General Overview

Case Summiary: This transcript captured the deliberation and decision-making portion of a
Board of County Commissioners hearing regarding an appeal for a Conditional Use Permit
(Case CU2025-0013-APL). The applicant sought to operate a contractor shop and staging
area on property zoned for agriculture. County staff, Dan and Amber, provided technical
clarifications on county code, jurisdictional limits, and the application's details, noting that
staff had initially recommended approval with conditions. The commissioners, however,
focused on the applicant's failure to address specific concerns raised by neighbors during
public testimony, such as dust, traffic, noise, and potential impacts on adjacent farming
operations. The Board ultimately voted 2-1to deny the application, citing a lack of
information from the applicant to prove that potential negative impacts could be
mitigated.

Speaker Background: This was a public hearing, not a single-interviewee transcript. The
primary speakers were:

o Chairman Brad Holton (Speaker 1): The chair of the Board of Commissioners who
led the deliberation.

= Dan (Speaker 2) and Amber (Speaker 5): County staff members, likely from
the Planning and Zoning department, who provided factual information and
context regarding county ordinances, the application, and site visit findings.

= Commissioner Van Beek (Speaker 4): A member of the Board of
Commissioners who participated in the deliberation.

= Speaker3: A member of the Board of Commissioners who participated in
the deliberation.

Key Points

The property in question had existing code enforcement violations, which the applicant
was attempting to bring into compliance via the Conditional Use Permit (CUP) process.

County staff clarified that concerns about road safety were under the jurisdiction of the
Highway District, and noise complaints were handled by the Sheriff's office.

A contractor shop/staging area was a conditionally permitted use in the agricultural zone,
meaning the Board could approve it with conditions to mitigate impacts.

Staff had recommended approval of the permit with conditions, as they found the
application met the minimum requirements of the code.



Chairman Holton and Commissioner Van Beek expressed that the applicant failed to meet
their burden of proof by not specifically addressing or offering mitigation for the concerns
raised by neighbors during public testimony.

Concerns were raised about the impact on adjacent high-intensity agricultural operations,
including the need for farmers to modify their practices (e.g., spraying).

Commissioner Van Beek noted testimony about potential health hazards on the property,
specifically the alleged discharge of sewage, which was not addressed by the applicant.

The Board voted 2-1to deny the application, upholding the Planning and Zoning
Commission's prior denial.

The Board provided a path for the applicant to potentially gain approval in the future by
submitting a new application that directly addressed dust, traffic, agricultural impacts, and
included a letter from the Southwest District Health department.

Notable Quotes

(24:54) Speaker 1: "The burden of proof is on the applicant, and | didn't hear specificity as to
what they could do to mitigate their concerns." (This quote summarized the Chairman's
primary reason for leaning toward denial).

(28:18) Speaker 1: "l hear that | bought this piece of property and | want to use it for a
commercial endeavor at a lower expense than other commercial property would be, and
everybody can, can, uh, can put up with it, because | have my personal property rights.
Guess what? The property immediately adjacent to you has their personal property rights,
and the property next to them has their personal property rights." (The Chairman used this
to frame the need to balance the rights of all property owners in the vicinity).

(35:46) Speaker 4: "l would not be in favor of approving this today because the statement
that we heard re- repeatedly, which, um, where does it stop? Where does a board look at
what the long-term planning goals are in Canyon County? There are holes in our comp plan,
in our definitions that we are working on, but in some instances, just because you can
doesn't mean you should." (Commissioner Van Beek contextualized her decision within the
broader scope of county planning and responsible land use).

(36:35) Speaker 3: "It's, this is one where I'm not necessarily in support of, but I can't, I can't
come to a conclusion where the FCOs are gonna be solid enough to, uh, to deny this." (This
commissioner expressed conflict, acknowledging the use was technically allowable under
the code even if he was not in favor of it).

Detailed Insights

1.

Main Arguments — The core arguments made by the majority of the Board for denying the
application were:
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e Theapplicant failed to provide specific information on how they would mitigate concerns
from neighbors regarding dust, traffic, and noise, thereby failing to meet the burden of

proof (23:39).

o The proposed commercial use could negatively alter the essential character of the
agricultural area and interfere with existing, high-value farming operations (26:51).

o Theapplicant did not adequately demonstrate a willingness to be a "good
neighbor" or work proactively to resolve conflicts with those in the immediate

vicinity (29:23).

o There was insufficient evidence presented for the Board to make positive findings
on all required criteria for a CUP, particularly regarding the prevention of "damage,
hazard, nuisance, or other detriment to persons or properties in the vicinity" (47:03).

o Serious health and safety concerns, such as alleged raw sewage discharge, were
raised in testimony but were not addressed by the applicant with any official
documentation or evidence (50:34).

2. Supporting Evidence —The Board's decision was based on:

e Public testimony from concerned citizens, which the Chairman found to be reasonable and
not "way out of line" (26:51).

o Staff confirmation of existing code enforcement violations on the property,
including an RV that appeared to be lived in during a site visit (1:15).

o Videoand photo exhibits submitted into the record that documented early-
morning activity at the site (13:49).

o Theapplicant's operations plan (Exhibit A3), which the Board majority found
insufficient to address the specificissues raised during the hearing (41:22).

o The prior decision by the Planning and Zoning Commission to deny the same
application (42:22).

Context and Background

1. Contextual Information —The hearing was an appeal of a prior denial by the Planning and
Zoning Commission for a Conditional Use Permit. The property was located in an
agricultural zone, which allowed for a "contractor shop" as a conditional use, but the area
also contained residences and active, high-intensity farming operations. The applicant was
already operating on the site and sought the permit to become compliant with county
code.

2. Related Events —The primary related event was the initial Planning and Zoning
Commission hearing where the application was denied. The existence of ongoing code
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enforcement violations against the property for unpermitted uses was also a significant
background factor.

Potential Impact —The Board's denial meant that the unpermitted contractor shop and
staging area must cease operations. The code enforcement process would continue. The
decision set a precedent that applicants in this jurisdiction are expected to do more than
meet the minimum code requirements; they must also proactively and specifically address
concerns raised by the public to demonstrate that their proposed use will not be a
detriment to the neighborhood. The denial was issued with specific guidance on what a
future, potentially successful, application would need to include.

Argumentitive Behavior

The transcript captured a deliberation by the Board of Commissioners and staff; the applicant's
representative did not speak during this segment. However, Chairman Holton characterized the
representative's prior testimony as being evasive and unhelpful.

Refusing to cooperate, answer clearly, or acknowledge facts: The Chairman stated that the
applicant's representative did not address the specific concerns raised by neighbors.
Instead of offering mitigation strategies, the representative reportedly deflected
responsibility by stating issues were another agency's problem (e.g., "Well, it's highway's
problem.") (21:11).

Engaging in debates or attempts to redirect the conversation away from the central
subject: The Chairman expressed frustration that the representative focused on the
"legalities" of the land use process rather than the practical concerns of the neighborhood,
stating, "l don't need to be schooled on that" (25:31). This suggested an attempt to redirect
the focus from community impact to procedural technicalities.
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