Marostica

suemarostica@gmail.com

208-890-9774

\~

\~
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 Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission 
 Board of Commissioners 
 111 North 11th Ave #104 
 Caldwell, Idaho 83605 


 Project Summary: 
 The preliminary plat application concerns parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961 {+/- 43.95 
 acres) in Nampa, Idaho located SE of Robinson Rd & Lewis Ln; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of 
 Section 17, T2N, RlW, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 Zoning is proposed to change from agricultural (AG) to conditional CR- R-1 residential with a development 
 agreement. A preliminary plat is required for the planned development of the parcels. 


 For nearly two years, we and more than 90 neighbors have been united in our opposition to the proposed 
 development. We have consistently voiced our concerns, even before the developers officially acquired the 
 property. Our community is known for its rural agricultural character, and the particular piece of land under 
 consideration for rezoning and development faces several significant challenges that make it ill-suited for such 
 purposes. This is  drone footage of our area  , noticed  as exhibit D attachment 5. 


 This plan does not fit into the existing developments in our area, nor does it fit into the proposed long-range 
 planning for Nampa.  All of these 29 homes proposed are just over 1 acre, with not having enough land to 
 support animals/hobby farming and home and too much land for responsible landscaping for irrigation of 
 current recommendations of ¼ acre to no more than ½ acre of grass. Existing developments are 3-5 acres, 
 and most continue with agriculture, animals, and hobby farming. Nampa’s long-term projections would like to 
 see developments with lot sizes no larger than 32,000 sq ft or less than 7/10ths of an acre. Current city water 
 and sewer services are more than 2 miles away, which would support this type of development. 


 ○  Are we following the stipulations included in the  Conditional Rezone Ordinances of Canyon 
 County?  There are many stipulations that this concerned  group would like to impose upon this 
 development under conditional rezoning since any CC&Rs they may suggest are not 
 enforceable by the county. The development of this property could negatively impact the 
 properties currently in this impact area. 


 1.  We want to ensure they can only use irrigation water to maintain the landscape. 
 2.  We want everyone who experiences well water issues by being dropped below 


 the existing water table to be compensated, not just the ones who have signed up to participate 
 in their water experiences in exchange for their silence. $500,000 should be placed in a trust for 
 this. 


 As elected officials, we trust that you are responsible for using your best judgment to preserve our land for 
 future generations. Many ideals which we considered sustainable have proven detrimental over the years. The 
 more we cover properties with roads and buildings, the more we disrupt natural water patterns and tables and 
 exacerbate local climate issues. The water usage and drainage projections only apply to current conditions 
 rather than how they will change with development. As the well reports stated, some areas in Canyon County 
 are experiencing water issues.  Why have these areas changed?  Was it because we covered the farm ground 
 with concrete and disrupted the natural underground water tables? 
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 ●  Covering farmland with concrete roads and buildings can change underground water tables and lead to 
 sinkholes. A combination of environmental science and common sense observations can support this 
 argument: 


 ●  Reduced Permeability: Concrete surfaces are impermeable, not allowing water to pass through. 
 Farmland, on the other hand, often consists of permeable soil that can absorb rainwater. When 
 farmland is replaced with concrete roads and buildings, the natural ability of the land to absorb water is 
 significantly reduced. This excess water flows over the surface, leading to various issues, including 
 changes in underground water tables. 


 ●  Increased Runoff: Concrete surfaces contribute to increased surface runoff. This runoff carries soil and 
 pollutants from cars previously absorbed by the land into local water bodies and canals. 


 ●  Altered Hydrology: Farmlands often have a unique hydrological balance, influenced by the plants and 
 their root systems, which can help regulate water movement in the soil. Concrete construction disrupts 
 this balance by eliminating vegetation and altering natural drainage patterns. This disruption can lead to 
 changes in the flow of water underground. 


 ●  Sinkhole Formation: Sinkholes are often the result of changes in the groundwater table. When water is 
 removed or concentrated in a particular area, it can erode the underground geological formations, 
 creating voids that eventually collapse to form sinkholes. The increased runoff and altered hydrology 
 caused by urban development can contribute to the formation of sinkholes. 


 ●  Increased Development Pressure: Urban development tends to bring more people and infrastructure 
 into an area. This increases water usage, often from underground aquifers, which lowers the water 
 table. When the water table drops, the land becomes more susceptible to sinkholes as the support for 
 the ground above is reduced. 


 ●  Case Studies and Examples: Numerous case studies and examples worldwide demonstrate the 
 connection between urbanization, changes in underground water tables, and sinkhole formation. For 
 instance, areas in Florida known for their sinkholes have experienced significant development and 
 urban expansion, leading to increased sinkhole incidents. 


 ●  Environmental Consequences: Changes in underground water tables and sinkhole formation have 
 significant environmental consequences. These include habitat disruption, groundwater pollution, and 
 damage to infrastructure, all of which can impact local ecosystems and communities. 


 ●  The transformation of farmland into concrete roads and buildings alters the natural water cycle and can 
 lead to changes in underground water tables and the formation of sinkholes. This highlights the 
 importance of responsible land-use planning and development practices that consider the potential 
 environmental impacts and the need to preserve the balance of local hydrological systems. 


 ●  Another good example of altering ecosystems is the Birds of Prey area.  This was all farmland that 
 hosted an abundance of prey birds.  Their food sources decreased when it became a habitat and 
 farming ceased.  We are experiencing a higher-than-average inhabitance of Red Tail Hawks, Owls, and 
 smaller hawks on our property, looking for farmland to support them. 
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 Many of the well reports submitted most recently are not the same ones submitted originally.  Our well report 
 and the two neighbors who have had to drop their wells another hundred feet are missing. We had to drop our 
 well another 10 feet in March 2023 before the irrigation water was released. Over the last decade, we have 
 gone from a comfortable 80’ to a sketchy 110’.  The water reports suggest that these old wells are experiencing 
 problems because they require maintenance and have nothing to do with the decline in the water tables. 
 When we dropped the pump, our report was nothing wrong with our well, casing, or pump, just that we were 
 now below the water table. We struggle each spring until the water is released into the canals yearly. 
 Compacting soils and covering them with pavement are creating changes in the water seepage that refuels our 
 aquifers and creates underground soil erosion that changes the flows of the aquifers.  Low-growing turf 
 grasses from lawns only allow the root systems to extend down a few inches, and the soil compacts below it. 
 Growing pasture grasses and rotating crops with long root systems encourage aeration in the soil and water 
 seepage to the aquifers. As agricultural zoning, we should encourage this practice for all developments to 
 ensure water for another generation. 


 In speaking with the Mayor of Nampa on this issue, she has a great idea, just wondering how to facilitate it or 
 bring it to fruition. Her idea is for the State of Idaho to develop a land trust allowing retiring farmers to sell at 
 developer prices and farmers to buy at agricultural prices, allowing fertile farmland to remain intact and 
 encouraging the City to slowly expand naturally as needed. 


 Agriculture: The county’s policy is to encourage the use of these lands for 
 agricultural use. 


 1.  Looking at the property sizes around this site plan, 3.74 is the smallest site in proximity; all the others 
 are 5 acres and over. This proposed plan does not match the surrounding area, including small to large 
 farms and dairies. 


 a.  This proposed area's suggested development is  ⅕  to  ⅓  the size of the existing 3.74 and 
 5-acre average lot sizes and could be less. 


 b.  Almost all of the lots that are 5 acres in size are continuing with agriculture endeavors. Lot sizes 
 of 5 acres encourage continued agricultural practices for hobby farmers who will utilize the 
 irrigation water provided for these agricultural areas and not rely on well water for watering 
 oversized mowable lawns. 


 c.  Continuing with pasture/farm utilizing irrigation water that refills the aquifers. 
 d.  Continuing with lot sizes of 5 acres would encourage continued agricultural endeavors. It may 


 spark some current owners with farm equipment to do more hobby farming with their neighbors 
 or new homeowners to co-op small farm equipment. 


 e.  As noted in the letter from Stuarts Dairy, marked as Exhibit D, Attachment 1 of the 
 Final-SR-Bocc-Verhoeks-CR2022-0005 document, where they are justifying the reduction of lot 
 sizes,  “lots of 2 acres are too big to tackle by hand  but too small to justify a tractor and become 
 overrun with weeds”  . The same will happen with lot  sizes of just over 1 acre. This size will 
 require large riding mowers, which can be almost as much as a small tractor.  Lot sizes of 5 
 acres could justify the cost of a small tractor. 


 f.  The City of Nampa is not in favor of the development. In their long-term planning, the lot sizes 
 would be no larger than 32,000 sq ft or 7/10ths of an acre. They have found that lot sizes 
 greater than this and less than 5 acres become uncontrollable. 


 g.  The plan incorporates 32 lots with 29 buildable.  Who maintains these other three lots? Will they 
 become infested with weeds and rodents? 


 3  of  8 







 2.  Southwest District recommended that this proposal tile the irrigation ditches to limit nitrates to protect 
 the wells.  This practice does not allow irrigation ditches to replenish the aquifers, creating more water 
 problems. 


 a.  They plan on piping the Fieselmann Lateral, claiming that it will make it easier for the 
 homeowners to manage, but it does not address the problems the canal companies will have if 
 it becomes blocked. It reduces the refilling of our aquifers, disrupting the water flow patterns and 
 altering the hydrology of this area. 


 b.  They are embracing the natural flow of the Ridenbaugh Canal by letting it meader through the 
 subdivision; without fencing, this will create a liability for small children and animals.  Fencing 
 will hinder the size of equipment that can access the canal for maintenance. A no-win situation. 


 c.  Most neighborhoods in Nampa's impact area currently on pressurized irrigation; all use it to 
 water mowable lawns.  They water so often that the shallow root systems do not facilitate 
 seepage into the aquifers and cannot survive a few days without water. Farmers water with 
 regards to the limited water resources and encourage deep crop roots that can survive a few 
 days of hot weather and direct water seepage into the aqueducts. 


 d.  Shallow root systems and covering with pavement and homes compact the soils and create soil 
 erosion underground, causing sinkholes. 


 e.  If the buyers of this proposed subdivision have yet to invest in large lawns, they leave most of 
 the property to dry lot, encouraging weeds, varmints, and grass fires. 


 i.  Typically, these weeds and varmints will go unattended and create breeding grounds for 
 noxious weeds and uncontrolled infestations of rodents to contaminate the neighboring 
 farms with more weeds and varmints. Who pays for this additional work and 
 management for these farms?  Additionally, if they are not irrigating this, the aquifers are 
 not replenished with what usually would come from farmland irrigation.  See: Managed 
 Aquifer Recharge report published Dec. 15, 2014, from Idaho Water Resources, By 
 David R. Tuthill. 


 ii.  If we run the risk of grass fires, do we have the necessary fire hydrants and stations to 
 prevent these fires from destroying neighboring houses? 


 iii.  Jeff Larson's pasture caught fire from a neighbor with a large lot, all overgrown weeds. In 
 July 2022, they lit fireworks that started a fire but told firefighters that they were trying to 
 burn the weeds (without a permit), which got away from them. If Jeff’s neighbors had not 
 been home and rushing in with spraying equipment and 4-wheelers to control it before 
 the fire department arrived,  he would have had significant damage to property and 
 livestock. With the proposed development, can we expect more of this? 


 f. 
 3.  Water and Sewer 


 a.  Looking through the well reports, these have  NOT  been  updated since the wells were originally 
 dug. There have been numerous reports of wells in our area going dry since 1990, regardless of 
 the water reports submitted by the developers for this subdivision.  Of the 70+ landowners in the 
 closest proximity,  currently opposing this with more to come,  more than half have had or are 
 currently experiencing well water issues.  Those needing to redrill have had to go down another 
 100-150 ft to be back in the water. Redrilling the wells is an expensive and timely cost that none 
 of these people will take on.  Well drillers in our areas are 6-15 months out and $30,000 to 
 $40,000 + in fees to redrill a well.  One family is on an 8-month wait list just to replace their 
 pump after issues with it going in and out of the water supply and pumping sand.  If their wells 
 go dry, what will these people do in the duration for water?  What if they have livestock? 
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 b.  Should you accept this proposal as a rezoning condition, the developer should put up a 
 $500,000 bond for neighboring wells should they go dry or have issues from falling below 
 current water tables.  The neighbors of this proposal should not have to pay for the developer to 
 make money.  Another area in Nampa was subject to this same scenario, and the bills to redrill 
 all the wells was $506,000. 


 i.  The developers have stated that those not opposing them will allow those with concerns 
 to be on a program that would help with water issues if they should arise.  This should 
 be mandatory, and the conditions should be spelled out.  How far does this encompass 
 if we are all on the same aquifer? 


 c.  We typically cyle through a 7-10 year drought cycle. If all these people are out of irrigation water, 
 they will use their well water to water their oversized lawns. This will put an even more 
 significant strain on those currently nursing wells in drought seasons.  Who pays for this? Who 
 monitors them using well water vs. irrigation? 


 d.  29 sewer and drain systems is a lot for this area, more condensed than any other area close. 
 Most of the land has a hardpan below the surface. The reports are saying that with  current 
 conditions, this should be acceptable. 


 i.  How many test areas are in proximity with this many homes on hardpan with no 
 incidences or problems? 


 ii.  Who decides what is acceptable? 
 iii.  How ill does someone need to be to make it unacceptable? 
 iv.  How many years of undiagnosed illnesses before we figured out it was septic? 
 v.  Who monitors what these people put in their septics? 


 4.  Residential 
 a.  The Kuna school district is at capacity with several more subdivisions in their area that are 


 farther along in development than this subdivision is.  How will they accommodate all of these 
 new students? 


 i.  Attachment F-3 KSD Letter of Support.  States that they recognize that they are over 
 capacity,  but  they can mitigate the impact with a  donation from Haven Creek.  How is 
 this possible?  The donation of  $100,000 they will  receive if and only when the 
 designated property sells will only impact a few high school students for a specific CTE 
 program.  This will only benefit a few students since the project and support from Haven 
 Creek will end when the home sells. 


 ii.  We are attaching another letter from the Kuna School district to another developer, who 
 may have been unwilling to subsidize them, stating that they are over capacity and 
 unable to support this development. 


 iii.  Kuna Schools asked for a $111.4  million  bond to help  alleviate some of the 
 overcrowding. This bond failed.  The schools are still overcrowded, and schools do not 
 receive impact fees. 


 iv.  Many neighbors against this development are meeting with the superintendent to 
 oppose Kuna’s decision on this Haven Creek development.  Their school bond did not 
 pass; they needed 28 new classrooms to accommodate over 600 new students. This 
 was determined before Haven Creek development came into play. 


 v.  Nampa School District is facing the same issues. 
 vi.  Neighbors oppose their recent decision but will not know the results until after this 


 hearing. 
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 vii.  With only  up to  $100,000 going to support the school, we will never be able to solve 
 overcrowding at the rate of bringing in more students. Their donation will only cover 
 about 12 students for one year while bringing in 56.  Impact fees need to be going to the 
 schools. 


 Needed Funds to help with overcrowding in Kuna  $111,400,000.00 


 Haven Creek Idaho Developer Contribution for 29 homes  $       100,000.00 


 The number of developers needed to reach $111.4 million, 
 all donating $100,000 


 1,140 


 Idaho’s average of 1.94 students per home times 29  56 


 Number of students created by 1,140 new developments 
 of 29 homes each 


 63,840 


 $100,000 / 56 Students  $1,785.71 per student 


 Current cost per student in Idaho per year  $7,985.00 


 Average Teacher Salary in Idaho  $51,817.00 


 $100,000 covers this many students for one year  12.52 


 $100,000 covers this many teachers for one year  1.93 


 5.  Road and Traffic 
 a.  Robinson Road is currently a two-lane road with minimal shoulders. While there are plans to 


 develop and widen this road, it will be many years before this comes to fruition. 
 i.  The speed limit on this rural road is 50 mph. A hill with minimal visibility is within a short 


 distance from this property.  Even though the speed limits are reduced for visibility, no 
 one heeds these warnings. With buses parked waiting for children, this creates a traffic 
 jam that could be disastrous. There are currently no turn lanes or shoulders. 


 ii.  Even if there is a designated turnout for buses, considering the size and capacity of the 
 bus it will take them some time to pull out and get up to traffic speed.  The hill will 
 shorten this time frame considerably, making this dangerous. 


 We appreciate your time and thoughtful consideration. Through our discussions with numerous agencies, 
 we've realized that legal obligations are usually what we consider. We hope also to embrace the ethical 
 responsibilities inherent in our choices. 


 May your decisions be guided by wisdom and virtue. 
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 With respect, 
 The Community Members of Lewis Lane Development 
 Victor & Sue Marostica, and 90 other individuals. 


 Rick & Aimee  Bell 
 Mike Benson 


 Heather Benson 
 Gretta & Jonathan Buehler 


 Darin & Christy Buttars 
 Alan & Lynne Caba 


 Ken  Cathcart 
 Luis & Irene Chavolla 


 Bo & Katie Clouss 
 Mark David 


 Alexandra & Trent DeYoung 
 Linda  Emry 


 Mariko  Fisher 
 Peter & Shari  Francois 


 Roy & Debbie  Gallagher 
 Darlene Gans 


 Antonio Copado Garcia 
 Gary Geyer 


 Roxanna Geyer 
 Janne & Greg  Goetz 


 Cameron Goetz 
 Mallory  Goetz 


 Mark & Melissa Hadley 
 Denise & Dwane Harris 


 DeWight Higel 
 Kurt Howell 


 Rocio Mendoza Jimenez 
 Russ & Lori Johnson 
 Dag & Malia Jösang 


 Curtis  Kessel 
 Jan Kimbrough 


 Tiana  Kisler 
 Derek  Kisler 


 Jeff & Ashley  Larsen 
 Mike & Carol  Locknane 


 Steve & Susan Low 
 Joeseph Mackenzie 


 Sue  Marostica 
 Victor  Marostica 


 Adam  Minic 
 Sheila  Minic 


 Ray  Moore 
 Sam  Nelson 


 Karen & Lee  Nichols 
 Ken & Linda  Nungesser 


 Larry & Gail  Peterson 
 Lonny & Angie  Reiber 


 Brandon Richards 
 Tom & Lillie Rogers 


 Bill Rose 
 Linda Sanford 


 Reynold Schenck 
 Jennifer & Tony Senn 


 Susan  Smith 
 Brad  Smith 


 Patricia Stilwell 
 Bette  Stom 


 Doug & Cindy  Teusher 
 John & Jenn  VanNortwick 


 Frank & Laura  Wallace 
 Elaine  Ward 


 Randy & Sherry Wolske 
 Ted & Sherry Zahradnicek 


 Thomas Zahradnicek 
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 Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commission 
 Board of Commissioners 
 111 North 11th Ave #104 
 Caldwell, Idaho 83605 

 Project Summary: 
 The preliminary plat application concerns parcels R28963, R2891010, R2891011 and, R28961 {+/- 43.95 
 acres) in Nampa, Idaho located SE of Robinson Rd & Lewis Ln; also referenced as a portion of the NW¼ of 
 Section 17, T2N, RlW, Canyon County, Idaho. 
 Zoning is proposed to change from agricultural (AG) to conditional CR- R-1 residential with a development 
 agreement. A preliminary plat is required for the planned development of the parcels. 

 For nearly two years, we and more than 90 neighbors have been united in our opposition to the proposed 
 development. We have consistently voiced our concerns, even before the developers officially acquired the 
 property. Our community is known for its rural agricultural character, and the particular piece of land under 
 consideration for rezoning and development faces several significant challenges that make it ill-suited for such 
 purposes. This is  drone footage of our area  , noticed  as exhibit D attachment 5. 

 This plan does not fit into the existing developments in our area, nor does it fit into the proposed long-range 
 planning for Nampa.  All of these 29 homes proposed are just over 1 acre, with not having enough land to 
 support animals/hobby farming and home and too much land for responsible landscaping for irrigation of 
 current recommendations of ¼ acre to no more than ½ acre of grass. Existing developments are 3-5 acres, 
 and most continue with agriculture, animals, and hobby farming. Nampa’s long-term projections would like to 
 see developments with lot sizes no larger than 32,000 sq ft or less than 7/10ths of an acre. Current city water 
 and sewer services are more than 2 miles away, which would support this type of development. 

 ○  Are we following the stipulations included in the  Conditional Rezone Ordinances of Canyon 
 County?  There are many stipulations that this concerned  group would like to impose upon this 
 development under conditional rezoning since any CC&Rs they may suggest are not 
 enforceable by the county. The development of this property could negatively impact the 
 properties currently in this impact area. 

 1.  We want to ensure they can only use irrigation water to maintain the landscape. 
 2.  We want everyone who experiences well water issues by being dropped below 

 the existing water table to be compensated, not just the ones who have signed up to participate 
 in their water experiences in exchange for their silence. $500,000 should be placed in a trust for 
 this. 

 As elected officials, we trust that you are responsible for using your best judgment to preserve our land for 
 future generations. Many ideals which we considered sustainable have proven detrimental over the years. The 
 more we cover properties with roads and buildings, the more we disrupt natural water patterns and tables and 
 exacerbate local climate issues. The water usage and drainage projections only apply to current conditions 
 rather than how they will change with development. As the well reports stated, some areas in Canyon County 
 are experiencing water issues.  Why have these areas changed?  Was it because we covered the farm ground 
 with concrete and disrupted the natural underground water tables? 
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 ●  Covering farmland with concrete roads and buildings can change underground water tables and lead to 
 sinkholes. A combination of environmental science and common sense observations can support this 
 argument: 

 ●  Reduced Permeability: Concrete surfaces are impermeable, not allowing water to pass through. 
 Farmland, on the other hand, often consists of permeable soil that can absorb rainwater. When 
 farmland is replaced with concrete roads and buildings, the natural ability of the land to absorb water is 
 significantly reduced. This excess water flows over the surface, leading to various issues, including 
 changes in underground water tables. 

 ●  Increased Runoff: Concrete surfaces contribute to increased surface runoff. This runoff carries soil and 
 pollutants from cars previously absorbed by the land into local water bodies and canals. 

 ●  Altered Hydrology: Farmlands often have a unique hydrological balance, influenced by the plants and 
 their root systems, which can help regulate water movement in the soil. Concrete construction disrupts 
 this balance by eliminating vegetation and altering natural drainage patterns. This disruption can lead to 
 changes in the flow of water underground. 

 ●  Sinkhole Formation: Sinkholes are often the result of changes in the groundwater table. When water is 
 removed or concentrated in a particular area, it can erode the underground geological formations, 
 creating voids that eventually collapse to form sinkholes. The increased runoff and altered hydrology 
 caused by urban development can contribute to the formation of sinkholes. 

 ●  Increased Development Pressure: Urban development tends to bring more people and infrastructure 
 into an area. This increases water usage, often from underground aquifers, which lowers the water 
 table. When the water table drops, the land becomes more susceptible to sinkholes as the support for 
 the ground above is reduced. 

 ●  Case Studies and Examples: Numerous case studies and examples worldwide demonstrate the 
 connection between urbanization, changes in underground water tables, and sinkhole formation. For 
 instance, areas in Florida known for their sinkholes have experienced significant development and 
 urban expansion, leading to increased sinkhole incidents. 

 ●  Environmental Consequences: Changes in underground water tables and sinkhole formation have 
 significant environmental consequences. These include habitat disruption, groundwater pollution, and 
 damage to infrastructure, all of which can impact local ecosystems and communities. 

 ●  The transformation of farmland into concrete roads and buildings alters the natural water cycle and can 
 lead to changes in underground water tables and the formation of sinkholes. This highlights the 
 importance of responsible land-use planning and development practices that consider the potential 
 environmental impacts and the need to preserve the balance of local hydrological systems. 

 ●  Another good example of altering ecosystems is the Birds of Prey area.  This was all farmland that 
 hosted an abundance of prey birds.  Their food sources decreased when it became a habitat and 
 farming ceased.  We are experiencing a higher-than-average inhabitance of Red Tail Hawks, Owls, and 
 smaller hawks on our property, looking for farmland to support them. 
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 Many of the well reports submitted most recently are not the same ones submitted originally.  Our well report 
 and the two neighbors who have had to drop their wells another hundred feet are missing. We had to drop our 
 well another 10 feet in March 2023 before the irrigation water was released. Over the last decade, we have 
 gone from a comfortable 80’ to a sketchy 110’.  The water reports suggest that these old wells are experiencing 
 problems because they require maintenance and have nothing to do with the decline in the water tables. 
 When we dropped the pump, our report was nothing wrong with our well, casing, or pump, just that we were 
 now below the water table. We struggle each spring until the water is released into the canals yearly. 
 Compacting soils and covering them with pavement are creating changes in the water seepage that refuels our 
 aquifers and creates underground soil erosion that changes the flows of the aquifers.  Low-growing turf 
 grasses from lawns only allow the root systems to extend down a few inches, and the soil compacts below it. 
 Growing pasture grasses and rotating crops with long root systems encourage aeration in the soil and water 
 seepage to the aquifers. As agricultural zoning, we should encourage this practice for all developments to 
 ensure water for another generation. 

 In speaking with the Mayor of Nampa on this issue, she has a great idea, just wondering how to facilitate it or 
 bring it to fruition. Her idea is for the State of Idaho to develop a land trust allowing retiring farmers to sell at 
 developer prices and farmers to buy at agricultural prices, allowing fertile farmland to remain intact and 
 encouraging the City to slowly expand naturally as needed. 

 Agriculture: The county’s policy is to encourage the use of these lands for 
 agricultural use. 

 1.  Looking at the property sizes around this site plan, 3.74 is the smallest site in proximity; all the others 
 are 5 acres and over. This proposed plan does not match the surrounding area, including small to large 
 farms and dairies. 

 a.  This proposed area's suggested development is  ⅕  to  ⅓  the size of the existing 3.74 and 
 5-acre average lot sizes and could be less. 

 b.  Almost all of the lots that are 5 acres in size are continuing with agriculture endeavors. Lot sizes 
 of 5 acres encourage continued agricultural practices for hobby farmers who will utilize the 
 irrigation water provided for these agricultural areas and not rely on well water for watering 
 oversized mowable lawns. 

 c.  Continuing with pasture/farm utilizing irrigation water that refills the aquifers. 
 d.  Continuing with lot sizes of 5 acres would encourage continued agricultural endeavors. It may 

 spark some current owners with farm equipment to do more hobby farming with their neighbors 
 or new homeowners to co-op small farm equipment. 

 e.  As noted in the letter from Stuarts Dairy, marked as Exhibit D, Attachment 1 of the 
 Final-SR-Bocc-Verhoeks-CR2022-0005 document, where they are justifying the reduction of lot 
 sizes,  “lots of 2 acres are too big to tackle by hand  but too small to justify a tractor and become 
 overrun with weeds”  . The same will happen with lot  sizes of just over 1 acre. This size will 
 require large riding mowers, which can be almost as much as a small tractor.  Lot sizes of 5 
 acres could justify the cost of a small tractor. 

 f.  The City of Nampa is not in favor of the development. In their long-term planning, the lot sizes 
 would be no larger than 32,000 sq ft or 7/10ths of an acre. They have found that lot sizes 
 greater than this and less than 5 acres become uncontrollable. 

 g.  The plan incorporates 32 lots with 29 buildable.  Who maintains these other three lots? Will they 
 become infested with weeds and rodents? 
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 2.  Southwest District recommended that this proposal tile the irrigation ditches to limit nitrates to protect 
 the wells.  This practice does not allow irrigation ditches to replenish the aquifers, creating more water 
 problems. 

 a.  They plan on piping the Fieselmann Lateral, claiming that it will make it easier for the 
 homeowners to manage, but it does not address the problems the canal companies will have if 
 it becomes blocked. It reduces the refilling of our aquifers, disrupting the water flow patterns and 
 altering the hydrology of this area. 

 b.  They are embracing the natural flow of the Ridenbaugh Canal by letting it meader through the 
 subdivision; without fencing, this will create a liability for small children and animals.  Fencing 
 will hinder the size of equipment that can access the canal for maintenance. A no-win situation. 

 c.  Most neighborhoods in Nampa's impact area currently on pressurized irrigation; all use it to 
 water mowable lawns.  They water so often that the shallow root systems do not facilitate 
 seepage into the aquifers and cannot survive a few days without water. Farmers water with 
 regards to the limited water resources and encourage deep crop roots that can survive a few 
 days of hot weather and direct water seepage into the aqueducts. 

 d.  Shallow root systems and covering with pavement and homes compact the soils and create soil 
 erosion underground, causing sinkholes. 

 e.  If the buyers of this proposed subdivision have yet to invest in large lawns, they leave most of 
 the property to dry lot, encouraging weeds, varmints, and grass fires. 

 i.  Typically, these weeds and varmints will go unattended and create breeding grounds for 
 noxious weeds and uncontrolled infestations of rodents to contaminate the neighboring 
 farms with more weeds and varmints. Who pays for this additional work and 
 management for these farms?  Additionally, if they are not irrigating this, the aquifers are 
 not replenished with what usually would come from farmland irrigation.  See: Managed 
 Aquifer Recharge report published Dec. 15, 2014, from Idaho Water Resources, By 
 David R. Tuthill. 

 ii.  If we run the risk of grass fires, do we have the necessary fire hydrants and stations to 
 prevent these fires from destroying neighboring houses? 

 iii.  Jeff Larson's pasture caught fire from a neighbor with a large lot, all overgrown weeds. In 
 July 2022, they lit fireworks that started a fire but told firefighters that they were trying to 
 burn the weeds (without a permit), which got away from them. If Jeff’s neighbors had not 
 been home and rushing in with spraying equipment and 4-wheelers to control it before 
 the fire department arrived,  he would have had significant damage to property and 
 livestock. With the proposed development, can we expect more of this? 

 f. 
 3.  Water and Sewer 

 a.  Looking through the well reports, these have  NOT  been  updated since the wells were originally 
 dug. There have been numerous reports of wells in our area going dry since 1990, regardless of 
 the water reports submitted by the developers for this subdivision.  Of the 70+ landowners in the 
 closest proximity,  currently opposing this with more to come,  more than half have had or are 
 currently experiencing well water issues.  Those needing to redrill have had to go down another 
 100-150 ft to be back in the water. Redrilling the wells is an expensive and timely cost that none 
 of these people will take on.  Well drillers in our areas are 6-15 months out and $30,000 to 
 $40,000 + in fees to redrill a well.  One family is on an 8-month wait list just to replace their 
 pump after issues with it going in and out of the water supply and pumping sand.  If their wells 
 go dry, what will these people do in the duration for water?  What if they have livestock? 
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 b.  Should you accept this proposal as a rezoning condition, the developer should put up a 
 $500,000 bond for neighboring wells should they go dry or have issues from falling below 
 current water tables.  The neighbors of this proposal should not have to pay for the developer to 
 make money.  Another area in Nampa was subject to this same scenario, and the bills to redrill 
 all the wells was $506,000. 

 i.  The developers have stated that those not opposing them will allow those with concerns 
 to be on a program that would help with water issues if they should arise.  This should 
 be mandatory, and the conditions should be spelled out.  How far does this encompass 
 if we are all on the same aquifer? 

 c.  We typically cyle through a 7-10 year drought cycle. If all these people are out of irrigation water, 
 they will use their well water to water their oversized lawns. This will put an even more 
 significant strain on those currently nursing wells in drought seasons.  Who pays for this? Who 
 monitors them using well water vs. irrigation? 

 d.  29 sewer and drain systems is a lot for this area, more condensed than any other area close. 
 Most of the land has a hardpan below the surface. The reports are saying that with  current 
 conditions, this should be acceptable. 

 i.  How many test areas are in proximity with this many homes on hardpan with no 
 incidences or problems? 

 ii.  Who decides what is acceptable? 
 iii.  How ill does someone need to be to make it unacceptable? 
 iv.  How many years of undiagnosed illnesses before we figured out it was septic? 
 v.  Who monitors what these people put in their septics? 

 4.  Residential 
 a.  The Kuna school district is at capacity with several more subdivisions in their area that are 

 farther along in development than this subdivision is.  How will they accommodate all of these 
 new students? 

 i.  Attachment F-3 KSD Letter of Support.  States that they recognize that they are over 
 capacity,  but  they can mitigate the impact with a  donation from Haven Creek.  How is 
 this possible?  The donation of  $100,000 they will  receive if and only when the 
 designated property sells will only impact a few high school students for a specific CTE 
 program.  This will only benefit a few students since the project and support from Haven 
 Creek will end when the home sells. 

 ii.  We are attaching another letter from the Kuna School district to another developer, who 
 may have been unwilling to subsidize them, stating that they are over capacity and 
 unable to support this development. 

 iii.  Kuna Schools asked for a $111.4  million  bond to help  alleviate some of the 
 overcrowding. This bond failed.  The schools are still overcrowded, and schools do not 
 receive impact fees. 

 iv.  Many neighbors against this development are meeting with the superintendent to 
 oppose Kuna’s decision on this Haven Creek development.  Their school bond did not 
 pass; they needed 28 new classrooms to accommodate over 600 new students. This 
 was determined before Haven Creek development came into play. 

 v.  Nampa School District is facing the same issues. 
 vi.  Neighbors oppose their recent decision but will not know the results until after this 

 hearing. 
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 vii.  With only  up to  $100,000 going to support the school, we will never be able to solve 
 overcrowding at the rate of bringing in more students. Their donation will only cover 
 about 12 students for one year while bringing in 56.  Impact fees need to be going to the 
 schools. 

 Needed Funds to help with overcrowding in Kuna  $111,400,000.00 

 Haven Creek Idaho Developer Contribution for 29 homes  $       100,000.00 

 The number of developers needed to reach $111.4 million, 
 all donating $100,000 

 1,140 

 Idaho’s average of 1.94 students per home times 29  56 

 Number of students created by 1,140 new developments 
 of 29 homes each 

 63,840 

 $100,000 / 56 Students  $1,785.71 per student 

 Current cost per student in Idaho per year  $7,985.00 

 Average Teacher Salary in Idaho  $51,817.00 

 $100,000 covers this many students for one year  12.52 

 $100,000 covers this many teachers for one year  1.93 

 5.  Road and Traffic 
 a.  Robinson Road is currently a two-lane road with minimal shoulders. While there are plans to 

 develop and widen this road, it will be many years before this comes to fruition. 
 i.  The speed limit on this rural road is 50 mph. A hill with minimal visibility is within a short 

 distance from this property.  Even though the speed limits are reduced for visibility, no 
 one heeds these warnings. With buses parked waiting for children, this creates a traffic 
 jam that could be disastrous. There are currently no turn lanes or shoulders. 

 ii.  Even if there is a designated turnout for buses, considering the size and capacity of the 
 bus it will take them some time to pull out and get up to traffic speed.  The hill will 
 shorten this time frame considerably, making this dangerous. 

 We appreciate your time and thoughtful consideration. Through our discussions with numerous agencies, 
 we've realized that legal obligations are usually what we consider. We hope also to embrace the ethical 
 responsibilities inherent in our choices. 

 May your decisions be guided by wisdom and virtue. 
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 With respect, 
 The Community Members of Lewis Lane Development 
 Victor & Sue Marostica, and 90 other individuals. 

 Rick & Aimee  Bell 
 Mike Benson 

 Heather Benson 
 Gretta & Jonathan Buehler 

 Darin & Christy Buttars 
 Alan & Lynne Caba 

 Ken  Cathcart 
 Luis & Irene Chavolla 

 Bo & Katie Clouss 
 Mark David 

 Alexandra & Trent DeYoung 
 Linda  Emry 

 Mariko  Fisher 
 Peter & Shari  Francois 

 Roy & Debbie  Gallagher 
 Darlene Gans 

 Antonio Copado Garcia 
 Gary Geyer 

 Roxanna Geyer 
 Janne & Greg  Goetz 

 Cameron Goetz 
 Mallory  Goetz 

 Mark & Melissa Hadley 
 Denise & Dwane Harris 

 DeWight Higel 
 Kurt Howell 

 Rocio Mendoza Jimenez 
 Russ & Lori Johnson 
 Dag & Malia Jösang 

 Curtis  Kessel 
 Jan Kimbrough 

 Tiana  Kisler 
 Derek  Kisler 

 Jeff & Ashley  Larsen 
 Mike & Carol  Locknane 

 Steve & Susan Low 
 Joeseph Mackenzie 

 Sue  Marostica 
 Victor  Marostica 

 Adam  Minic 
 Sheila  Minic 

 Ray  Moore 
 Sam  Nelson 

 Karen & Lee  Nichols 
 Ken & Linda  Nungesser 

 Larry & Gail  Peterson 
 Lonny & Angie  Reiber 

 Brandon Richards 
 Tom & Lillie Rogers 

 Bill Rose 
 Linda Sanford 

 Reynold Schenck 
 Jennifer & Tony Senn 

 Susan  Smith 
 Brad  Smith 

 Patricia Stilwell 
 Bette  Stom 

 Doug & Cindy  Teusher 
 John & Jenn  VanNortwick 

 Frank & Laura  Wallace 
 Elaine  Ward 

 Randy & Sherry Wolske 
 Ted & Sherry Zahradnicek 

 Thomas Zahradnicek 
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