
General Overview 

 Case Summary: A public hearing was held for an appeal regarding a Conditional Use Permit 

(CUP) for Big Horn Traffic Services to operate on a property zoned for agriculture. Several 

local residents testified in opposition, citing concerns about increased traffic on an already 

dangerous road, noise from backup alarms, light pollution, and the negative impact of a 

commercial operation on the area's rural character. They also expressed distrust in the 

applicant's intentions regarding the future scale of the operation. A speaker in favor, along 

with the applicant's representative, argued that the use was permissible under county 

code, was supported by staff and traffic agencies, and that going through the county's CUP 

process offered more protections for neighbors than a potential future annexation into the 

city. The commissioners deliberated on the difficulty of balancing property rights with 

community concerns and the potential for a worse outcome if the permit was denied, 

leading to city annexation and more intensive industrial use. The board ultimately voted to 

continue the hearing to a later date to further deliberate on a list of specific, restrictive 

conditions. 

 Speaker Background:  

o Aaron Romine: A local resident who testified in opposition to the permit, focusing 

on noise, light, and traffic impacts.  

 David Eaton: A local resident who testified in opposition, focusing on safety 

concerns for children and animals. 

 Carl Anderson: A speaker who testified in favor of the permit, highlighting 

its compliance with zoning regulations and support from expert agencies. 

 Terrell "TJ" Jones: An adjacent property owner who testified in opposition, 

accusing the applicant of being deceitful about their plans. 

 Paul Flatt: A resident living across the street from the property who testified 

in opposition. 

 Bernadette Elway: A local resident who testified in opposition, providing a 

personal account of a traffic accident on the road in question. 

 Applicant's Representative: Spoke on behalf of the applicant in rebuttal, 

arguing the use was appropriate and legally sound. 

 County Staff and Commissioners: Officials who conducted the hearing, 

provided procedural and factual information, and deliberated on the final 

decision. 

Key Points 



 Opposition from Residents: Residents argued that the proposed operation was 

incompatible with the quiet, rural character of their neighborhood. Key concerns included 

excessive light pollution from vehicle headlights, noise from backup beepers at night, and 

increased danger from commercial traffic on narrow local roads. Several speakers 

mentioned the safety of children, pets, and livestock. 

 Distrust of Applicant: Multiple speakers expressed a belief that the applicant was not being 

forthright about the full scope and scale of their future plans. Terrell Jones alleged the 

applicant had a "backup plan" to annex into the city if the CUP was denied, which he 

presented as proof of dishonesty. 

 Support for the Permit: A speaker in favor, Carl Anderson, pointed out that the agricultural 

zoning already allowed for other commercial uses without a public hearing. He argued the 

commission should rely on the factual findings of county staff and professional traffic 

engineers, who recommended approval and found no significant issues. 

 Applicant's Rebuttal: The applicant's representative stated they had followed the county 

process to allow for neighbor and county input on conditions, which would not be possible 

if the property were annexed into the city. He asserted that no substantial evidence was 

presented to contradict the findings of staff and expert agencies that the proposal met all 

legal requirements. 

 Commissioners' Dilemma: The commissioners struggled with the decision, acknowledging 

the validity of residents' concerns. They weighed the negative impacts of the proposed use 

against the possibility of a worse outcome for residents if the permit was denied and the 

applicant successfully annexed the property into the City of Nampa, which could allow for 

much more intensive industrial development with fewer restrictions. 

 Continuance for Deliberation: After extensive deliberation about imposing strict 

conditions—such as limiting vehicle numbers, hours of operation, prohibiting backup 

alarms, and requiring fencing—the board decided to continue the hearing. This was done 

to allow staff to formalize the proposed conditions in writing for the board's final review 

and decision-making. 

Notable Quotes 

 Aaron Romine (0:39): "I would've brought a flashlight in and just every 10 seconds or so just 

blasted y'all in the eyes because the poor guy across the street, 20 or 30 cars pointing 

straight at him." (Context: Describing the potential for severe light pollution from the 

applicant's vehicles.) 

 Terrell "TJ" Jones (12:59): "They are not honest. They are being quite deceitful in this whole 

process, and it certainly does not belong there in our rural neighborhood." (Context: 

Concluding his testimony after alleging the applicant had a secret plan to annex into the 

city if the permit was denied.) 



 Applicant's Representative (23:51): "...there must be substantial evidence that proves that 

the staff and agency findings are incorrect and that there has been... nothing introduced 

that shows that the applicant, the staff, and the agencies and all their experts are incorrect 

on their analysis." (Context: Arguing that the board's decision should be based on expert 

findings rather than residents' emotional testimony.) 

 Commissioner Brooks (36:53): "So I guess I'm at an indeterminate state of, do I wanna make 

people mad now or do I wanna let them get mad later?" (Context: Voicing the difficult 

choice between approving a restricted use that angers residents now, or denying it and 

potentially leading to a more disruptive industrial use later.) 

 Chairman (39:09): "You have not a good option and you have a worse option. Your, your not 

a good option is to negotiate and have the county make a conditional use permit... Your 

unattenable option is for them to not find joy at the county and be annexed into the city 

one way or the other, and that gives that ground a considerably worse use than the CUP 

would make it." (Context: Explaining the practical reality of the situation to the residents in 

the audience during deliberation.) 

Detailed Insights 

1. Main Arguments

 Residents argued that the proposed commercial operation was incompatible with the 

existing rural residential neighborhood, citing negative impacts on safety, quality of life, 

and community character (0:24, 3:49).  

o Residents argued the applicant could not be trusted and was intentionally 

downplaying the future size and impact of the operation (1:17, 11:16). 

o Proponents argued the use was legally permissible with a CUP, met all technical 

requirements as determined by expert agencies, and was less impactful than other 

uses already allowed by right in the agricultural zone (8:00, 23:32). 

o The commissioners argued that denying the CUP could inadvertently lead to a 

more detrimental outcome for residents if the applicant pursued annexation into 

the city, which has the area planned for industrial use (35:14, 39:09). 

2. Supporting Evidence

 Bernadette Elway (17:04): Provided an anecdote about her car being totaled in her own 

driveway on Victory Road as evidence of the road's current dangerousness.  

o Terrell "TJ" Jones (12:32): Cited an alleged conversation with his neighbor, John, as 

evidence that the applicant had a backup plan to work with John to get the property 

annexed into the city. 



o Carl Anderson (8:15): Referenced the staff's recommendation to approve and the 

lack of objections from professional traffic engineers at the City of Nampa, the local 

highway district, and the Idaho Transportation Department. 

o County Staff (19:42): Clarified that a code enforcement violation mentioned by a 

resident was associated with the property's previous owner during the transition of 

sale. 

o County Staff (26:06): Confirmed that the City of Nampa's future comprehensive 

plan designated the area for industrial use. 

Context and Background 

1. Contextual Information: The hearing was an appeal regarding a Conditional Use Permit for 

a traffic services company on a 3.5-acre property zoned for agriculture. The property was 

located in an unincorporated area of the county but was within the City of Nampa's Area of 

Impact and was designated for future industrial use in the city's comprehensive plan. The 

surrounding area was characterized by large-lot rural residential properties. 

2. Related Events: It was mentioned that the CUP application process had been ongoing for 

two years, significantly longer than anticipated, which compelled the applicant to close on 

the purchase of the property before receiving a final decision (24:41). A recent update to 

the Area of Impact boundaries between the county and the City of Nampa was also 

referenced (25:38). 

3. Potential Impact: The board's decision carried significant weight. Approving the permit, 

even with conditions, would introduce a commercial use into a residential area, directly 

affecting the neighbors' quality of life. Denying the permit could prompt the applicant to 

seek annexation into the city, which could result in a more intensive industrial land use that 

would be even more impactful and outside the county's control, creating a long-term 

negative consequence for the same residents. 

Argumentitive Behavior 

 Terrell "TJ" Jones: Exhibited argumentative behavior by directly accusing the applicant of 

being dishonest, deceitful, and attempting to "bully" residents through the legal process. 

He used loaded language, comparing the applicant's representative to a "serpent" 

whispering "sweet nothings" (11:03). 

 Chairman (Speaker 1): While not initiating an argument, the Chairman responded forcefully 

to an interruption from the audience during the board's deliberation, stating, "Don't, don't 

start with me in a public hearing or I will invite you out of the room, please" (40:24). This 

was an act of maintaining order rather than engaging in a debate. 



 Other residents expressed their opposition firmly but did not engage in overtly hostile or 

defiant behavior, focusing their testimony on their personal experiences and concerns for 

their community. 


