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Amendment to #AD2024-0001  

6/18/2024 

 
Hi Emily,  
 
Here are our responses in red to your last email dated 5/2/2024 as a form of amendment to 
the request, and to provide more evidence on why this parcel is not able to be utilized for 
productive agricultural use, (in this case, grazing) and how the property owner intends to 
mitigate potential negative impacts to surrounding agricultural uses. 
 

We hope our responses will help you and the Director make the decision to approve all 8 
lots. Please let me know if there are any questions. Thank you. 

 

Dear Matt, 

            I hope you are well. This email is intended to follow-up with you regarding case 
#AD2024-0001. At this time, our office cannot make findings in the affirmative for 
nonviable land divisions for Parcel R37792. 

1) In the letter of intent it states: “poor soils, lack of irrigation water rights… land has 
never been farmed or cultivated and is not being withheld from a more viable 
[agricultural] use for the intent of this application, topography is rolling and not flat, 
with multiple draws, and an irrigation lateral splitting the property in two (2) portions 
landlocking the western 65 acres, which makes it more difficult for a viable 
commercial farming operation to succeed.” 

a) This statement and the evidence provided supports that the property is not 
viable for crop production, but does not mention how it cannot be utilized for 
grazing land. In CCZO §07-02-03, the definition of agriculture includes 
pasturage, raising livestock, and dairy animals and dairy products, not 
simply crop production as provided in the letter of intent. Additionally, the 
definition of viable farmland is, “land that is capable of producing 
marketable farm animals or crops.” 

Answer... 
The property has not been able to produce marketable farm animals based 
on seasonal grazing alone. This is indicated by its very small annual lease 
returns from previous owners of $550 annually or less, and the fact that the 
tenant grazing the property currently and historically has had to haul hay on 
to the site to feed the cattle because the property will not sustain a small 
herd of cattle from start to finish on the sites own vegetative crop 
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production, which is currently and historically cheat grass, weeds, and 
native plants.  
Typically, for dry grazing conditions like are seen on the subject property, you 
can see 1 AUM (Animal Unit Months) per 7-10 acres on average depending on 
seasonal rainfall. The subject property is 120 acres, which would be 
estimated to be 17 AUMs at best for low quality grazing land using a 7 
Acre/AUM baseline. (See table below, pg.133, 2012 Idaho Department of Lands Grazing 

Market Rent Study.)   Factoring the grazing season at  6 weeks long in the spring 
when the cheat grass is green prior to the seed heads forming, then drying 
out, and becoming unpalatable for safe livestock consumption, and 
calculating a better than average gain of 2lbs a day per cow, you can only 
expect to achieve 1,530 lbs. of total weight gain across the 17 head cow/calf 
herd in 6 weeks. Recent cattle sales at the 5/17/2024 Treasure Valley 
Livestock auction showed that cow/calf pairs were selling at a top price of 
about $1.85 per pound. (Top price was $2,300 for a 1260 avg weight pair.) 
That would mean there could potentially be $2,831 in gross profits produced 
by the site annually, or $23.59 per acre best case scenario. (See cap rate 
calculation utilizing $24 per acre input below on page 6) This does not factor 
any expenses for fencing, hauling water, herd health requirements, fuel, 
labor, death loss, taxes, etc.  
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As stated before, the site lacks irrigation water. The lack of water does not 
allow for the establishment and subsequent growth of grass or hay that 
would sustain a viable pasture for grazing all growing season, or for viable 
crop production of any sort.  
 
Many factors need to be considered for viable agriculture land. Canyon 
County’s definition of viable farmland is,"Land that is capable of producing 
marketable farm animals or crops." County Code 07-18-09(5)(C) states “The 
parcel, in whole or in part, shall consist of land with site constraints and/or 
resource issues, such as lack of water, suitable soils, topography, land 
compatibility, lot size or configuration, that makes productive agricultural 
use extremely difficult”   The definition and criteria do not consist of just the 
ability to grow or produce something.  If the definition is only the ability to 
produce something that can be sold to someone you can make anything 
viable farmland, including an asphalt parking lot, if you bring in soil in pots 
and spend enough money on people and operations.  Economic viability is a 
key component of overall viability and is reflected in the use of the terms 
“marketable” and “productive.”  If you kept the cattle on this property 
throughout the year and they were dependent upon the grazing of this 
property to sustain their life the cattle would not only be unmarketable they 
would not survive.   Most industry examples of definitions of viable farmland I 
have researched consider economic factors as well, That said, it is highly 
unlikely that any property on the county tax roll can create a viable 
environment for any farm practice to bring animals or crops to market 
without irrigation water. Currently the property lacks stock water also. Each 
proposed lot will be able to utilize its proposed well for up to 13,000 gallons 
of stock water daily.Producing cattle on this property is extremely difficult 
and not marketable.  
 
Please see the following industry definitions of viable agricultural land as 
supporting examples : 

 
• Viable Agricultural land can be defined as: Land highly suitable for 

agricultural production and which will continue to be economically feasible 
for such use if real estate taxes, farm use restrictions, and speculative 
activities are limited to levels approximating those in commercial 
agricultural areas not influenced by the proximity of urban and related 
nonagricultural development.  
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(Lesher and Conklin 1976) Howard Conklin was a Professor of Agricultural 
Economics, and William Lesher was a Legislative assistant to Senator Lugar, 
Washington D.C. at the time the description was published in 1976. 

 
• Agricultural viability can be also defined as the ability of a farmer or group of 

farmers to: 
⦁     productively farm on a given piece of land or in a specific area, 
⦁     maintain an economically viable farm business, 
⦁     keep the land in agriculture long-term, and 
⦁     steward the land so it will remain productive into the future 
(Washington State Conservation Commission) 
 
 

b) In email correspondence, it was identified that the property having no 
irrigation water rights affects its ability to support grazing. Two (2) property 
owners have attested that the land has been utilized as grazing for around 40 
years.  
Answer...While the applicant does not dispute that there may have been 
some form of seasonal cattle grazing on the land in the last 40 years, the 
applicant is disputing that those cattle were solely relying on the grazing of 
the subject properties weeds and native plants to grow a marketable farm 
animal. David Michaelis (southern neighbor, and protest letter) has had to 
supplement the grazing by hauling hay onto the property, often daily, to 
sustain his small number of cattle fed on site. This property will not support 
production of marketable crops or farm animals like cattle without outside 
feed sources to supplement the grazing or to maintain breeding stock over 
winter. 
 
The applicants' representative Matt Wilke has farmed and raised cattle in the 
past, including raising Springers for the Vandenberg dairy for years until 
about 2018. He has been on the subject property multiple times over the 
past 3 years and has observed the grazing operation. His opinion on the 
subject property is as follows; "The property is not a viable grazing operation 
and will not produce marketable farm animals depending on its grazing 
allotment alone. The grazing operation would have to be subsidized by 
hauling in feed to finish animals worthy of the sale ring, as the neighbor David 
Michaelis has had to do with his cattle. David's animals eventually would 
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starve to death if they had to solely rely on the dry grazing afforded by the site 
before and after the spring grazing season.” 
 
Cap rate is another good indicator to figure out the feasibility or viability of a 
farm property. For example, based on the last purchase price of $8,333/acre 
& factoring in the small historic lease return of around $5/acre shows that 
the property has a .06% Cap Rate. That does not take into consideration the 
expenses the applicant has been occurring for the bridge that BCID is 
requiring to cross the irrigation facility, or the fence that BCID will require to 
be built on each side of the lateral, or the private road that will be built to 
access the property. Those costs will be well into the six-figure range. That 
will cause the cap rate to be even less, which is already way under the typical 
2-6% cap rate realized by modern viable farm purchasers. This extremely 
low .06% cap rate is just one of many indicators that the property is not 
viable farm ground.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
If you factor in the potential 6 weeks of grazing for 17 AUM, (25.5 total AUM), 
if the applicant owned the cows, the gross cap rate before expenses would 
increase to only .29%, still far too low to be viable.  
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(Farm real estate cap rates typically range between 2-6% and are subject to 
variance depending on the location, overall market value of the property and 
other factors affecting its valuation. Calculating Farmland's Potential Rate of 
Return, FCSAmerica Feb. 05, 2024) 
 

 
 

In order to approach the 2% cap rate minimum for the current purchase 
price, this property would need to realize a $20,400 annual grazing return 
($170/acre), which would be a 3,609% increase (Three Thousand Six-
Hundred Nine Percent) over the previous owners $550 annual return. By the 
time you add the bridge and fencing that needs to be installed for BCID, the 
lease return required will continue to increase. Only farms in the area that 
have irrigation water can realize a lease return over $170/acre. There is no 
chance to achieve a lease on a dry piece of desert ground for even close to 
this amount. Additionally, a 2% annual lease return does not keep up with 
the cost-of-living increases in the county, which are typically closer to 4% 
annually.  
 
Even if water shares could be established for the property, installing the 
infrastructure to irrigate (electricity, pumps, pipe, center pivots, handline, or 
other forms of sprinklers), adding nutrients to the soils, removing the 
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greasewood and cheatgrass, and flushing the soil by surface irrigation to 
drive down salts out of the root zone to eventually grow a crop would be an 
expensive timely endeavor, and is not economically feasible for any 
commercial farm operator to do, including the Goodells, Vandenberg's, or 
McKinney's. The property is not level and cannot be irrigated by gravity 
irrigation systems. Exhibit “G” (soil map) shows the irrigated capability of the 
soils are only 12.6% class 3, intermixed with 55.4% class 4, with the 
remaining 31.9% class 6 soils. The soil's capability is sub-par, adding to the 
cost of developing the property into viable productive soils. The property will 
never be prime farmland, even with water. 

 
Because of these reasons, this property has been on the market multiple 
times in the last 5 years, and no local farm made an offer that was 
entertained for purchase. The expense to improve the property and lack of 
irrigation water is primarily the main reason the property has never 
historically been developed to a higher agricultural use until now. Even if an 
owner could achieve a $5,660 annual gross profit for grazing, the property 
would still not be economically viable by Industry standards. 
This property is the perfect candidate to be approved for a one-time non-
viable land division. It makes sense to apply for all 8 lots now, as that is the 
only option under 07-18-09 & 07-18-11. 
 
07-18-09:  
Onetime Only Division: Once a nonviable parcel in an agricultural zone has 
been approved, there shall be no other administrative land division from that 
land regardless of ownership of any of the land involved. 
07-18-11: 
Onetime Only Division: Once an administrative land division has been 
approved, there shall be no other administrative land division from that land 
regardless of ownership of any of the land involved. 

 
Adding residential uses to the property will allow the potential for future Ag 
uses to be established on the property that do not depend on ag income 
solely to succeed. This area is also within 1 mile of thousands of acres of 
Public BLM land to ride horses, and the parcels created with animal rights 
will be a sought-after product for years to come. These future lots can be 
considered "residential farms". 
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c) The Assessor’s Office has provided photos of cattle being on the property in 
2013, 2017, and 2022 and that there is an agricultural exemption currently 
being used on the property.  

Answer... 
The current property owner and applicant has not filed for an Ag exemption 
for taxes. The previous Ag exemption was filed by a previous owner. Ag 
exemptions for dry grazing ground are typical for property owners in the 
county, as there is not much income produced on these types of properties, 
and there is no other means of a tax reduction currently allowed by the 
county to reduce the tax liability of a "dry" property. The “ag exemption is not 
listed as a criteria in the county ordinance to obtain an administrative land 
division.  It is also not a definition of viable farmland it simply provides 
specific criteria to qualify for a tax exemption.  Idaho has a lot of tax 
exemptions and the policy aspects of this, and an administrative land 
division are stated to be the same.  This "ag exemption" should not be a 
factor in considering the "viability" of farm ground. The Ag exemption could 
instead be used as a tool when combined with the "dry grazing" assessment 
to qualify land as non-viable. 

 
The satellite pictures show cattle being fed on site and utilizing the site for 
calving. There has been seasonal grazing of the cheat grass in the spring, but 
these photos do not indicate a viable agricultural operation that is solely 
dependent on crops produced on site to feed cattle for market. In the 
satellite imagery the staff is reviewing, they should be able to see where 
there is past feed laying on the dirt that was brought in by the neighbor David 
Michaelis to feed cattle on the east portion of the land above his home. 
David knows this land will not sustain cattle production without 
supplementing feed from an outside source.  

 
As touched on item “b” above, there is another factor to consider for future 
Ag development on the property. That is the residential use the applicant is 
applying for compliments an Ag use, in an agricultural zone, and each parcel 
will still be able to develop a viable Ag use if each lot owner decides to do so. 
I have attached a document from the USDA, (USDA Beginning Farmers and 
Ranchers.pdf) that further goes into detail about beginning farmers and 
ranchers.  
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The USDA recognizes the definition for "Farms" is very inclusive.  
"Residential farms, are counted as farms".  

 
Allowing development of the 3 requested non-viable parcels to a Residential 
use in an Ag zone would allow for future potential viable Ag uses to be 
established by "Beginning operators", where there is not currently an 
economically effective avenue for a small farm to start operation on the 
subject property. Most residential farms do not depend on income solely 
produced by the farm itself.  

 
"Unlike large farms, most small farm operators (less than $250,000 in gross 
sales) indicate that their primary occupation is something other than 
farming." 

 
"The USDA defines beginning farmers and ranchers as those who have 
operated a farm or ranch for 10 years or less either as a sole operator or with 
others who have operated a farm or ranch for 10 years or less. Beginning 
farmers tend to be younger than established farmers and to operate smaller 
farms or ranches, some of which may provide no annual production." 

 
"Beginning farm operators generally operate small farms and depend on off-
farm income. Many beginning operators likely chose farming for its 
residential amenities, not because they aspired to develop their farms into 
commercially viable operations. These residential farms are counted as 
farms because the USDA definition for farms is very inclusive (see box, 
“Beginning Farmer Definition and Data Sources”). It may be useful to 
separate beginning farmers interested solely in a farm residence from 
beginning farmers attempting to develop their farm into a viable commercial 
farming operation. The latter group may be employing different strategies on 
and off the farm to increase their potential for success in farming at a 
commercial level. Although USDA regulation DR 9700-001 is broadly aimed 
at all beginning farmers, policymakers also intended that some programs 
focus on commercial viability. For example, Farm Service Agency loan 
programs, by statute and regulation, are directed toward beginning farmers 
operating “family size” farms—generally interpreted as those with $10,000 or 
more in anticipated gross sales." 
(Pages 3-6 Beginning Farmers and Ranchers / EIB-53 Economic Research 
Service/USDA)  
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d) At this time, our office would need evidence outlining how the property has 

affected the property owner’s ability to use it as grazing land (not simply crop 
production).  

Answer... 
As previously stated, there is no irrigation water to establish, nurture, or 
propagate a grazing crop. The property stands as dry desert ground as it did 
when the United Stated originally deeded the land over to the first private 
owners, the Andersons in 1960, minus any surface irrigation water shares 
that may have been available at the time. This lack of surface water on the 
property will not allow for the production of marketable crops or farm 
animals, as farm animals require more than cheat grass, grease wood, 
weeds, and dirt to produce a marketable animal. David Michaelis can attest 
to this fact by the subsidization of grazing with hay for feeding operations on 
the site. This supplemental hay was grown off site on lands that have 
irrigation water present. 

 
Furthermore, the original Patent Deed for the property refers to (Act 64 pg. 
39), recorded March 31st , 1950, enacted by the United States House and 
Senate stating more or less;  "the Secretary of the Interior can dispose of any 
tract of withdrawn public land which in the opinion of the Secretary has less 
than sufficient acreage reasonably required for the support of a family and is 
too small to be opened to the homestead entry and be classed as a farm 
unit under the Reclamation act." 

 
This indicates that the property was deemed not viable for a family farm 
under 1960's standards, and nothing has changed since then. 

1) The application does not contain any evidence regarding minimizing potential 
negative impacts to adjacent agricultural uses. Multiple nearby property owners 
have issued concerns on the proposed land divisions, which have mainly focused 
on traffic, impeding agricultural processes, and that it would change the character 
of the area and encourage more residential developments like the proposed 
application.  
Answer.... 

The traffic created by 8 lots is anticipated to be less than 77 trips per day and 
will not trigger the need for a traffic impact study. Harvey Road is classified 
as a Major Collector on the Canyon County Functional Classification map. 
The applicant has worked with HD4 to move the requested future collector 
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road north away from the ¼ section line that runs along the north boundary 
of David Michaelis's property and has reserved the collector completely on 
the applicant's land to mitigate any future traffic that could potentially 
negatively impact the neighbors contiguous to the south. The highway 
district initially wanted a public road built along the Michaelis property to be 
shared with the applicant on the ¼ section line. (Michaelis’s current 
driveway) Through a variance request hearing, survey, and legal work, and 
hiring an attorney, the applicant was able to reserve the current route 
attached as Exhibit "D" on the original application further north of the section 
line. This cost the applicant time and money for the benefit of the neighbors. 
Furthermore, as shown on Exhibit "F" of the original application, the 
applicant has placed the proposed private road (Crooked Tree Lane) 
internally, away from all neighboring properties, completely isolating the 
road internally to the applicant's own land. The lots have also been placed 
away from Harvey Road, and away from other residential areas, which will 
help keep the homes further out of sight.  
 
The applicant wants to be a good neighbor and has made many efforts in the 
design  as is shown on the conceptual . The lot locations are located internal 
to the site and are clustered close together to minimize impacts on 
neighbors. The applicant recently talked to David & Connie Michaelis after 
receiving word of their letter of opposition. They are much happier after 
seeing the conceptual layout and were concerned that 8 lots were just going 
to be placed next to their property after receiving the notice letter from the 
county.  

 
Although agriculture is protected in Idaho with Idaho Code 22-45, the 
applicant would also like to propose adding a farm disclosure to future 
CC&Rs as a condition of approval to mitigate any potential issues with 
coinciding ag uses in the area that states the following:  
RIGHT TO FARM The Penner Development is in an area in which agricultural 
operations are ongoing and may include, but are not limited to, aerial 
spraying, the production of crops, and or operation of feed lots and/or 
dairies. All these activities may result in the production of noise, odors, and 
other inconveniences that may involve lights or the use of machinery in the 
nighttime hours. Lot Owners are prohibited from challenging these activities 
when they are lawfully conducted. 
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The applicants proposed average density is one lot per 15 acres, which is 
almost double the average density of the 5 platted subdivisions that are 
located within a 1-mile radius of the property with a 7.99-acre average lot 
size. The most recent plat is the Small Wood Trail Subdivision with a 5.23-
acre average lot size that was approved in 2013. Heidi Miller (letter in 
opposition) lives on a 4-acre lot, contiguous to this subdivision. These large, 
proposed lots also further mitigate risks to the agricultural area, as they will 
continue to be agricultural in use once approved, as is defined by the 
character of the area, and subject property. 

 
In summary, these proposed lots are in an agriculture zoned area and are intended to stay 
agricultural in use for the foreseen future. Adding residential development rights to each 
parcel will help to bring in taxes to the county, while also creating an area for residents to 
explore agricultural uses and lay the groundwork to succeed. This will further protect our 
agricultural heritage in the county, and not impact it negatively. Providing a small operator 
with a place to start a small farm or ranch that is not solely dependent on the farm's 
income is what is being proposed by the nature of the application and is exactly what the 
applicant intends to do. Rural residential properties like these have animal rights and are 
far more likely to be occupied by owners that embrace the agricultural lifestyle as opposed 
to the owners of properties that are served by city utilities that do not allow agriculture or 
animal activities. Approving these 8 lots will complement the agricultural area and lifestyle 
and will also increase the amount of taxes the county receives from this land substantially. 
(2023 taxes were $45.48). 
 
For these reasons, we respectfully request that our application for all 8 residential lots 
please be approved. 
 
Thank you,  
 
Matt Wilke, applicant representative for Rick and Lorna Penner. 
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Emily Kiester

From: H M <leesakassnel@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2024 4:14 AM
To: Emily Kiester
Subject: [External]  Case Name: Penner, Case# AD2024-001, Parcel# R37792

To whom it may concern, 
 
My husband and I purchased our home in 2011 because it had everything we wanted. Quiet acreage, a vintage home with 
low to almost no traffic in the area. Coming from a densely populated area, the peace and privacy we gained has been 
amazing and has made a difference in our overall well being.  
Another reason we moved to the country is so we could raise chickens and our rare heritage breed ducks. With the growth 
in the area we have noticed more wild life on our property. We’ve experienced more loss to our flock as the habitat of 
their predators has shrunk. So growth has affected us financially and impacted our ability to provide for ourselves.  
The proposed parcel is home to local floral & fauna, i.e. wild turkeys, pheasants, fox, skunk and more. Building on this 
parcel will have environmental impact. 
Our neighbors are already having issues with their wells. Where is all the water to come from to support all the people, 
homes, lawns, and gardens? Will more irrigation water shares be created to provide water? The switch with easement 
rights for the surrounding area is on our property. This means we have to allow everyone access to our property. This 
raises a great concern for our privacy, security and safety. Our experience over the years is that not everyone is respectful 
when coming on to our property.  
We do not support homes being built on this parcel. Hoping that a you take our concerns into consideration and you 
decline their request.  
Regards, 
Heidi Miller 
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Casey & Marnie Vandenberg 

13618 Goodson Rd. 

Caldwell, ID 83607 

(208) 941-0481 

mstampeder@gmail.com 

 

April 9, 2024 

 

Canyon County Development Services 

ATTN: Emily Kiester, Associate Planner 

 Sabrina Minshall, Director 

1115 Albany Street 

Caldwell, ID 83605 

Via Email to emily.kiester@canyoncounty.id.gov; sabrina.minshall@canyoncounty.id.gov 

 

 RE: Case No. AD2024-0001 

  Case Name: Penner 

  Parcel No. R37792 

 

To Whom it May Concern, 

 

We write in opposition to the case referenced above, and respectfully request that you 

deny the Penner’s application in its entirety.  

 

We own land in near proximity to this parcel and we are also engaged in the business of 

dairy farming.  Our family’s dairy farm is less than two miles away from the proposed residential 

development referenced above.  The dairy began operating in the year of 1980 at 13503 Goodson 

Road, Caldwell, where the dairy has remained in the same location ever since—for 

approximately forty-two (42) years.  The dairy is owned, operated, and managed by our family, 

who takes great pride in the dairy’s good animal husbandry practices, milk quality, cleanliness, 

appearance, and overall day to day operations.  The dairy is in its third generation of family 

members participating in the business, and the family intends to continue owning and operating 

the dairy for many years and generations to come.  We farm many acres around the dairy to raise 

feed for the dairy herd, and we also purchase feed for the herd from several parcels that are 

directly adjacent to or near the proposed development site.  However, due to the many residential 

developments that have been allowed in this area, traffic has increased significantly, which has 

made trucking said feed back to the dairy much more difficult than in the past, and has resulted 

in many altercations with residents in the area who are unfriendly to farmers and agricultural 

operations.  This problem will only grow worse if this residential subdivision is allowed, and will 

threaten the viability of agriculture in our county. 

 

  This development should be denied for many reasons, including, but not limited to the 

following: (1) the assertion that this is “nonviable land” is false and untrue, as it could be 

irrigated if the owner procured an irrigation water right or Black Canyon water; (2) this 

development is inconsistent with the comprehensive plan, ordinance, and the public’s desire for 

open, agricultural space; (3) it allows for irresponsible development that is not contiguous with 

mailto:emily.kiester@canyoncounty.id.gov
mailto:sabrina.minshall@canyoncounty.id.gov
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the city and its services, and allows for development of individual new wells and septic systems, 

which threatens our groundwater supply and surrounding landowners’ water resources; (4) 

residential subdivisions are an incompatible use next to agricultural operations, such as the 

agricultural operations that are in close proximity to this site because of the complaints, 

harassment, and infringements on our right to farm from nearby residential lot owners; and (5) 

the method of this application is inconsistent with the Canyon County Zoning Ordinance and is 

attempting to circumvent the subdivision regulations contained in Article 17. 

 

 For example, Canyon County Ordinance § 07-17-03 “Jurisdiction” states that: 

 
“These regulations shall apply to the subdividing of all land within the unincorporated parts of the 

county and shall include the following: 

   (1)   The subdivision of land into more than four (4) lots, parcels or tracts since September 6, 

1979, for transfer of ownership or development. 

   (2)   Any change to a recorded plat. 

   (3)   The following are exceptions to the subdivision requirements of this article: 

 A. A parcel, resulting from the subdivision of land, that is used exclusively for agricultural 

purposes (on which there is no permanent dwelling) and is described on the deed, whether 

including or excluding a public right of way, and consists of one-fourth (1/4) of one-fourth (1/4) 

of a section of land or forty (40) or more acres. 

B. The unwilling sale of land as a result of legal condemnation as defined and allowed in the 

Idaho Code and when the dedication of a right of way for public purposes is initiated by a public 

body. 

C. Simple changes to a recorded plat in accordance with section 07-17-19 of this article. 

D. A lot or parcel created for the exclusive use of a public or private school, other political 

subdivisions, or public or private utility facilities. 

E.   Land that is divided into no more than four (4) from the original parcel in accordance 

with Article 18 of this chapter.” 

 

Because this parcel is being divided into more than four (4) parcels, I strongly believe that the 

subdivision regulations for this parcel should apply, and that this is an attempt to bypass the public 

hearing process, which would likely result in another denial, similar to the hearing for this very same 

parcel that was denied in 2022. 

 

This is also in direct contradiction to the comprehensive plan and the areas of the ordinance that 

prioritize preservation of agriculture.  As stated above, this development will threaten the surrounding 

farms and will make it that much harder for agriculture in this area of our county to survive.  For example, 

neighbors complain about crop dusting, dust from the fields as they are being worked, legal application of 

manure/fertilizer to farm ground in accordance with ISDA Nutrient Management Plans, and many other 

normal and generally accepted farm practices.  The traffic has also become extremely dangerous and 

makes it hard to move harvested crops and large equipment down the roads.   

 

Again, we respectfully urge you to deny this application.  Thank you for your time and 

consideration.  We appreciate the important work you do for our county. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Marnie & Casey Vandenberg 
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Emily Kiester

From: Jamie Elsberry <jamieelsberry@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 10, 2024 11:22 AM
To: Emily Kiester
Subject: [External]  Case Number: AD2024-0001, Case Name: Penner, Parcel#R37792

Dear Ms. Kiester: 
 
We, Marcus and Jamie Michaelis, have lived at 28273 Harvey Road Caldwell for 11 years. The property case #AD2024-
0001 lies just northwest of our property separated by only one other parcel. Our parents property is directly next to the 
subject property. In the over 40 years since my husband has lived near the subject property it has been utilized for cattle 
grazing purposes. While it does not have water rights, grazing still deems this property to be agricultural in nature. It 
also is directly surrounded by heavy agricultural operations bordering all sides and the main use of all property in the 
general area.  
 
The subject property currently has 4 building/residential parcels which is more in line with the surrounding residential 
use. Increasing this in any capacity would be detrimental to the area's agricultural nature with increased traffic causing 
issues for farmers, more complaints of farming practices, and impede other agricultural processes. It would also have a 
significant impact on water table resources. Many neighbors have already reported well issues in recent years with the 
increase of new construction in the water table area. Adding additional wells will only worsen the issue for many of us.  
 
It is our hope that you would deny the request for the 8 residential parcels and decide in favor of leaving it as the 4 
existing parcels.  
 
Thank you for your time and attention to our concerns. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Marcus and Jamie Michaelis 
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From: Mike Titera <mike.�tera@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 12, 2024 4:59 PM
To: Ma� Wilke <ma�@mywhitebarn.com>
Subject: Re: Penner Land Division AD2024-0001 / TBD Harvey Road, Caldwell, ID
 
Matt: 

Thank you for reaching out and for providing those materials. We looked at the conceptual plan and have no
issues with the Penners moving forward.  We look forward to them getting their approvals and having a new
neighbor to the North. If you would like a more formal letter of support we are happy to provide it. 

Regards,
Mike

Sent from my iPhone

On May 14, 2024, at 1:55 PM, Matt Wilke <matt@mywhitebarn.com> wrote:

Hi Mike,

I hope this email finds you well, and you are having a great Spring so far.

I am represen�ng Rick Penner for his applica�on to perfect the administra�ve land divisions. He is asking for 5
administra�ve, plus 3 non-viable lots for a total of 8 building lots. I a�ached the county no�ce le�er and a
conceptual plan. The lots are going to be 5 and 10 acres in size, and access will come in from Harvey Road.

Could I bother you for a le�er (or email) in support of this plan if it looks good to you? If you have any concerns,
could you please let me know? The support from you being a con�guous neighbor to the south would be
greatly appreciated, as Rick wants to be a good neighbor for many years to come.

Thanks Mike!

Matt Wilke
Owner | Broker
White Barn Real Estate
White Barn Ventures
208.412.9803
matt@mywhitebarn.com
www.mywhitebarn.com

http://www.mywhitebarn.com/
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Emily Kiester

From: Lenny Riccio <lriccio@hwydistrict4.org>
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2024 8:33 AM
To: Emily Kiester
Subject: [External]  RE: AD2024-0001 Noticing

Emily, 
 
This applicant requested a variance from HD4.  The variance was approved with conditions.  The conditions are noted 
below.  My comments to the County on this request will be delayed until those conditions are addressed. 
 

 
 
Regards, 
 
 
Lenny Riccio, P.E. 
Transportation Planner 
Assistant District Engineer 
 

 
Highway District No. 4 
www.hwydistrict4.org 
15435 Hwy 44  
Caldwell, ID 83607 
Phone: (208) 454-8135 
Fax: (208) 454-2008 
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From: Emily Kiester <Emily.Kiester@canyoncounty.id.gov>  
Sent: Monday, March 25, 2024 5:10 PM 
To: 'permits@starfirerescue.org' <permits@starfirerescue.org>; Lenny Riccio <lriccio@hwydistrict4.org> 
Subject: AD2024-0001 Noticing 
 
Dear Highway District No. 4 and Middleton Rural Fire District, 
 
Attached please find a notification letter regarding a Nonviable Land Division, Administrative Land Division, Private 
Road, and Building Permit Transfer Application for Parcel R37792 (AD2024-0001) and the master application packet. I 
attached also attached a clearer version of the survey than what was included in the master application packet for your 
review.  
 
Pursuant to Canyon County Code Chapter 7, affected agencies will be given 15 days from the date of this notice to 
submit comments prior to the Director’s Decision.  
 
Thank you,  

 
Emily Kiester,  
Associate Planner 
Canyon County Development Services Department 
111 N. 11th Ave., #310, Caldwell, ID  83605 
Direct Line:  (208) 454-6632 
Email: emily.kiester@canyoncounty.id.gov 
Website: www.canyoncounty.id.gov 
 
Development Services Department (DSD) 
NEW public office hours 
Effective Jan. 3, 2023 
Monday, Tuesday, Thursday and Friday 
8am – 5pm 
Wednesday 
1pm – 5pm 
**We will not be closed during lunch hour ** 
 
PUBLIC RECORD NOTICE: All communications transmitted within the Canyon County email system may be a public 
record and may be subject to disclosure under the Idaho Public Records Act and as such may be copied and reproduced 
by members of the public.  
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University of Minnesota Extension
extension.umn.edu

Grazing and pasture management for cattle

Producers use grazing to help reduce feed costs and make unproductive cropland

productive.

You should have a grazing plan to make sure you are as efficient as possible in using your

grazing forage.

The different grazing systems include continuous, simple rotational and intensive

rotational.

Rotational grazing is more productive than continuous grazing.

Overgrazing results in decreased pasture quality and productivity.

You should have a back-up plan for when things go wrong.

The highest cost in most, if not all, cattle production systems is feed. Many producers use grazing to

reduce costs for their operations. Properly managed pasture-based systems use land efficiently and

provide high production per acre.

Not all land can grow row crops. These pieces of land are usually described as marginal.  Grazing is a

way to grow a crop (grass) on land unsuitable for traditional row crops such as corn and beans. Cows

can use the grass and make otherwise unproductive land productive.

Grazing benefits the land itself. Studies have shown the benefit of grazing as a tool for conserving

wildlife habitat and keeping prairie healthy.

Incorporating cover crops into a cropping system has major benefits to the land such as decreased

compaction, decreased soil erosion, and decreased run-off. These cover crops can be used as a

valuable part of a grazing rotation.

Designing a grazing plan is the first step in your pasture management system. As you follow the

planning process, the strengths and weaknesses of your current system will become apparent.

Quick facts

Benefits of grazing

Cost

Marginal land

Environment

The importance of having a grazing plan

7/18/24, 3:19 PM Grazing and pasture management for cattle | UMN Extension
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The grazing plan should include all the components of the grazing and pasture system and serve as a

guide for management improvements. The amount of grass available is limited and having a plan

allows for the full use of the resources available.

Recording and tracking the success of your plan is important because you can then make

improvements for the next grazing season.

You should draw a map or use mapping software to show the boundaries of the land that is available

for grazing. Having a map of your system makes it easier to get started on a plan and makes the plan

easier to adjust for different conditions from year to year.

Distinguish land that is owned from land that is rented. There are certain management

practices that you can apply to your own land that you may not be able to do on rented land.

Determine the number of acres of the different land parcels and label these on the map. You

can then see what is available and what opportunities you have to improve or better use the

resources you have.

Mapping can show if there is additional land available that could be used for grazing.

Cropland next to pasture land may be better used for growing forages.

Cropland close to existing pastures is ideal for converting to grazing if pasture

expansion is one of the farm goals.

Map your grazing

Grazing systems range from continuous grazing of one area over a long period to intensive

rotational grazing on small areas for short periods.

Livestock systems that use continuous grazing of a pasture experience both overgrazing

and undergrazing of forages.

A rotational system provides an opportunity for forage plants to rest so that they may

regrow more quickly.

The rotational system provides an opportunity to move livestock based on forage growth,

promote better pasture forage utilization, and extend the grazing season.

The advantages and disadvantages of three grazing management systems are listed below.

Download the Cattle Grazing Management Systems poster.

Different grazing systems

7/18/24, 3:19 PM Grazing and pasture management for cattle | UMN Extension
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Continuous grazing

Simple rotational grazing

A one-pasture system where livestock have unrestricted access throughout the grazing season.

Requires less management.

Overhead costs are minimal (fence).

Lower forage quality and yields.

Lower stocking rate and less forage

produced per acre.

Uneven pasture use.

Greater forage losses due to trampling.

Animal manure is distributed unevenly.

Weed and other undesirable plants may

be a problem.

Advantages

Disadvantages
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Intensive rotational grazing

A system with more than one pasture in which livestock are moved to allow for periods of

grazing and rest for forages.

Can increase forage production and

improve pasture condition (20% more

compared to continuous).

Allows pastures to rest and allows for

forage regrowth.

It can provide a longer grazing season,

reducing the need for feeding harvested

forages.

Better distribution of manure

throughout the pasture.

Costs for fencing and water systems can

be higher than with continuous grazing.

Forage production and pasture

utilization are not as high as intensive

rotational grazing systems.

Advantages

Disadvantages

A system with many pastures sometimes referred to as paddocks. Livestock are moved

frequently from paddock to paddock based on forage growth and use.

Highest forage production and use per acre (30-50% more compared to continuous).

Stocking rates can typically be increased.

More even distribution of manure throughout the paddocks.

Weeds and brush are usually controlled through grazing.

It provides more grazing options and reduces the need for mechanically harvested

forages.

Requires careful monitoring of forage supply.

Initial costs may be higher due to fencing materials and water distribution systems.

Requires more management.

Advantages

Disadvantages
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Good pasture condition is critical to a successful grazing system. Pasture quality may vary

greatly from one pasture area to another, but the trend over time should show the direction in

which the pasture condition is moving.

Forage grass and legume species each have their own unique growth, persistence, and quality

characteristics. Because they respond differently to soil conditions, weather patterns, fertility

and grazing management, the plants that are currently growing in your pastures may be

different from one area to another.

Evaluating the entire system is important to the success of your plan.

First survey what is available. A walk through the pastures is necessary to gather this

information.

The overall coverage and density of forage in your pastures can be rated as thin, average,

or thick.

If the same people are evaluating the pastures every time, you can keep track of the trend.

Identify dominant species in each pasture and use your map to keep track of what you

find. If you need help identifying different species contact your local Extension office or

your local USDA service center.

Pasture quality and productivity

Determining and measuring pasture quality
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Hula-hoop pasture clipping

Square pasture clipping

Ruler and pasture height

For a relatively small cost, a forage sample you collect can be tested by your local forage

lab. This information about protein, mineral content and more is incredibly valuable.

There are many methods for determining the productivity of a pasture. Several methods include

the use of specialized equipment such as a rising plate meter, falling plate meter, infrared

technology or even drones. The simplest methods are accurate and still provide important

information. The unit used when determining pasture productivity is pounds of dry matter per

acre (lbsDM/acre).

How to estimate pasture productivity (forage mass)

Hula-hoops are rigid, usually standard size and durable.

Toss the hula-hoop into a representative section of your pasture.

Where the hula-hoop lands, clip (close to the ground) all of the plants within the hula-

hoop and gather them in a container.

This sample can be weighed and dried to determine mass on a dry matter basis.

The conversion to lbsDM/acre is made based on the area of the hula-hoop.

Using a square to sample a pasture is almost identical to the hula-hoop. Some people prefer a

square to a circle. The process is the same.

Using stakes and string or whatever method you decide, build a square in a representative

portion of your pasture.

Then clip (close to the ground) all of the plants within the square and gather them in a

container.

This sample can be weighed and dried to determine mass on a dry matter basis.

The conversion to lbsDM/acre is made based on the area of the square.

Using a defined area and clipping a pasture is the most accurate method but can be time-

intensive. Based on the density of the pasture we can use the height of the pasture to determine

the approximate mass.

To do this, take a yardstick into the pasture, measure the height of the forage in 30 different

locations and then calculate the average.

Thin pasture: 150 lbsDM/acre per inch of height

Average pasture: 300 lbsDM/acre per inch of height

Thick pasture: 450 lbsDM/acre per inch of height
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How much do my cows eat?

Knowing the amount of dry matter forage a pasture can produce is only part of the equation.

The amount of forage required over the grazing season by each animal and the herd as a whole is

what determines stocking density.

The overall goal is to define the proper combination of land, time and number of animals to

ensure the sustained, long-term productivity of the pasture. The optimum number of animals

on the pasture makes efficient use of the forage without waste but still leaves enough forage to

allow quick and complete plant recovery. 

Setting the stocking rate too low will result in wasted forage and lost profit potential.

Long term understocking (under grazing) can result in a less productive pasture as more

woody plants take up residence.

Setting the stocking rate too high for too long will result in lowered intake, lowered

animal growth and diminished profits.

Overstocking (overgrazing) leads to a reduction in desirable plant species and an increase

in less desirable plants.

Overuse also means that livestock must forage for longer periods of time to meet their

needs and that results in decreased average daily gain (ADG).

Stocking density - How many cows can a pasture hold and for how
long?

Understocking

Overstocking

In general, cows consume between 2 and 4 percent of their body weight in dry matter every day

depending on their energy usage. We have to account for losses on the pasture due to trampling

so the easiest way to do that is to lump everything into total use for each animal. In general, you

can expect a cow to either eat or trample 4 percent of its body weight in dry matter each day.

forage used/day/cow = (average body weight cow) × 0.04

Example: How much forage does a 1400-pound cow use each day?

1400lbs × 0.04 = 56 lbsDM/day

daily herd forage requirement = (# of cows) × (forage used/day/cow)

Example: How much forage do ten 1400-pound cows use each day?

How much forage does one cow use each day?

How much forage does the herd use each day?
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Deciding on a stocking density

How to keep good pasture good

10 cows × 56 lbsDM/day = 560 lbsDM/day

If you know how much forage a pasture will produce and you know how much forage each cow

in your herd will use each day, then deciding on stocking density is the next step.

Time is the all-important factor because the higher the stocking density the shorter time the

pasture can be used. The inverse is also true, the longer the pasture is going to be used, the

lower the stocking density must be to avoid overgrazing.

Days = (pounds of forage/acre) × (# of acres) / (daily herd forage requirement)

Example: How many days can I graze a 5-acre pasture producing 2500 lbsDM/acre with ten

1400-pound cows?

(2.500lbsDM) × (5 acres) / (560lbsDM/day) = 22 days

# of cows =(pounds of forage/acre x # of acres) / (cow bodyweight lbs x 0.04 x days on pasture)

Example: How many 1400-pound cows can I put on a 5-acre pasture producing 2500

lbsDM/acre if I want to use the pasture for 40 days?

(2,500 lbsDM/acre) × (5 acres) / (1400 lbs) × (0.04) × (40 days) = 5 cows

How many days can I use a pasture?

How many cows can I put on my pasture?

Pasture management is an active process. If no effort or time is put into the system then the

return will be minimal to the producer. Continually evaluating and adjusting with guidance

from measurable data is the key to success.

Active management

Using the appropriate stocking density to avoid overgrazing and undergrazing while monitoring

your pastures for the appropriate recovery time between animal use will keep your pastures in

good condition. Sometimes, pastures need just a little more help, and there are several options.

Both nitrogen application and manure can be used to fertilize pasture.

Fertilizing
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How to make poor pasture better

The timing of fertilization and which type you use can have a large impact on pasture

quality and productivity.

For more information on using manure as fertilizer visit the manure management web

pages.

Interseeding uses no-till drills to incorporate seed directly into the pasture.

Proper preparation of the pasture is important for the success of this technique.

Pastures should be grazed closely to give the new seedlings the least amount of

competition when emerging.

Frost seeding is used to improve the density of current pastures.

Seed is broadcast over the pasture during a time of year when there are many freeze/thaw

cycles.

The action of freeze and then thaw opens up the ground and allows seeds to be

incorporated into the soil.

Like interseeding, pastures should be grazed closely prior to implementing this

technique.

Interseeding

Frost seeding

Starting a rotational grazing system when a continuous system was previously used will

not provide instant results.

Long term management and rotation will provide the base for good pasture to grow.

Use techniques such as fertilization, interseeding and frost seeding to give the

overgrazed pasture a kickstart.

Get animals into the pasture to start using the grass.

At first, use a high stocking density and allow the animals to graze the grass to near

100%.

Follow with techniques like fertilizing, interseeding and frost seeding to start improving

the pasture.

This technique should only be used after other efforts have not worked, or you have

consulted an expert on the specific pasture.

Complete renovation involves using an herbicide to kill the existing plants in the pasture

and then reseeding using no-till drills.

Overgrazed pasture

Undergrazed pasture

Complete pasture renovation
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The importance of a back-up plan for pasture management

How to manage high-stress areas in your pasture

Often the pasture kill is conducted in the fall and the pasture is seeded in the spring.

Not everything goes according to plan and that includes pasture management. The weather,

livestock themselves, and other factors can put the perfect plan off course. You have to have a

back-up plan.

You can choose a pasture you will use as your sacrifice pasture. Often, it is worth it to severely

damage one pasture rather than damage all of your pastures. Keep your cows dry and out of the

mud by putting bedding in the pasture.

Concrete can be a valuable and simple luxury. Mud is the enemy of all grazing systems and

concrete can be the solution. Using bedding and supplementing feed on concrete is a valuable

temporary technique for any grazing system.

The ultimate luxury for a grazing producer is a building you can use to confine your cattle when

needed and keep them out of the elements while you give your pastures time.

Sacrificial pasture with bedding

Cattle holding area with concrete pad

Cattle holding building

Every pasture has areas that will be used by the cows more than others. High traffic areas such

as walking lanes, watering areas, feed bunks, shade, wind breaks, and other stress areas should

be identified and managed differently from other areas of your pasture.

The best solution is to pour concrete, if possible, to reduce the effect of mud in these areas. You

can also use a temporary fence to allow certain areas a rest period from your animals.

Whether it is dairy or beef, fertility is still the driver of profitability for any cattle grazing

system. Producers should keep fertility as the main focus when selecting genetics for their herd.

The length of time an animal remains profitable in a system maximizes the return on a

producer’s initial investment. The initial investment can be raising or buying a

replacement. Either way, the longer the animal stays in your herd as a profitable member the

better.

Genetic choices for a grazing herd

Fertility

Longevity
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Feet and legs are one of the main factors in the longevity of a cow in both grazing and

confinement systems. Cattle on pasture walk more than cattle in confinement and the ability of

cattle to move is incredibly important in order to eat grass on pasture. Solid feet and legs should

keep a cow profitable in your system for a long time.

The decision to supplement cattle on pasture is determined by several factors.

Current and future pasture availability are the most important factors. If cattle do not

have access to adequate pasture then supplementation might be needed.

If you know pasture will not be available in time for rotation, you can supplement to

preserve the current pasture or delay the move.

Using body condition scoring to determine ideal weights for your cows can give you

insight on whether or not feed in addition to pasture is needed.

Feet and legs

Supplementing a grazing herd
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Extending Knowledge. Changing Lives.

Can I grow all the feed needed for my cattle?

extension.msstate.edu/content/can-i-grow-all-the-feed-needed-for-my-cattle

Yes, if you balance your cattle numbers with
the land area you have for growing pasture
and hay. This may average 2 to 3 acres per
cow - calf unit, but can vary with the land type,
forage species, fertility, animal requirements,
and other environmental conditions. By using
both warm and cool forages for grazing and
hay, a balance can be reached with time.
 Rotational grazing could increase carrying
capacity and forage utilization.

PUBLICATIONS

more publications

NEWS

Extreme weather makes winterkill tough to stop

February 6, 2024
STARKVILLE, Miss.

Common Winter Weeds

January 26, 2024
Whether you have a large lawn, field, or pasture, you’ve probably had to
deal with pesky weeds. 
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more news

NEWSLETTERS

more newsletters

Prolonged drought has reduced hay production

October 20, 2023
Mississippi hay growers harvested at least 28 percent less hay this year
than usual because of the drought that reached extreme levels in parts
of the state. Brett Rushing, Mississippi State University Extension forage
agronomist, said hay producers in the state typically get three cuttings a
year, and often four if they manage well and the weather cooperates.
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