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PLANNING DIVISION ADDENDUM 
 
CASE NUMBER: RZ2025-0008 
APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE:  Sergey Ludan 
PROPERTY OWNER: Sergey Ludan 
 
APPLICATION: Rezone 2.92 acres from “RR” (Rural Residential) to “R1” (Single 

Family Residential) 
 
LOCATION: The subject property is located at 25 N. Watermill Lane, Nampa, 

Idaho, also referenced as Parcel R27968, a portion of the SE 
quarter of Section 19, T3N, R1W, BM, Canyon County, Idaho. 

 
ANALYST: Deb Root, Principal Planner 
 
P&Z RECOMMENDATION:  Denial   

 

SUMMARY:   

The applicant, Sergey Ludan, is requesting approval to rezone approximately 2.92 acres from “RR” (Rural 

Residential) to “R1” (Single Family Residential) for the purpose of dividing the primary residence from the 

secondary residence.  The Planning & Zoning Commission heard this case at a public hearing held on May 

21, 2026.  After testimony and deliberation, the Planning & Zoning Commission forwarded this case with 

a recommendation of denial (BOCC Exhibit 1.1).  

 

The Planning and Zoning Commission found that the request to rezone the property to single-family 

residential (minimum one acre parcel size) is not more appropriate than the current zoning designation 

of rural residential (two acre minimum average parcel size).  The average lot size of the 34 properties 

notified within 600 feet of the subject property is 2.68 acres (Exhibit C2f).  The Commission forwarded the 

recommendation of denial with recommended action to “wait until a path to annexation exists to increase 

the density of the property in this location.”  Further details and analysis can be found in the Planning and 

Zoning Staff Report Packet (BOCC Exhibit 3). 

 

Recommended Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law & Order (draft FCOs) may be found in Exhibit 2.  The 

staff report packet dated May 21, 2026, and all supporting materials are contained in Exhibit 3.  Additional 

agency & public comments received by the materials deadline for the Board of County Commissioner 

hearing may be found in Exhibits 4-6.  New or Additional supporting documentation provided by the 

applicant to be considered by the Board may be found in Exhibit 6.  

 

BOCC EXHIBITS:  

1. DRAFT FCOS 

1.1. Planning & Zoning Commission FCOs Dated:  May 21, 2026 

2. HEARING MINUTES (DRAFT Copy) 

2.1. Draft Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes Dated:  May 21, 2026  
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3. PZ STAFF REPORT PACKET 

3.1. Staff Report Packet Dated:  May 21, 2026 

4. AGENCY COMMENTS Received by:  July 13, 2026  

4.1. Nampa Fire Department; Received:  July 8, 2026 – see former response Exh. 3E2 

5. PUBLIC COMMENTS  Received by: July 13, 2026 

[NO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS WERE RECEIVED] 

6. NEW/REVISED APPLICATION MATERIALS Received by Materials Deadline:  July 13, 2026 

[NO ADDITIONAL COMMENTS/MATERIALS WERE PROVIDED] 
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CANYON COUNTY PLANNING & ZONING COMMISSION 

MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING HELD 
Thursday, May 21, 2026 

6:30 P.M. 
 

1ST FLOOR PUBLIC MEETING ROOM SUITE 130, CANYON COUNTY ADMINISTRATION BUILDING 

 
 
Commissioners Present : Robert Sturgill, Chairman 

Brian Sheets, Vice Chairman 
    Geoff Mathews, Commissioner 
    Anita Johnston, Commissioner 
              
Staff Members Present:   Jay Gibbons, Director of Development Services 

Deb Root, Principal Planner 
Michelle Barron, Principal Planner 
Arbay Mberwa, Associate Planner 
Amber Lewter, Associate Planner 

    Caitlin Ross, Hearing Specialist 
 

Chairman Sturgill called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.  
 
Commissioner Sheets read the testimony guidelines and proceeded to the first business item on the agenda. 
 
Director of Development Services Jay Gibbons asked to switch Items 2C and 2D as the Planner for Item 2D is 
feeling unwell and will need to leave earlier. Voice vote, motion carried. 
 
Item 1: Consent Agenda – Action Items 
A. Case No. CR2023-0004 – Lacy: Approve FCOs 
B. Case No. CU2025-0014 – Billington Inspections: Approve FCOs 
C. Case No. CR2025-0011 – Payne: Approve FCOs 
D. Case No. CU2025-0029 – Jackson: Approve FCOs 
 
Chairman Sturgill abstained from voting on Item 1A as he was not present for that hearing. 
 
Motion: Commissioner Mathews moved to approve the Consent Agenda, seconded by Commissioner Sheets. 
Voice vote, motion carried. 
 
Item 2A: 
Case No. OR2026-0001 – Highway District 4: To consider adopting the following development impact fee 
capital improvements plans as elements of the Canyon County 2030 Comprehensive Plan in accordance with 
Idaho Code § 67-8208(1):  

 City of Caldwell and Highway District No. 4 “Caldwell Area Capital Improvements Plan and Traffic Impact 
Fee Program” dated December 12, 2024; and 

 Highway District No. 4 “Mid-Star Service Area Capital Improvements Plan” and “Traffic Impact Fee 
Program” updates dated August 20, 2025. 

 
Chairman Sturgill affirmed the applicant to testify.  
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Director of Development Services Jay Gibbons, acting as the representative, reviewed the Staff Report for 
the record. 
 
Commissioner Sheets asked if the County’s intent is for the hearing body to use the specific infrastructure 
plans, deficiencies, and similar details to evaluate applications. Director Gibbons answered with it will depend 
and whether the projects are impact fee eligible and they are subject to change.  
 
Chairman Sturgill affirmed the witnesses to testify.   
 
Testimony: 
 
Bruce Bayne – IN FAVOR – 15435 Hwy 44, Caldwell, ID 83607 
Mr. Bayne explained there are 2 different areas being proposed for the impact fees – the mid-Star area which 
includes Middleton and Star, and the outside surrounding area of Canyon County. Each were approved in July 
2022 and needs to be amended every 5 years. The City of Caldwell is a partner in a new area in Caldwell, and 
they have already passed impact fees. Highway District 4 wants to ensure they are able to encompass that 
area of the county. Mr. Bayne mentioned that expenditures for the development impact fees are to assure 
that new developments pay their fair share. If there are areas that have already failed prior to the impact fees, 
impact fees cannot be used in those areas, but the intersections and roadways that have not failed will be 
worked on.  
 
Commissioner Johnston asked how it was determined whether an intersection has failed. Mr. Bayne explained 
their grading process and when it is determined that standards have not been met. There is a slide in the 
presentation that reflects all the areas they plan to do improvements on, what level of service, or letter 
grading, they are, and what the plan is for each area. Highway District 4 has a 20 year plan, but it is broken up 
into 5 year chances in which the plan needs updated. 
 
Chairman Sturgill asked what a 3 by 5 was in regard to traffic signals. He also asked if how long someone waits 
at an intersection is correlated with the level of service that intersection is at. Both questions were deferred 
to Lenny Riccio. Chairman Sturgill asked about a potential mistype in the description of the location of Lansing 
Ln from SH44 and Cornell St and suggested fixing that line before this application goes to the Board.  
 
Lenny Riccio – IN FAVOR – 15435 Hwy 44, Caldwell, ID 83607 
Mr. Riccio explained that a 3 by 5 intersection is referring to a minor road approach to a busier road, such as 
Hwy 44, and the number of lanes there are on each road including a center turn lane. Mr. Riccio answered 
another question regarding level of service, explaining that in the event CIP identifies a road that requires 
improvement, which typically occurs at a 2-way stop controlled intersection, the level of delay could be 35 to 
50 seconds which would indicate a level E service and results the intersection failing having fallen below a 
level D service. 
 
Chairman Sturgill confirmed that the 50 second delay is per vehicle. 
 
Director Gibbons added that the Highway District is currently collecting impact fees because of an appendix 
in the 2020 Comprehensive Plan; however, the 2030 Comprehensive Plan no longer reflects that appendix, 
but they are still attempting to reach agreements for the impact fees.  
 
Chairman Sturgill asked if this will affect all cases heard in the future or only to those under the 2030 
Comprehensive Plan. Director Gibbons answered it will be relevant going forward in the 2030 Plan. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to close public testimony on Case No. OR2026-0001, seconded by 
Commissioner Mathews. Voice vote, motion carried. 
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Deliberation: 
Commissioner Sheets does not understand how impact fees cannot be used towards already failing 
intersections. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to recommend approval Case No. OR2026-0001 to the Board of 
County Commissioners, adopting the recommended FCOs that the application does meet criteria. Seconded 
by Commissioner Mathews. 
 
Discussion on the Motion:  
None.  
 
Roll call vote: 4 in favor, 0 opposed, motion passes.  
 
Item 2B: 
Case No. RZ2025-0008 – Ludan: The applicant, Sergey Ludan, is requesting a rezone of approximately 2.92 
acres from an “R-R” (Rural Residential) zone to a “R1” (Single Family Residential) zone. The subject property 
is located at 25 N. Watermill Lane, Nampa, Idaho, also referenced as Parcel R27968. 
 
Chairman Sturgill affirmed the applicant to testify.  
 
Sergey Ludan – (Applicant) IN FAVOR – 25 N Watermill Ln, Nampa, ID 83687 
Mr. Ludan described his request to split his 2.92 acres. He wants to go from RR to R-1, has 2 homes and would 
like to be able to sell one home. He believes this is compatible with surrounding areas that have properties 
with less than 2 acres.  
 
Principal Planner Deb Root reviewed the Staff Report for the record. 
 
Commissioner Sheets asked if there was any consideration to do a conditional rezone. Planner Root stated 
that although she did not intake the application, she did have a conversation with the applicant to consider 
adding a development agreement, which he was open to if necessary.  
 
Chairman Sturgill asked if adding the development agreement would be a new application. Planner Root 
explained the process for making such amendments and still bringing them forward to the Board. Chairman 
Sturgill expressed a concern on the conditional rezone setting a precedent. Planner Root did not believe this 
will set a precedent as the surrounding area has varying sizes of parcels and is in an area that is transitioning. 
Chairman Sturgill asked for clarification on the secondary residence. Planner Root explained that the house 
adjacent to E Victory Rd is the secondary residence, and clarified that the barn that was previously used as 
living quarters is no longer being used for that purpose.  
 
Commissioner Johnston confirmed each parcel could have a secondary dwelling, and asked if the barn could 
be used as a secondary for that parcel. Planner Root said the applicant could; however, Southwest District 
Health indicated he cannot expand the septic system to accommodate an additional bathroom, so additional 
work would need to be done to acquire that possibility.  
 
Chairman Sturgill affirmed the witnesses to testify.   
 
Testimony: 
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Tina DeBoer – IN OPPOSITION – 5925 E Victory Rd, Nampa, ID 83687 
Ms. DeBoer spoke about a prior neighborhood meeting regarding this property and the intent to develop it. 
All of the neighbors that showed up said no and they would fight it. She believes this is a backdoor way to 
increase the density in the area. Ms. DeBoer explained that the existing rural residential zone is consistent 
with the character of the area as the community is primarily made up of acreages, hobby farms, open spaces, 
livestock and lower density residential properties. She does not believe the requested rezone is more 
appropriate with the current zoning designation or that it is compatible with the surrounding land uses. 
Approving higher density zoning in this location will negatively impact the rural character of the area by 
increasing traffic congestion, noise pressure on the infrastructure and services that were not originally 
designed for the suburban style density. Ms. DeBoer described the safety concerns with the increased traffic 
and agrees that approval of this application will set a precedence. Ms. DeBoer is respectfully requesting denial 
of the rezone.  
 
Sergey Ludan – REBUTTAL – 25 N Watermill Ln, Nampa, ID 83687 
Mr. Ludan emphasized that they do not plan on developing anything. His mother lives in the secondary 
residence and he lives at the main house on Watermill Lane.  
 
Chairman Sturgill asked if there was any discussion with staff about doing a conditional rezone. Mr. Ludan 
stated that Planner Root mentioned it but it wasn’t discussed it detail. He is open to adding a condition to not 
building anything.  
 
Planner Root noted that this is a residential area and it is expected to fill in at some point with further 
development.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to close public testimony on Case No. RZ2025-0008, seconded by 
Commissioner Mathews. Voice vote, motion carried. 
 
Deliberation: 
Commissioner Sheet stated that there are quite a few properties in the immediate area that are larger than 
1.5 acres, and approving this application will indicate a desire for higher development in the area. H believes 
that it will be more appropriate when the City of Nampa is closer and can provide services for that kind of 
development.  
 
Commissioner Mathews and Commissioner Johnston agree with Commissioner Sheets.  
 
Chairman Sturgill expressed his agreement, stating this rezone as presented would provide an entitlement for 
2 new residential properties. Even if the current owner has no desire to add additional homes, they could sell 
and there is no guarantee of what could happen moving forward.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to recommend denial for Case No. RZ2025-0008 to the Board of 
County Commissioners, adopting the recommended FCOs that the application does not meet criteria and 
amending criteria H regarding essential public services. To gain approval, the applicant would need to consider 
annexing into the City of Nampa. Seconded by Commissioner Mathews. 
 
Discussion on the Motion:  
None.  
 
Roll call vote: 4 in favor, 0 opposed, motion passes.  
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Item 2D: 
Case No. CU2025-0031 – Hansen: The applicant, Lucus Hansen, is requesting a Conditional Use Permit for a 
Slaughterhouse on approximately 11.30 acres in an “A” (Agricultural) zone. The request is for a custom 
slaughterhouse in which the applicant will accept animals from customers for processing. The request includes 
retail sales as an accessory use to the slaughterhouse. Proposed hours of operation for the slaughterhouse 
and retail sales are Monday – Saturday, 7 am to 5 pm. The subject property is located at 0 Hwy 95, Parma, 
also referenced as Parcel R39357012. 
 
Chairman Sturgill affirmed the applicant to testify.  
 
Lucas Hansen – (Applicant) IN FAVOR – 32501 Hwy 95, Parma, ID 83660 
Mr. Hansen is requesting to be able to build a custom butcher shop in rural Parma. He believes it is a good 
area and there are a lot of people in the rural country with animals that need somewhere local to be able to 
butcher them. Mr. Hansen stated there is a butcher shop in Ontario that is over a year out to be able to get 
an animal in. He is accepting all of the proposed conditions of approval.  
 
Commissioner Mathews asked about the waiting period, and asked if Greenleaf does custom slaughtering as 
well. Mr. Hansen believes Greenleaf is about 8 months out, and Ontario is about a year and a half out on beef 
and pigs. 
 
Commissioner Sheets asked about the layout and process of the operation. Mr. Hansen explained the process 
of bringing the animals in the day before they get butchered, the butchering process inside a building, and the 
2 week hanging period before packaging and pick up. He also stated there will be a small retail store and it is 
a family run butcher shop. Commissioner Sheets mentioned the impact to surrounding areas, and asked how 
much volume is anticipated to come through. Mr. Hansen talked about the average of 20 beef a week in 
Ontario, and anticipates his business would bring in roughly half that amount. Commissioner Sheets asked 
about waste. Mr. Hansen stated waste is stored in provided containers and picked up twice a week or before 
it goes bad. 
 
Chairman Sturgill asked about the size of trailers coming in and out of the property and if the approach is 
appropriate. Mr. Hansen explained that there is a wide area on the side of the road to get off on, and the view 
both ways is clear which won’t make it unsafe to pull out. Mr. Hansen stated the trucks and trailers that come 
in are owned by normal homeowners that have 14-15 foot stock trailers, and the layout of the property is 
designed for them to be able to pull around the building so they don’t have to back up. Chairman Sturgill asked 
for clarification on the retail aspect. Mr. Hansen stated he could only get to a maximum of 400 square feet for 
the retail shop. Chairman Sturgill expressed concerns with the retail shop becoming the primary part of the 
business, and there was discussion on the retail aspect remaining as an accessory operation. Mr. Hansen 
emphasized his understanding of the restrictions, especially if he ever needs to sell the property in the future, 
and ensured that the retail shop would be secondary to the slaughterhouse.  
 
Commissioner Johnston asked if this will just include beef or if it will include wild game. Mr. Hansen explained 
that while there are no restrictions on processing wild game, he prefers to primarily process beef, pigs, and 
sheep as wild game takes a lot more work. He will take in wild game if business is slow, but that will not be his 
primary focus. Commissioner Johnston inquired on Greenleaf’s process as they do not have a holding area. 
Mr. Hansen stated they are mobile. He further explained there are other business that will slaughter the 
animals on the homeowner’s property and bring them to the butcher shop for processing.  
 
Associate Planner Amber Lewter reviewed the Staff Report for the record. 
 
Chairman Sturgill affirmed the witnesses to testify.   
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Testimony: 
 
Kevin Olinger – IN OPPOSITION – 2170 Hwy 95, Parma, ID 83660 
Mr. Olinger expressed concerns regarding the gradual loss of rights and values as rural property owners. He 
stated that at the end of 2025 there were 31 CUP’s, 6 of them within range of his property. Mr. Olinger believes 
this sets a precedence, and it has had long lasting impacts on residents that have lived in the area for many 
years.  
 
Commissioner Sheets asked where this type of business would be better suited. Mr. Olinger stated the 
applicant has property that is zoned commercial industrial for processing in the Nampa/Caldwell area off of I-
84, and it has the existing infrastructure to accommodate a slaughterhouse. Commissioner Sheets referenced 
Mr. Olinger’s submitted letter, asking how this is a violation of the zoning laws. Mr. Olinger stated it’s only 
okay if the change is approved. Farming has been the predominant use for the last 40+ years, and the rules 
have been bent by Canyon and Payette Counties. He feels it is an injustice to not have had more time to 
express his thoughts. Commissioner Sheets asked how he would like to be justified. Mr. Olinger stated he 
would’ve liked to complete his letter. Commissioner Sheets asked what other bullet points he had. Mr. Olinger 
stated that there was supposed to be a neighborhood meeting that nobody showed up to, but none of the 
neighbors that are in opposition received anything. 
 
Commissioner Mathews asked it there would be opposition to a grain elevator on the subject property. Mr. 
Olinger stated it is not a good turnoff, and there have been 8 fatalities on his corner.  
 
Kenneth Nelson – IN OPPOSITION – 3490 1st Lane E, Parma, ID 83660 
Mr. Nelson expressed concerns about the water runoff from the facility into the canal as the canal runs 
through his properties. He also does not see how Mr. Hansen is financially going to be able to start and keep 
up on this business while also paying 3-8 employees. Mr. Nelson is not opposed to people making money, but 
he does not want the dust and runoff and does not see how this will financially work.  
 
Chairman Sturgill confirmed that the concerns as presented are the impact on limited water and that the 
business will grow and the impact will be greater. He asked if there was any way to constrain the concerns by 
the conditions. Mr. Nelson stated he has studied a lot on water treatment, but has not studied Canyon 
County’s Comp Plan and does not know what that would entail. He mentioned the pictures are misleading 
and the road is not safe.  
 
Richard Hartshorn – IN OPPOSITION – 28251 Grandview Rd, Parma, ID 83660 
Mr. Hartshorn stated the runoff is going to roll downhill into his yard. He is curious about how the septic 
system will work for a slaughterhouse, stating what was drawn up for the proposed septic system is not 
sufficient and asked if there was a licensed professional engineer that engineered this septic system. Mr. 
Hartshorn inquired about pretreatment requirements, grease interceptors, screening and filtering to remove 
hair and solids, and emphasized that he does not want this near his home.  
 
Aaron Sety – IN OPPOSITION – 12742 Hereford Rd, Donnelly, ID 83615 
Mr. Sety stated his family owns the 41 acres directly adjacent to the subject property. They sold the Hansen’s 
the property their home is on and holds the note for the 11 acres that is being discussed. Mr. Sety explained 
they are not opposed to a slaughterhouse in Canyon County, but are opposed to it being built in an area that’s 
zoned agriculture in that specific area. When their original parcel was split, it was with the intention of keeping 
the parcels large to keep a rural feel to the area. Mr. Sety believes a slaughterhouse is light industrial and 
should not be qualified to be in an agriculturally zoned area. He is certain the Hansen’s will run this business 
to be profitable, which will dictate growth. Mr. Sety requested denial of the CUP in this location, and suggested 
turning this into a butcher shop instead, where the animals are slaughtered on site and butchered at this 
facility.  
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Lucas Hansen – REBUTTAL – 32501 Hwy 95, Parma, ID 83660 
Mr. Hansen started addressing the concerns and statements mentioned during public testimony. He started 
by saying his family has been here for a long time as well, and you can’t have the agricultural that is out there 
and not have anywhere to take your animals. Mr. Hansen stated he does not want to be a hobby butcher; he 
wants a business. How he runs his business and where the finances come from is no one else’s business. Mr. 
Hansen addressed the concern about the roads stating that it’s always unsafe on the roads, but that is why 
ITD has the final say. Grandview has a dairy up the road and they bring in hay, milk, cattle, feed and manure 
trucks constantly, and if it isn’t safe at the subject property, it isn’t safe there either. Mr. Hansen mentioned 
that SWDH has already designed a septic system for this type of business, and Darwin picks up the waste in a 
waste truck with an overhead dump. 
 
Commissioner Sheets asked for clarification on the septic system. Mr. Hansen corrected his earlier statement, 
saying DEQ designed the septic system. Commissioner Sheets asked about the setbacks on the property. Mr. 
Hansen stated setbacks are the same as residential. 
 
Commissioner Johnston asked about the concern regarding the neighborhood meeting. Mr. Hansen stated 
they notified everyone on the list they received from the Planner and confirmed that no one showed up.  
 
Chairman Sturgill asked what the septic system approved by DEQ will look like. The updated diagram is in 
Exhibit E8.2 of the staff report. Chairman Sturgill asked about the earlier concerns earlier regarding the 
difference between a small scale butcher operation and a large industrial scale butcher operation. Mr. Hansen 
explained the size of his building and cooler will restrain him. His cooler can only store so many animals. If he 
plans on expanding, he will need to come back and get another CUP. Chairman Sturgill asked what the 
maximum size or scall would be appropriate for the area. Mr. Hanson believes the size he is proposing is 
appropriate for his family and what he wants to do for his business. He is going to do business to the capacity 
that his butcher shop and cooler allows, while also providing efficient services to customers.  
 
Commissioner Mathews asked if Mr. Hansen would ever consider mobile butchering. Mr. Hansen answered 
absolutely.  
 
Mr. Hansen wanted to add that the impact of runoff of a bunch of cattle or pigs on the property would be 
worse than the butcher shop.  
 
Chairman Sturgill asked if Mr. Hansen’s residence is on the property. Mr. Hansen stated it is adjacent 2 
properties, but butts right up to the subject property.  
 
Planner Lewter added that a condition 7e could be added restricting the applicant to a maximum of 20 head 
to slaughter a week, which is consistent with other slaughterhouses.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to close public testimony on Case No. CU2025-0031, seconded by 
Commissioner Mathews. Voice vote, motion carried. 
 
Deliberation: 
Commissioner Sheets believes the proposed conditions will mitigate any of the presented concerns. 16 
conditions take a lot of coordination through agencies that are experts with these types of projects.  
 
Commissioner Johnston agrees with Commissioner Sheets and suggested adding a condition regarding size 
restrictions. She also mentioned that there is an alternate condition 16, and confirmed her preference is to 
use the alternate condition to have the slaughterhouse business remain should ownership change.  
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Commissioner Mathews believes any potential expansion is going to take care of itself especially if the 
applicant is willing to consider mobile butchering. He does not think anything needs to be done to limit the 
scale.  
 
Chairman Sturgill has 2 concerns based on what was heard during testimony. His first concern regarding water 
and septic were addressed based on the exhibit from DEQ, but he remains concerned regarding the scale of 
the business. A smaller scale would be an appropriate first step, but the applicant could return requesting an 
amendment for a larger scale, and the impact to the area would need to be reconsidered for that amendment.  
 
Commissioner Sheets asked if condition 7 regarding general conformance with the site plan would help 
address the scale concerns. Chairman Sturgill stated putting a square footage on it would put a cap on it, 
which doesn’t mean it can’t be larger, but it gives the opportunity for discussion. After further discussion, 
Chairman Sturgill suggested limiting the operations building for the slaughter to be no more than 6,100 square 
feet.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to approve Case No. CU2025-0031, utilizing the alternate condition 
16, and adding conditions 7e to limit the building size to 6,100 square feet and 5a regarding animal waste in 
irrigation structures. Seconded by Commissioner Mathews. 
 
Discussion on the Motion:  
None. 
 
Roll call vote: 4 in favor, 0 opposed, motion passed.  
 
Item 2C: 
Case No. CU2025-0015 – Liudahl for Symms Fruit Ranch: The applicant, Chris Liudahl, is requesting a 
conditional use permit for a special events facility for a weekend bazaar (flea market) for up to 328 vendors 
and 12 food truck spots, open to the public Saturdays and Sundays 11 a.m. to 7/8 p.m. with approximately 
928 parking spaces on approximately 17 acres of the 35.49 acres on parcel R33566 in the “A” (Agricultural) 
zone. The subject property is located at 20051 Lowell Road, Caldwell, Idaho, 83607, also referenced as Parcel 
R33566. 
 
Commissioner Mathews declared he lives up the hill from this parcel and drive by it almost daily. Chairman 
Sturgill asked if this would influence his decision, to which Commissioner Mathews answered no.  
 
Chairman Sturgill affirmed the applicant to testify.  
 
Chris Liudahl – (Applicant) IN FAVOR – 20376 Apricot Ln, Caldwell, ID 83607  
Mr. Liudahl explained he’s been to flea markets in Washington and California that are massive, but he will be 
intentionally limited in size based on the property’s capacity. The proposed flea market is intended to provide 
a safe, family-friendly weekend activity while also supporting local vendors. Mr. Liudahl stated the parking 
and market size are planned to accommodate expected attendance. A traffic impact study indicated Sunny 
Slope Rd is designed to handle significantly more traffic than the market would generate. Mr. Liudahl 
described the operating hours of Saturday and Sunday, 11:00 am to 7:00 or 8:00 p.m., weather permitting. 
The vendors would sign up on Fridays. A neighborhood meeting was held regarding this request; however, no 
one attended. Mr. Liudahl emphasized that this location has minimal impact on nearby residences and visitors 
would be coming from all directions, further limiting the impact on surrounding roads. This market would help 
keep shoppers in Idaho while providing a venue for local businesses and entrepreneurs.  
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Chairman Sturgill asked if the traffic impact study that was conducted the day before Easter would accurately 
represent the expected traffic during the summer. Mr. Liudahl stated it depends on everyone’s destination 
during spring break. Currently, not a lot of people are traveling due to the high gas prices, and the 5 lanes on 
Sunny Slope helps minimize impacts with larger amounts of traffic. Chairman Sturgill asked about the average 
site traffic estimate and asked if it was an accurate reflection of the expected customers. Mr. Liudahl explained 
that he is expecting to start from the bottom and work his way up, and understands it may take a couple of 
years to get to full capacity.  
 
Commissioner Sheets asked about the concept of a Norwegian bazaar. Mr. Liudahl explained it is an LLC and 
bazaar sounded better than flea market. He confirmed there is no Norwegian cultural connection.  
 
Commissioner Mathews asked about the proximity of the site compared to the greenhouse on site. Mr. 
Liudahl explained it will be on the bare lot on the west side of the property, and the intended traffic pattern 
will reflect a separate entrance and exit. Commissioner Mathews asked for further clarification on traffic flow 
and if it will be coming in from Lowell Rd. Mr. Liudahl confirmed and explained there is no other entrance and 
that is where the apron and culvert were put in.  
 
Commissioner Sheets inquired on the hours of operation and asked if it is year round. Mr. Liudahl specified it 
would be during the summer. It was determined the market would run approximately from April to October.  
 
Chairman Sturgill asked to view exhibit F15 of the staff report, and asked if the picture provided would 
resemble the desired look for the market. Mr. Liudahl stated the canopies would be more sporadic, and most 
of it would be hidden from view from the greenhouses and buildings along Sunny Slope Rd. The site will also 
be set back 150 yards to the gate from Lowell Rd, and the view from Lowell Rd will primarily consist of the 
parked cars. Chairman Sturgill asked Mr. Liudahl to review the site plan and proximity to existing buildings and 
roads.  
 
Associate Planner Arbay Mberwa reviewed the Staff Report for the record. 
 
Commissioner Sheets asked for clarification on the temporary use in the zoning matrix and how this use fits 
those standards. Planner Mberwa described that the definition in Canyon County code states a temporary use 
is a land use intended to last of continue for a limited time. The proposed flea market is proposed to only 
operate during the weekends and is seasonal.  
 
Chairman Sturgill affirmed the witnesses to testify.   
 
Testimony: 
 
Laura Schroeder – IN OPPOSITION – 20565 Lowell Rd, Caldwell, ID 83607 
Ms. Shroeder described the Sunny Slope area as special and unique with the longstanding commitment to 
agriculture and agritourism, and was confident Canyon County shared that commitment to protecting the 
scenic byway and preserving the agricultural character of the area. Ms. Shroeder explained the negative 
impact this proposal will have, including impacts from trash/debris, portable toilets, and the increase in traffic. 
This type of a request does not belong in Sunny Slope and does not align with the agricultural and tourism 
vision that has made the area one of Idaho’s most treasured destinations. Ms. Shroeder respectfully asks that 
the vision and comprehensive plan that has been invested in for decades is protected by denying this request. 
 
Commissioner Mathews asked if Ms. Shroeder lives on Lowell Rd and how often she has to wait to turn left 
onto Sunny Slope. Ms. Shroeder said she is one of the closest residences to the subject property, and it is very 
often that she has to wait. It has often been difficult to turn right onto Lowell Rd due to the nature of the road.  
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Commissioner Johnston asked if there is a scale for a vendor show that would feel appropriate for this area. 
Ms. Shroeder does not believe it fits within the agricultural and agritourism definitions at all. Commissioner 
Johnston confirmed it would be different than the greenhouse and everything else that is already there. Ms. 
Shroeder added that the local restaurant, the Orchard House, will sometimes hold a holiday bazaar inside of 
the building, but there are no tents outside.  
 
Wayne Rundall – IN OPPOSITION – 20790 Lowell Rd, Caldwell, ID 83607 
Mr. Rundall explained that there is a residence west of the subject property that has already experienced 
ongoing problems with visitors, including illegal dumping of tires and trash, alcohol consumption, trespassing 
on private property, public urination, the discharge of firearms, and playing loud music while stopped along 
the narrow rural roads. This is expected to be exacerbated with this kind of a request, and should be 
considered and mitigated if possible. If the request is approved, Mr. Rundall requests additional conditions be 
imposed to reduce impacts on neighboring properties and rural roads, such as limiting operating periods, 
prohibiting left turns onto Lowell Rd leaving the market and restricting traffic on Sunny Slope Rd.  
 
Chairman Sturgill asked if there is a structure in mind that would help prohibit left turns as it has been common 
for signs, curbs, etc. to be ignored for those situations. Mr. Rundall suggested police guidance or someone 
guiding traffic that can manage the crowds.  
 
Judy Leathers – IN OPPOSITION – 20520 Grape Ln, Caldwell, ID 83607 
Ms. Leathers asked about the 600 foot notification and why it couldn’t be changed to a mile to have a further 
reach on residents these types of requests could affect. She explained she chose to live in this area to enjoy 
the peace and quiet outside of the city. Ms. Leathers stated a flea market should be at the fairgrounds as the 
parking, restrooms, and safety resources are already available there. She does not believe a retail location is 
appropriate for the Sunny Slope area and does not understand why special events are listed as options. Ms. 
Leathers stated she talked to Golden Gate Highway District and was unable to obtain a final traffic report, so 
this meeting is a little presumptuous. With the current request of 928 vehicles, that could add to thousands 
of vehicles traveling through that area. Ms. Leathers described the definition of neighbor as being respectful, 
helpful, communicative and considerate, and believes the only good things that has come out of the multiple 
hearings is meeting new neighbors.  
 
Chairman Sturgill asked Ms. Leathers how she feels about the growth and related traffic that has already 
occurred. Ms. Leathers believes it has been too fast and too much farmland is being given up. Chairman asked 
if there is any benefit to having these friendly guests visit that part of the County, to which Ms. Leathers 
answered she does not.  
 
Chris Liudahl – (Applicant) REBUTTAL – 20376 Apricot Ln, Caldwell, ID 83607  
Mr. Liudahl explained that there used to be a feedlot or storage facility west of the subject property on Lowell 
Rd that always had semis and other related agricultural vehicles. He stated he has been in the area for 25 
years and knows the area well. There is a wine tasting venue and a newer facility nearby that have fields where 
they host events. Mr. Liudahl is wanted to provide a family friendly event in the area aside from just wine 
tasting venues. He is willing to downscale some and move the portable bathrooms, and emphasized that the 
canopies will not be taller than the current warehouse. Mr. Liudahl explained this could be a place of 
employment and provides opportunities for his family to be involved. 
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to close public testimony on Case No. CU2025-0015, seconded by 
Commissioner Mathews. Voice vote, motion carried. 
 
Deliberation: 
Commissioner Mathews agrees with staff that this request is not consistent with the comprehensive plan. He 
also expressed safety concerns about left turns onto Lowell Rd. 
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Commissioner Johnston agreed that most people will want to turn left to head back into town. She is also 
worried about the trash, especially with the wind. 
 
Chairman Sturgill shares staff’s assessment on criteria 3 and 4 regarding consistency with the comprehensive 
plan and negatively changing the character of the area. He explained that he found the traffic impact study to 
be non-credible as it did not accurately depict the overall impact of the additional traffic and does not align 
with the parking spaces proposed with the application.  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to deny Case No. CU2025-0015, adopting the recommended FCOs 
that the application does not meet criteria. Seconded by Commissioner Mathews.  
 
Discussion on the Motion:  
None.  
 
Roll call vote: 4 in favor, 0 opposed, motion passed.  
 
3. DIRECTOR, PLANNER, COMMISSION COMMENTS: 
Director Gibbons reminded the Commission that there are no cases scheduled for July 3, 2026. There was 
discussion on budgeting season and potential updates to the comprehensive plan. There was also discussion 
on how the hearings are going and BOCC’s efforts to finalize their cases quickly as well.  
 
4. ADJOURNMENT:  
 
MOTION: Commissioner Sheets moved to adjourn, seconded by Commissioner Mathews. Voice vote, motion 
carried. Hearing adjourned at 10:15 P.M. 
 
An audio recording is on file in the Development Services Departments’ office. 
 
Approved this 16th day of July, 2026 
 
 
      ___________________________________ 
                                      Robert Sturgill, Chairman 
 
 
ATTEST 
 
_______________________________________ 
Caitlin Ross, Hearing Specialist 
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Planning and Zoning Commission 
Hearing Date: May 21, 2026 
Canyon County Development Services Department 
 

Case #: RZ2025-00008 – Ludan Rezone RR to R1  
Hearing Date: May 21, 2026 Page 1 of 8 

 
PLANNING DIVISION STAFF REPORT 

 

CASE NUMBER: RZ2025-0008 
 

APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE:  Sergey Ludan 
PROPERTY OWNER: Sergey Ludan 
 

APPLICATION: Zoning Map Amendment from “RR” (Rural Residential) to 
“R1” (Single Family Residential) zone  

 

LOCATION: 25 N. Watermill Lane, Nampa, Idaho, also referenced as parcel 
R27968 (2.92 acres), a portion of the SE quarter of Section 19, 
T3N, R1W, BM, Canyon County, Idaho 

 

PLANNER: Deb Root, Principal Planner 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Denial 
 

REQUEST:  
Sergey Ludan, is requesting an amendment to the official zoning map to rezone approximately 2.92 acres 
from an “R-R” (Rural Residential) zone to a “R1” (Single Family Residential) zone for the purpose of 
dividing the property into two parcels to separate the two existing homes. The subject property is located 
at 25 N. Watermill Lane, Nampa, Idaho, also referenced as Parcel R27968, a portion of the SE quarter of 
Section 19, T3N, R1W, BM, Canyon County, Idaho. 

PARCEL INFORMATION REPORT: See Exhibit C.1 for information 
 

APPLICABLE CODE: 
The following laws and ordinances apply to this decision: Canyon County Code of Ordinances (CCCO) 
§01-17 (Land Use/Land Division Hearing Procedures), CCCO §07-05 (Notice, Hearing and Appeal 
Procedures), CCCO §07-06-01 (Initiation of Proceedings), CCCO §07-06-05 (Zoning Amendment 
Criteria), CCCO §07-10-27 (Land Use Regulations (Matrix)), Idaho Code §67-6511 (Zoning Map 
Amendments and Procedures), CCCO § 09-11-25, (Area of City Impact Agreement), and §67-6519 
(Application Granting Process). 
 

BACKGROUND: 
Parcel R27968 (2.92 acres) is zoned rural residential and is not an original parcel.  The property was 
legally created by administrative decision, AD2019-0129, and recorded as instrument #2019-061556.  
The property contains two permitted residences and a barn that was renovated without a building permit.  
The barn was renovated with a non-compliant living quarters.  DSD Building department conducted a 
special inspection on the renovated barn, SI2026-0003.  Options were provided to remove the residential 
component(s) of the structure.  The applicant indicated in an email response to the Building Department 
that the septic system cannot be expanded to accommodate an additional residence (Exhibit C4.3).  It 
would also be the third residential structure on the property.  The City of Nampa Engineering Department 
confirmed that the residence addressed as 5716 E. Victory (secondary residence) is currently receiving 
municipal water.  The primary residence, addressed as 25 N. Watermill Lane, is not on municipal 
services. 
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HEARING CRITERIA: 

Table 1. Zoning Map Amendment Standards of Evaluation Analysis 

Standards of Evaluation – CCCO §07-06-05(1): The commission shall review the particular facts and circumstances 
of each proposed zoning amendment and make a recommendation regarding the same to the board. The presiding party 
shall make its review in terms of the following standards and shall find adequate evidence regarding the following criteria 
when evaluating the proposed zoning district boundary amendment: 

 County Ordinance and Review 
Criteria 

Met? 
Code 

Section 
Criteria 

Yes A Is the proposed zone change generally consistent with the comprehensive plan? 

Analysis 

The proposed conditional rezone change is generally consistent with the Comprehensive plan.  
 

The 2030 Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as Residential.  The area has been zoned residential since 
the adoption of the 1979 Zoning Ordinance and Official Zoning Maps.  The property is currently zoned 
Rural Residential and contains a primary and secondary residence on approximately 2.92 acres.  The 
minimum acreage in the rural residential zone is two (2) acres.  The applicant desires to separate the homes 
with the potential to increase the density of the subject properties with secondary residences. 
 
The request is consistent with the Population component including G2.02.00 and Land Use and Community 
Design including P4.01.02 (balance community interests and private property rights), P4.03.02 (do not 
fragment existing land use patterns), and the Housing component including G11.02.00 (maintain character 
while providing sufficient housing without fragmenting agricultural lands).  The overarching goal of the 
2030 Plan is to protect the agricultural resources of Canyon County.  Development in an area that is 
designated and zoned residential is consistent with the general plan for the County.   
 

Criteria 
Met? B 

When considering the surrounding land uses, is the proposed land use more appropriate 
than the current zoning designation? 

No 

Analysis 

In consideration of the surrounding land uses, the proposed conditional zone change to “R1” (Single Family 
Residential) is not more appropriate than the current zoning designation of “RR” (Rural Residential).  There 
were 34 properties notified within 600 feet of the subject property with an average lot size of 2.68 acres 
(Exhibit C2f).  However, the R1 zone with a one acre minimum average lot size may be as appropriate as 
the current residential zoning designation in this residentially zoned and developed area of the county. 
 
Consider, the property is an area where the parcel sizes are transitioning to larger residential and agricultural 
parcels that lie within the City of Nampa impact area and have a path for eventual annexation from the south 
in the future.  It may not be the appropriate time for the property to rezone for the purpose of potentially 
increasing density on the proposed properties but rather wait for annexation and municipal services to be 
available to support additional development.  The property also lies within a nitrate priority area (Exhibit 
C2.g) 
 
The immediate area around the subject property consists of larger rural residential parcels that are developed 
with single family residential homes.  There is one business approved through a conditional use permit for a 
tree service and firewood sales (CU2012-8) that lies immediately adjacent to the subject property on the 
west boundary (Exhibit C4g).  The City of Nampa encourages consistency with the existing lot sizes in the 
immediate vicinity.  There are 55 parcels in the south ½ of the southeast quarter [Joe Lane to Robinson 
between E. Victory and Joe Lane] and those parcels immediately adjacent to E. Victory on the south side of 
the road.  The average lot size is 1.978 consistent with the two (2) acre minimum average lot size of the 
Rural Residential zoning designation.  The parcels range in size from 0.64-11.80 acres.  There are currently 
six (6) of the 55 parcels that have secondary residences inclusive of the subject property. (Exhibit C4.f). 
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The City of Nampa limits are a ½ mile to the west of the subject property and there is municipal water in the 
road.  The City of Nampa (Exhibit E4) requests that “Properties seeking to develop within the Area of City 
Impact, that are contiguous to city limits, shall obtain a pre-annexation approval from the City in order to 
receive a letter of support for the project.”  Staff notes that the property currently has municipal water 
available and further development inclusive of secondary residences should be connected to services where 
available.  A pre-annexation agreement with the City of Nampa is encouraged for this property to develop 
further. 
 

Pursuant to Canyon County ordinance §07-10-25 (2), the purpose of the “RR” (Rural Residential) zoning 
district is to “encourage and guide growth in areas where a rural lifestyle may be determined to be 
suitable.”   The minimum average lot size in the “RR” zone is two acres. 
 
CCCO §07-10-25(3), the purpose of the “R1” (Single Family Residential) zoning district is to “promote and 
enhance predominantly single family living areas at a low density standard.”   
 
The minimum average lot size in the “R1” zone is one (1) acre; however, CCCO §07-10-21(2) Minimum 
Parcel or Lot Size provides for the following in the “R1” (Single Family Residential) zone:  Footnote 1: 
“For parcels within the Area of City Impact with central sewer and/or water services, the parcel or lot size 
may be reduced to 12,000 square feet.” 
 
 

Adjacent Existing Conditions: 
Direction Existing Use Primary Zone Other Zone 

N Residential RR R1 
S Residential & 

Agricultural 
A RR 

E Residential RR None 
W Residential RR/City Limits Airport overlay 

“A” (Agricultural), “R-R” (Rural Residential), “R-1” (Single-Family Residential), “C-1” (Neighborhood 
Commercial), “C-2” (Service Commercial), “M-1” (Light Industrial), “CR” (Conditional Rezone) 

 

The subject property is on the boundary of residentially zoned property in this area of the county.  The 
properties lying south of E. Victory are currently zoned agricultural with a mixed use of residential and 
agricultural.  There are many large acre farms further south between E. Victory and E. Amity Roads.  This 
property is in a transitional area to larger agricultural properties to the south. 

 
Criteria 

Met? C Is the proposed zoning map amendment compatible with surrounding land uses? 
Yes 

Analysis 

The proposed rezone to “R1” (Single Family Residential) is generally compatible with surrounding land 
uses as proposed by the applicant.   
 
The surrounding land use is primarily rural residential (Exhibit C2.e) and there is a tree service and 
firewood sales business immediately adjacent to the west.  Additional development of the subject property 
could potentially result in some land use conflict due to the noise and unsightly nature of the existing 
permitted business.  The Nampa Municipal Airport is located approximately 3600 feet to the west of the 
subject property (Exhibit C4g). 
 

Pursuant to Canyon County Ordinance 07-02-03, land uses are compatible if: a) they do not directly or 
indirectly interfere or conflict with or negatively impact one another and b) they do not exclude or diminish 
one another's use of public and private services. A compatibility determination requires a site-specific 
analysis of potential interactions between uses and potential impacts of existing and proposed uses on one 
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another. Ensuring compatibility may require mitigation from or conditions upon a proposed use to minimize 
interference and conflicts with existing uses. 
 

The property is currently zoned rural residential and is developed as a residential property (Exhibit C2.e).  
The proposed “R1” zoning would provide for the applicant to divide the property into at least two (2) parcels 
which could then potentially be further developed with secondary residences.  The applicant remodeled and 
constructed a residential unit in an old barn without a building permit (Exhibit C4.c & d).  Per Canyon 
County building department requirements, he has removed the kitchen components and indicated that the 
septic system for the home on the south portion of the property cannot be increased to accommodate the 
additional living unit.  If rezoned and divided, the applicant could construct a secondary unit on each parcel 
if agency requirements are met. There are currently only six properties in the vicinity developed with 
multiple residences (Exhibit C4.f).  
 
The property has the potential to be less compatible with the surrounding land uses if developed into smaller 
acreages than proposed (See Criteria B above).  Current and future locations, size and placements of septic 
systems would limit the number of parcels that could be created and platting as a residential subdivision 
would be required if more than one (1) additional parcel is created if the property is zoned to “R1” (Single 
Family Residential) and has municipal services available.   
 
There is an existing permitted (CU2012-8) business operating on the parcel immediately adjacent to the 
northwest corner of the subject property (Exhibit C4.g).  The business is a landscape and tree service 
business that processes tree waste into chips and firewood.  There have been noise complaints submitted to 
Canyon County Code Enforcement regarding the processing of the tree products.  This business operation 
was approved with conditions in 2013 prior to division and construction on the subject property.  
Construction of additional residences immediately adjacent to the permitted business could result in further 
neighbor conflicts where the business may not be compatible with more dense development. 
 

Criteria 
Met? D 

Will the proposed zoning map amendment negatively affect the character of the area? What 
measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts? 

Yes 

Analysis 

The proposed zoning map amendment may not negatively affect the character of the area. Any necessary 
measures to mitigate impacts are detailed below.  
 
 

Character of the Area: 
The character in the immediate area is rural residential transitioning to agricultural south of E. Victory Road.   
The average lot size of the 34 notified properties within 600 feet is 2.68 acres with a median lot size of 1.53 
acres (Exhibit C2.f).  Further review of the parcel sizes within the south one ½ of the quarter section and the 
residential properties south of E. Victory (immediately adjacent to the road) resulted in 55 parcels with an 
average lot size of 1.978 acres (Exhibit C4.f).  As proposed the rezone to “R1” (Single Family Residential) 
for the purpose of dividing the 2.92 acre property into two (2) parcels to enable separation of the existing 
homes would create lots smaller than the average lot size in the vicinity but would not necessarily change 
the residential character of the area.  The property lies within the Nampa area of city impact and with 
municipal water available, the property could be divided into lots smaller than the general area 
characteristics (see Criteria B above) however, the nature of how the property is currently developed with a 
very large estate home does not lend itself to further development beyond what is currently proposed. 
 
The area consists of larger parcels with significant open space that are currently zoned “RR” (Rural 
Residential) and the properties adjacent and south of E. Victory Road are zoned “A” (Agricultural) with 
productive agriculture southward.  In general, there is not a significant pattern of redevelopment to higher 
density lots/parcels in this area of the county.  Staff notes that the properties are located just east of the 
Nampa Municipal Airport and located approximately 700 feet east of the airport overlay area.  There is also 
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an existing tree service and firewood sales business on the western boundary of the subject property 
(Exhibits C2.a, C2.e, C4.g).   

Criteria 
Met? E 

Will adequate facilities and services including sewer, water, drainage, irrigation and utilities 
be provided to accommodate the proposed zoning map amendment? 

Yes 

Analysis 

 The project will have adequate sewer, water, drainage, irrigation, and utilities to accommodate the proposed 
conditional rezone based on the analysis contained herein.  
 

The property currently has two existing homes.  The primary residence located at 25 N. Watermill Lane has 
an individual well and septic system.  The secondary residence addressed as 5716 E. Victory Road is served 
by an individual septic system and is connected to municipal water.  The barn that contained the unpermitted 
residence is located near to the home at 5716 E. Victory Road.  The applicant indicated in an email to 
Assistant Building Official, Scott Hillman, that the septic for the existing home could not be expanded to 
accommodate the additional residence (Exhibit C4.3). 
 

Sewer: 
SWDH indicated that they do not have concerns with the application as proposed but would require a site 
evaluation application and soil suitability for any additional subsurface sewage disposal systems for any new 
structures on the site (Exhibit  
 

Water: 
Currently there is an existing private well for the primary structure and the secondary residence is connected 
to municipal water from the City of Nampa. 
 

Drainage: 
All stormwater drainage must be retained on site for current and future development. 
 

Irrigation: 
Irrigation water is provided by Nampa Meridian Irrigation District.  The Schott Lateral bisects the property 
near the secondary residence.  Structures cannot be built within the irrigation district easement for the Schott 
Lateral.  NMID indicates in email dated 5-6-26 that the Schott Lateral has a 40 foot wide easement, 20 foot 
on each side of centerline (Exhibit E5). 
 

Utility: 
The utility companies were notified of the application and no comments were received stating that utilities 
would not be provided to accommodate the use.  There are currently utilities provided to each of the 
residences on the property. 
 

Criteria 
Met? 

F 
Does legal access to the subject property for the zoning map amendment exist or will it exist 
at the time of development? 

Yes 

Analysis 

The subject property has legal access for the zoning map amendment and/or will exist at the time of the 
development. See review and analysis detailed below.  
 

The subject properties are currently served by a private road, N. Watermill Lane, that takes access to E. 
Victory Road.  The access is in conformance with the highway district requirements and ACCHD Standard 
Drawing #ACCHD-106 (Exhibit E1).   

Criteria 
Met? 

G 

Does the proposed zoning map amendment 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 proposed development? What 
measures have been taken to mitigate road improvements or traffic impacts? 

Yes 
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Analysis 

The proposed project if approved will allow the applicant to divide the existing primary residence from the 
existing secondary residence and does not require public street improvements.  The access to the public road 
from N. Watermill Lane, a private road, provides adequate access to and from the properties.   
 

If the rezone is approved and the land divided in accordance with the CCCO requirements then the  
applicant would have the option of applying for secondary residences on each of the two created parcels.  
Although this could increase the number of vehicle trips utilizing the private road for access to the public 
road system, the average daily trips is not expected to necessitate public street improvements to 
accommodate the use. 

Criteria 
Met? H 

Will the proposed zoning map amendment impact essential public services and facilities, 
such as schools, police, fire and emergency medical services? What measures will be 
implemented to mitigate impacts? Yes/No 

Analysis 

The proposed use is not anticipated to impact essential public services and facilities, including, but not 
limited to, schools, police, fire, and emergency medical services. Any necessary measures to mitigate 
impacts are detailed below. 
 
A request for comment from affected agencies was sent on January 13, 2026 in accordance with the 
requirements of the Canyon County Zoning Code and State Statutes.  A list of agencies notified in the initial 
request for comment included Nampa City, Nampa Fire, Nampa School District and other affected agencies 
(Exhibit C3).   
 

Schools: 
Nampa School District was notified of the proposed rezone.  Staff did not receive comment from the district.  
The rezone of the property is not expected to significantly impact the school district as the homes currently 
exist on the property. 
 

Police:  
The property lies within the jurisdiction of the Canyon County Sheriff’s office.  Staff did not receive a 
comment from the sheriff’s office and the request is not anticipated to impact this service. 
 

Fire protection & Emergency Medical Services: 
The Nampa Fire District responded indicating that the site is 1.5 miles from Station #5 and the response time 
is approximately three (3) minutes. 
 
 

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts:  
No mitigation measures have been proposed.  There is no indication that mitigation is required for minimal 
impacts to services for the existing homes on the property. 
 

Table 2. Area of City Impact 

CCCO §09-11-01: Nampa Area of City Impact (Plans and Ordinances/Map) Ordinance Applicable Ordinances 
and Standards: Within the Nampa area of city impact, the following ordinances apply, but the city of Nampa ordinances 
are subject to the waiver provisions in subsection (6) of this section. 

 County Ordinance and Review 

Criteria 
Met? 

Code 
Section 

Criteria 

Yes 09-11-1  NAMPA 

Analysis 

Area of City Impact: 
The City of Nampa Planning and Zoning submitted a letter stating that they are not in favor of the 
application without pre-annexation approval from the City of Nampa.  They further indicate that this area is 
designated for low density residential (1-2.5 units/acre).  The current properties and rural character of the 

droot
Highlight
Yes/No 
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area is viewed as Very Low Density.  The City indicates that “Development should be required to be 
compatible with the character of the area.”  Nampa also states, in line item #3, “The property is surrounded 
by large lot residential properties on all sides except for a parcel on the west border that is utilized for large 
landscape materials and business operation.  Subdivision lots should be as compatible as possible with 
existing residential lots within the limitations imposed by NCC 10-27-3.C.2.” (Exhibit D4)   This property is 
located in the Nampa Area of City Impact and there is municipal water available in the road adjacent to the 
property.  The single-family residence addressed as 5716 E. Victory Road is connected to municipal water 
(Exhibit C4.1). 

 

NOTIFICATION AND COMMENTS: 
Notice of the public hearing was provided as per CCCO §07-05-01.  Agencies were notified on 1-13-26 & 
4-16-26. Property owners within 300 feet of the subject property boundaries were notified on 4-16-26. Full 
political notice was completed on 4-16-26. A newspaper notice was published on 4-21-26. The subject 
property was posted with a notice on 4-20-26. 
 

Pursuant to CCCO §01-17-07B - Materials Deadline, the submission of late documents or other materials 
does not allow all parties time to address the materials or allow sufficient time for public review. After the 
materials deadline, any input may be verbally provided at the public hearing to become part of the record.  
 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
All agency comments received by the aforementioned materials deadline are located in Exhibit E. 
Comments were received from Nampa Highway District, Nampa Fire Department, SWDH, Nampa City 
Planning and Zoning, and Nampa Meridian Irrigation District. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Staff received one (1) total written public comments by the materials deadline of May 11, 2026. The 
comments were in opposition of the proposed rezone indicating that it is not consistent with the current 
density in the area.  All public comments received by the aforementioned materials deadline are located 
in Exhibit F.  

 

RECOMMENDATION AND DECISION OPTIONS: 
In consideration of the application and supporting materials, staff concludes that the proposed rezone from 
“RR” (Rural Residential) to “R1” (Single Family Residential) is not compliant with Canyon County 
Ordinance 07-06-05. Staff finds that the proposed rezone to “R1” (Single Family Residential) is not as 
appropriate as the current designation of “RR” (Rural Residential).  A full analysis is detailed within the 
staff report.  

 

DECISION OPTIONS 
 Recommendation of Approval of the Application: “I move to recommend approval of RZ2025-

0008, Ludan Rezone, finding the application meets the criteria for approval under Article 07-06-05 
of the Canyon County Zoning Ordinance: [Cite reasons for recommendation of approval].  

 Recommendation of Denial of the Application: “I move to recommend denial of RZ2025-0008, 
Ludan Rezone, finding the application does not meet the criteria for approval under §07-06-05 of 
Canyon County Zoning Ordinance, finding that [cite findings for denial based on the express 
standards outlined in the criteria & the actions, if any, the applicant could take to obtain approval 
(ref.ID.67-6519(5)]. 

 Table the Application: “I move to continue RZ2025-0008, Ludan Rezone to a [date certain or 
uncertain] 
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EXHIBITS:  
 

A. Draft FCOS 
B. Application Packet & Supporting Materials  

1. Master Application 
2. Letter of Intent  
3. Site Plan 
4. Land Use Worksheet 
5. Neighborhood Meeting 
6. Miscellaneous  

C. Supplemental Documents 
1. Parcel Information Report 
2. Cases Maps/Reports  

a. Aerial 
b. Vicinity Map 
c. 2030 Future Land Use Map 
d. Nampa Future Land Use Map 
e. Zoning and Classification 
f. Subdivision Map and Report 
g. Nitrate Priority Map 
h. Case Map and Summary 
i. 600 foot Notification Map 

3. Agency List Request for Comment 
4. Staff Property Review & History 

a. Nampa Engineering water to original home 
b. Primary home septic location 
c. Non-compliant barn renovation 
d. Code Enforcement / current barn 
e. Property History 
f. Parcel Size review 
g. Area Map GIS staff 

D. Site Visit Photos:   
1. House photos and Watermill Lane:  December 11, 2025 
2. Google Street View: July 2025 images 

E. Agency Comments Received by:  May 11, 2026 
1. Nampa Highway District #1, 01-13-26 
2. Nampa Fire District, 02-11-26 
3. Southwest District Health, 01-13-26 
4. Nampa City Planning and Zoning, 01-14-26 
5. Nampa Meridian Irrigation District, 5-6-26 

F. Public Comments Received by:  May 11, 2026 
1. DeBoer opposition, 5-7-26 

 





 PLANNING OR ZONING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSION OF LAW AND ORDER 
 

 

In the matter of the application of: 
Ludan – RZ2025-0008 

The Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission 
considers the following: 

Sergey Ludan, is requesting an amendment to the official 
zoning map to rezone approximately 2.92 acres from an 
“R-R” (Rural Residential) zone to a “R1” (Single Family 
Residential) zone for the purpose of dividing the property 
into two parcels to separate the two existing homes. The 
subject property is located at 25 N. Watermill Lane, 
Nampa, Idaho, also referenced as Parcel R27968, a 
portion of the SE quarter of Section 19, T3N, R1W, BM, 
Canyon County, Idaho 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 

Summary of the Record 
1. The record is comprised of the following: 

 

A. The record includes all testimony, the staff report, exhibits, and documents in Case File RZ2025-0008. 

1. All exhibits can be found in the case file and the staff report dated May 21, 2026. 
 

Applicable Law 
1. The following laws and ordinances apply to this decision: Canyon County Code of Ordinances (CCCO) §01-17 

(Land Use/Land Division Hearing Procedures), CCCO §07-05 (Notice, Hearing and Appeal Procedures), 
CCCO §07-06-01 (Initiation of Proceedings), CCCO §07-06-05 (Zoning Amendment Criteria), CCCO §07-10-
27 (Land Use Regulations (Matrix)), Idaho Code §67-6511 (Zoning Map Amendments and Procedures), CCCO 
§09-11-25 (Area of City Impact Agreement), and §67-6519 (Application Granting Process). 

 

a. Notice of the public hearing was provided per CCCO §07-05-01 and Idaho Code §67-6509.   
 

2. The commission has the authority to exercise powers granted to it by the Idaho Local Land Use and Planning 
Act (“LLUPA”) and can establish its own ordinances regarding land use, including subdivision permits. See 
I.C. §67-6504, §67-6511.  

 

3. The commission shall have those powers and perform those duties assigned by the board that are provided for 
in the local land use planning act, Idaho Code, title 67, chapter 65, and county ordinances. CCCO §07-03-01, 
07-06-05.  

 

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

5. Idaho Code §67-6535(2) requires the following: The approval or denial of any application required or 
authorized pursuant to this chapter shall be in writing and accompanied by a reasoned statement that explains 
the criteria and standards considered relevant, states the relevant contested facts relied upon, and explains the 
rationale for the decision based on the applicable provisions of the comprehensive plan, relevant ordinance and 
statutory provisions, pertinent constitutional principles and factual information contained in the record. The 
County’s hearing procedures adopted per Idaho Code §67-6534 require that final decisions be in the form of 
written findings, conclusions, and orders. CCCO 07-05-03(1)(I).  

 

The application, RZ2025-0008, was presented at a public hearing before the Canyon County Planning and Zoning 
Commission on May 21, 2026.  Having considered all the written and documentary evidence, the record, the staff 
report, oral testimony, and other evidence provided, including the conditions of approval and project plans, the 
Planning and Zoning Commission decides as follows: 
 

https://advance.lexis.com/api/document/collection/statutes-legislation/id/5HD6-49V0-004D-D2GJ-00000-00?context=1000516
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Standards of Evaluation – CCCO §07-06-05(1): The commission shall review the particular facts and circumstances 
of each proposed zoning amendment and make a recommendation regarding the same to the board. The presiding party 
shall make its review in terms of the following standards and shall find adequate evidence regarding the following criteria 
when evaluating the proposed zoning district boundary amendment: 

 County Ordinance and Review 
Criteria 

Met? 
Code 

Section 
Criteria 

Yes A Is the proposed zone change generally consistent with the comprehensive plan? 

Analysis 

The proposed conditional rezone change is generally consistent with the Comprehensive plan.  
 

The 2030 Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as Residential.  The area has been zoned residential since 
the adoption of the 1979 Zoning Ordinance and Official Zoning Maps.  The property is currently zoned 
Rural Residential and contains a primary and secondary residence on approximately 2.92 acres.  The 
minimum acreage in the rural residential zone is two (2) acres.  The applicant desires to separate the homes 
with the potential to increase the density of the subject properties with secondary residences. 
 
The request is consistent with the Population component including G2.02.00 and Land Use and Community 
Design including P4.01.02 (balance community interests and private property rights), P4.03.02 (do not 
fragment existing land use patterns), and the Housing component including G11.02.00 (maintain character 
while providing sufficient housing without fragmenting agricultural lands).  The overarching goal of the 
2030 Plan is to protect the agricultural resources of Canyon County.  Development in an area that is 
designated and zoned residential is consistent with the general plan for the County.   
 

Criteria 
Met? B 

When considering the surrounding land uses, is the proposed land use more appropriate 
than the current zoning designation? 

No 

Analysis 

In consideration of the surrounding land uses, the proposed conditional zone change to “R1” (Single Family 
Residential) is not more appropriate than the current zoning designation of “RR” (Rural Residential).  There 
were 34 properties notified within 600 feet of the subject property with an average lot size of 2.68 acres 
(Exhibit C2f).   
 
The property is an area where the parcel sizes are transitioning to larger residential and agricultural parcels 
that lie within the City of Nampa impact area and have a path for eventual annexation from the south in the 
future.  It may not be the appropriate time for the property to rezone for the purpose of potentially increasing 
density on the proposed properties but rather to wait for annexation and municipal services to be available to 
support additional development.  The property also lies within a nitrate priority area (Exhibit C2.g) 
 
The immediate area around the subject property consists of larger rural residential parcels that are developed 
with single family residential homes.  There is one business approved through a conditional use permit for a 
tree service and firewood sales (CU2012-8) that lies immediately adjacent to the subject property on the 
west boundary (Exhibit C4g).  The City of Nampa encourages consistency with the existing lot sizes in the 
immediate vicinity.  There are 55 parcels in the south ½ of the southeast quarter [Joe Lane to Robinson 
between E. Victory and Joe Lane] and those parcels immediately adjacent to E. Victory on the south side of 
the road.  The average lot size is 1.978 consistent with the two (2) acre minimum average lot size of the 
Rural Residential zoning designation.  The parcels range in size from 0.64-11.80 acres.  There are currently 
six (6) of the 55 parcels that have secondary residences inclusive of the subject property. (Exhibit C4.f). 
 
The City of Nampa limits are a ½ mile to the west of the subject property and there is municipal water in the 
road.  The City of Nampa (Exhibit E4) requests that “Properties seeking to develop within the Area of City 
Impact, that are contiguous to city limits, shall obtain a pre-annexation approval from the City in order to 
receive a letter of support for the project.”  Staff notes that the property currently has municipal water 
available and further development inclusive of secondary residences should be connected to services where 
available.  A pre-annexation agreement with the City of Nampa is encouraged for this property to develop 
further. 
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Pursuant to Canyon County ordinance §07-10-25 (2), the purpose of the “RR” (Rural Residential) zoning 
district is to “encourage and guide growth in areas where a rural lifestyle may be determined to be 
suitable.”   The minimum average lot size in the “RR” zone is two acres. 
 
CCCO §07-10-25(3), the purpose of the “R1” (Single Family Residential) zoning district is to “promote and 
enhance predominantly single family living areas at a low density standard.”   
 
The minimum average lot size in the “R1” zone is one (1) acre; however, CCCO §07-10-21(2) Minimum 
Parcel or Lot Size provides for the following in the “R1” (Single Family Residential) zone:  Footnote 1: 
“For parcels within the Area of City Impact with central sewer and/or water services, the parcel or lot size 
may be reduced to 12,000 square feet.” 
 
 

Adjacent Existing Conditions: 
Direction Existing Use Primary Zone Other Zone 

N Residential RR R1 
S Residential & 

Agricultural 
A RR 

E Residential RR None 
W Residential RR/City Limits Airport overlay 

“A” (Agricultural), “R-R” (Rural Residential), “R-1” (Single-Family Residential), “C-1” (Neighborhood 
Commercial), “C-2” (Service Commercial), “M-1” (Light Industrial), “CR” (Conditional Rezone) 

 

The subject property is on the boundary of residentially zoned property in this area of the county.  The 
properties lying south of E. Victory are currently zoned agricultural with a mixed use of residential and 
agricultural.  There are many large acre farms further south between E. Victory and E. Amity Roads.  This 
property is in a transitional area to larger agricultural properties to the south. 

 
Criteria 

Met? C Is the proposed zoning map amendment compatible with surrounding land uses? 
Yes 

Analysis 

The proposed rezone to “R1” (Single Family Residential) is generally compatible with surrounding land 
uses as proposed by the applicant.   
 
The surrounding land use is primarily rural residential (Exhibit C2.e) and there is a tree service and 
firewood sales business immediately adjacent to the west.  Additional development of the subject property 
could potentially result in some land use conflict due to the noise and unsightly nature of the existing 
permitted business.  The Nampa Municipal Airport is located approximately 3600 feet to the west of the 
subject property (Exhibit C4g). 
 

Pursuant to Canyon County Ordinance 07-02-03, land uses are compatible if: a) they do not directly or 
indirectly interfere or conflict with or negatively impact one another and b) they do not exclude or diminish 
one another's use of public and private services. A compatibility determination requires a site-specific 
analysis of potential interactions between uses and potential impacts of existing and proposed uses on one 
another. Ensuring compatibility may require mitigation from or conditions upon a proposed use to minimize 
interference and conflicts with existing uses. 
 

The property is currently zoned rural residential and is developed as a residential property (Exhibit C2.e).  
The proposed “R1” zoning would provide for the applicant to divide the property into at least two (2) parcels 
which could then potentially be further developed with secondary residences.  The applicant remodeled and 
constructed a residential unit in an old barn without a building permit (Exhibit C4.c & d).  Per Canyon 
County building department requirements, he has removed the kitchen components and indicated that the 
septic system for the home on the south portion of the property cannot be increased to accommodate the 
additional living unit.  If rezoned and divided, the applicant could construct a secondary unit on each parcel 
if agency requirements are met. There are currently only six properties in the vicinity developed with 
multiple residences (Exhibit C4.f).  
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The property has the potential to be less compatible with the surrounding land uses if developed into smaller 
acreages than proposed (See Criteria B above).  Current and future locations, size and placements of septic 
systems would limit the number of parcels that could be created and platting as a residential subdivision 
would be required if more than one (1) additional parcel is created if the property is zoned to “R1” (Single 
Family Residential) and has municipal services available.   
 
There is an existing permitted (CU2012-8) business operating on the parcel immediately adjacent to the 
northwest corner of the subject property (Exhibit C4.g).  The business is a landscape and tree service 
business that processes tree waste into chips and firewood.  There have been noise complaints submitted to 
Canyon County Code Enforcement regarding the processing of the tree products.  This business operation 
was approved with conditions in 2013 prior to division and construction on the subject property.  
Construction of additional residences immediately adjacent to the permitted business could result in further 
neighbor conflicts where the business may not be compatible with more dense development. 
 

Criteria 
Met? D 

Will the proposed zoning map amendment negatively affect the character of the area? What 
measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts? 

Yes 

Analysis 

The proposed zoning map amendment may not negatively affect the character of the area. Any necessary 
measures to mitigate impacts are detailed below.  
 
 

Character of the Area: 
The character in the immediate area is rural residential transitioning to agricultural south of E. Victory Road.   
The average lot size of the 34 notified properties within 600 feet is 2.68 acres with a median lot size of 1.53 
acres (Exhibit C2.f).  Further review of the parcel sizes within the south one ½ of the quarter section and the 
residential properties south of E. Victory (immediately adjacent to the road) resulted in 55 parcels with an 
average lot size of 1.978 acres (Exhibit C4.f).  As proposed the rezone to “R1” (Single Family Residential) 
for the purpose of dividing the 2.92 acre property into two (2) parcels to enable separation of the existing 
homes would create lots smaller than the average lot size in the vicinity but would not necessarily change 
the residential character of the area.  The property lies within the Nampa area of city impact and with 
municipal water available, the property could be divided into lots smaller than the general area 
characteristics (see Criteria B above) however, the nature of how the property is currently developed with a 
very large estate home does not lend itself to further development beyond what is currently proposed. 
 
The area consists of larger parcels with significant open space that are currently zoned “RR” (Rural 
Residential) and the properties adjacent and south of E. Victory Road are zoned “A” (Agricultural) with 
productive agriculture southward.  In general, there is not a significant pattern of redevelopment to higher 
density lots/parcels in this area of the county.  Staff notes that the properties are located just east of the 
Nampa Municipal Airport and located approximately 700 feet east of the airport overlay area.  There is also 
an existing tree service and firewood sales business on the western boundary of the subject property 
(Exhibits C2.a, C2.e, C4.g) 
 

Criteria 
Met? E 

Will adequate facilities and services including sewer, water, drainage, irrigation and utilities 
be provided to accommodate the proposed zoning map amendment? 

Yes 

Analysis 

 
The project will have adequate sewer, water, drainage, irrigation, and utilities to accommodate the proposed 
conditional rezone based on the analysis contained herein.  
 

The property currently has two existing homes.  The primary residence located at 25 N. Watermill Lane has 
an individual well and septic system.  The secondary residence addressed as 5716 E. Victory Road is served 
by an individual septic system and is connected to municipal water.  The barn that contained the unpermitted 
residence is located near to the home at 5716 E. Victory Road.  The applicant indicated in an email to 
Assistant Building Official, Scott Hillman, that the septic for the existing home could not be expanded to 
accommodate the additional residence (Exhibit C4.3). 
 

droot
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Sewer: 
SWDH indicated that they do not have concerns with the application as proposed but would require a site 
evaluation application and soil suitability for any additional subsurface sewage disposal systems for any new 
structures on the site (Exhibit  
 

Water: 
Currently there is an existing private well for the primary structure and the secondary residence is connected 
to municipal water from the City of Nampa. 
 

Drainage: 
All stormwater drainage must be retained on site for current and future development. 
 

Irrigation: 
Irrigation water is provided by Nampa Meridian Irrigation District.  The Schott Lateral bisects the property 
near the secondary residence.  Structures cannot be built within the irrigation district easement for the Schott 
Lateral.  NMID indicates in email dated 5-6-26 that the Schott Lateral has a 40 foot wide easement, 20 foot 
on each side of centerline (Exhibit E5). 
 

Utility: 
The utility companies were notified of the application and no comments were received stating that utilities 
would not be provided to accommodate the use.  There are currently utilities provided to each of the 
residences on the property. 
 

Criteria 
Met? 

F 
Does legal access to the subject property for the zoning map amendment exist or will it exist 
at the time of development? 

Yes 

Analysis 

The subject property has legal access for the zoning map amendment and/or will exist at the time of the 
development. See review and analysis detailed below.  
 

The subject properties are currently served by a private road, N. Watermill Lane, that takes access to E. 
Victory Road.  The access is in conformance with the highway district requirements and ACCHD Standard 
Drawing #ACCHD-106 (Exhibit E1).   

Criteria 
Met? 

G 

Does the proposed zoning map amendment 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 proposed development? What 
measures have been taken to mitigate road improvements or traffic impacts? 

Yes 

Analysis 

The proposed project if approved will allow the applicant to divide the existing primary residence from the 
existing secondary residence and does not require public street improvements.  The access to the public road 
from N. Watermill Lane, a private road, provides adequate access to and from the properties.   
 

If the rezone is approved and the land divided in accordance with the CCCO requirements then the  
applicant would have the option of applying for secondary residences on each of the two created parcels.  
Although this could increase the number of vehicle trips utilizing the private road for access to the public 
road system, the average daily trips is not expected to necessitate public street improvements to 
accommodate the use. 

Criteria 
Met? H 

Will the proposed zoning map amendment impact essential public services and facilities, 
such as schools, police, fire and emergency medical services? What measures will be 
implemented to mitigate impacts? Yes 

Analysis 

The proposed use is not anticipated to impact essential public services and facilities, including, but not 
limited to, schools, police, fire, and emergency medical services. Any necessary measures to mitigate 
impacts are detailed below. 
 
A request for comment from affected agencies was sent on January 13, 2026 in accordance with the 
requirements of the Canyon County Zoning Code and State Statutes.  A list of agencies notified in the initial 
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request for comment included Nampa City, Nampa Fire, Nampa School District and other affected agencies 
(Exhibit C3).   
 

Schools: 
Nampa School District was notified of the proposed rezone.  Staff did not receive comment from the district.  
The rezone of the property is not expected to significantly impact the school district as the homes currently 
exist on the property. 
 

Police:  
The property lies within the jurisdiction of the Canyon County Sheriff’s office.  Staff did not receive a 
comment from the sheriff’s office and the request is not anticipated to impact this service. 
 

Fire protection & Emergency Medical Services: 
The Nampa Fire District responded indicating that the site is 1.5 miles from Station #5 and the response time 
is approximately three (3) minutes. 
 
 

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts:  
No mitigation measures have been proposed.  There is no indication that mitigation is required for minimal 
impacts to services for the existing homes on the property. 
 

Table 2. Area of City Impact 

CCCO §09-11-01: Nampa Area of City Impact (Plans and Ordinances/Map) Ordinance Applicable Ordinances 
and Standards: Within the Nampa area of city impact, the following ordinances apply, but the city of Nampa ordinances 
are subject to the waiver provisions in subsection (6) of this section. 

 County Ordinance and Review 

Criteria 
Met? 

Code 
Section 

Criteria 

Yes 09-11-1  NAMPA 

Analysis 

Area of City Impact: 
The City of Nampa Planning and Zoning submitted a letter stating that they are not in favor of the 
application without pre-annexation approval from the City of Nampa.  They further indicate that this area is 
designated for low density residential (1-2.5 units/acre).  The current properties and rural character of the 
area is viewed as Very Low Density.  The City indicates that “Development should be required to be 
compatible with the character of the area.”  Nampa also states, in line item #3, “The property is surrounded 
by large lot residential properties on all sides except for a parcel on the west border that is utilized for large 
landscape materials and business operation.  Subdivision lots should be as compatible as possible with 
existing residential lots within the limitations imposed by NCC 10-27-3.C.2.” (Exhibit D4)   This property is 
located in the Nampa Area of City Impact and there is municipal water available in the road adjacent to the 
property.  The single-family residence addressed as 5716 E. Victory Road is connected to municipal water 
(Exhibit C4.1). 

 

Order 
Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission forwards a recommendation of denial of Case # RZ2025-0008, a zoning map amendment of 2.92 acres 
from “RR” (Rural Residential) to “R1” (Single Family Residential). 

For denial: 

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

1. Submit application and fees for a development agreement providing for development restrictions of the property to 
ensure compatibility is maintained with the existing surrounding properties. 

2. Wait until a path to annexation exists to increase the density of the property in this location.  
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DATED this ________ day of _________________________, 2026. 

 
 
 

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 2026, 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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NUMBER OF SUBS ACRES IN SUB NUMBER OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE

46 1147.61 1016 1.13

NUMBER OF SUBS IN PLATTING ACRES IN SUB NUMBER OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE

2 25.80 43 0.60

NUMBER OF LOTS NOTIFIED AVERAGE MEDIAN MINIMUM MAXIMUM

34 2.68 1.53 0.02 22.17

NUMBER OF MOBILE HOME PARKS ACRES IN MHP NUMBER OF SITES AVG HOMES PER ACRE MAXIMUM

1 1.40 6.00 4.00 4.00

SUBDIVISION NAME Label LOCATION ACRES NO. OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE CITY OF… Year
APPLE CREEK ESTATES 1 3N1W18 4.80 10 0.48 COUNTY (Canyon) 1993

BARNES ESTATES SUBDIVISION 2 3N1W30 2.39 1 2.39 COUNTY (Canyon) 2020

BELMONT HEIGHTS 3 3N1W20 32.40 29 1.12 COUNTY (Canyon) 2001

BELMONT HEIGHTS #2 4 3N1W20 39.53 22 1.80 COUNTY (Canyon) 2002

CLARK THEURER #2 5 3N1W19 20.03 45 0.45 COUNTY (Canyon) 1977

CLARK THEURER REPLAT 6 3N1W19 9.49 11 0.86 COUNTY (Canyon) 1972

COUNTRY MEADOWS 7 3N1W19 6.69 19 0.35 COUNTY (Canyon) 1992

DUNSTAN SUB 8 3N1W29 10.22 2 5.11 COUNTY (Canyon) 2006

DUTTON SUBDIVISION 9 3N1W19 4.73 4 1.18 COUNTY (Canyon) 2018

EAGLE HEIGHTS 1ST DIV 10 3N1W19 76.42 64 1.19 COUNTY (Canyon) 1909

EASTVIEW SUBDIVISION 11 3N1W19 4.76 4 1.19 COUNTY (Canyon) 2006

HAPPY VALLEY ESTATES SUBDIVISION 12 3N2W25 4.05 5 0.81 NAMPA 2007

HILL AND PETTY ESTATES SUB 13 3N1W19 3.47 2 1.73 COUNTY (Canyon) 2005

HOME ACRES SUB #01 14 3N1W19 35.18 32 1.10 COUNTY (Canyon) 1940

HOME ACRES SUB #02 15 3N2W24 30.10 13 2.32 COUNTY (Canyon) 1940

HOME ACRES SUB #03 16 3N1W19 76.92 43 1.79 COUNTY (Canyon) 1942

HOME ACRES SUB #04 17 3N1W19 40.08 25 1.60 COUNTY (Canyon) 1942

J & S SUB 18 3N1W30 1.99 2 1.00 COUNTY (Canyon) 2004

JAIALDI ESTATES SUBDIVISION 19 3N1W20 18.36 14 1.31 COUNTY (Canyon) 2007

JUNELLE ACRES 20 3N1W19 2.37 2 1.18 COUNTY (Canyon) 2000

LAST ORCHARD SUB 21 3N1W19 2.40 4 0.60 0 1986

LEISURE HEIGHTS SUB 22 3N1W29 40.70 78 0.52 COUNTY (Canyon) 1972

LEXINGTON MEADOWS SUBDIVISION #1 23 3N1W20 30.93 29 1.07 COUNTY (Canyon) 2006

MASON CREEK ESTATES 24 3N2W25 6.37 6 1.06 COUNTY (Canyon) 2001

MASON CREEK MEADOWS 25 3N2W25 2.98 2 1.49 COUNTY (Canyon) 2008

NAMPA APPLE ORCHARD 26 3N1W18 75.11 39 1.93 COUNTY (Canyon) 1915

NAMPA ORCHARD TRACTS 27 3N2W25 60.51 22 2.75 COUNTY (Canyon) 1909

ORCHALARA HEIGHTS 28 3N1W18 67.80 48 1.41 COUNTY (Canyon) 1910

PARK RIDGE MEADOWS #1 29 3N2W25 21.62 79 0.27 NAMPA 2001

PEACH TREE ESTATES 30 3N1W30 7.73 2 3.86 COUNTY (Canyon) 1998

PHEASANT MEADOWS SUBDIVISION NO. 1 31 3N2W25 14.82 55 0.27 NAMPA 2018

PHEASANT MEADOWS SUBDIVISION NO. 2 32 3N2W25 15.30 58 0.26 NAMPA 2019

RED COW FOLD SUBDIVISION 33 3N1W20 2.47 2 1.23 COUNTY (Canyon) 2023

RODEO RANCH ESTATES 34 3N1W29 22.54 7 3.22 COUNTY (Canyon) 2001

RYSLANCHIK SUBDIVISION 35 3N1W19 3.53 4 0.88 COUNTY (Canyon) 2021

SCHWISOW POINTE SUB 36 3N1W20 8.67 2 4.34 COUNTY (Canyon) 2005

SCOTCH PINE ESTATES 37 3N1W19 4.20 4 1.05 COUNTY (Canyon) 2004

SYDNEY CIRCLE SUB 38 3N1W19 7.40 9 0.82 COUNTY (Canyon) 2004

TRIPPLE ESTATES 39 3N1W18 10.03 25 0.40 COUNTY (Canyon) 1996

VICTORY HEIGHTS SUB 40 3N1W29 38.36 29 1.32 COUNTY (Canyon) 1970

WAR EAGLE MEADOWS 41 3N1W30 11.36 9 1.26 COUNTY (Canyon) 1997

WAYNE RUSSELL SUB 42 3N1W30 19.08 4 4.77 COUNTY (Canyon) 2005

WEATHERBY ESTATES SUBDIVISION 43 3N1W30 20.14 18 1.12 COUNTY (Canyon) 2023

WHISKEY CREEK SUBDIVISION 44 3N2W24 5.08 2 2.54 NAMPA 2023

WHISPERING PINES GLEN SUBDIVISION 45 3N1W29 2.92 2 1.46 COUNTY (Canyon) 2011

WILSON ORCHARD TRACTS 46 3N1W19 221.59 128 1.73 COUNTY (Canyon) 1917

SUBDIVISION & LOT REPORT

PLATTED SUBDIVISIONS



ACRES NO. OF LOTS AVERAGE LOT SIZE
20.12 18 1.12

5.68 25 0.23

SITE ADDRESS ACRES NO. OF SPACES UNITS PER ACRE
5022 Airport Road 1.40 6 0.23

Weatherby Estates Subdivision

SUBDIVISION NAME

SUBDIVISION NAME

Stringers MHP

Bentley Meadows

MOBILE HOME & RV PARKS
CITY OF…

Canyon County

SUBDIVISIONS IN PLATTING
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ID CASENUM REQUEST CASENAME FINALDECIS
1 SD2020-0012 Plat - Barnes Estates Sub Barnes Estates Sub APPROVED
2 RZ2020-0018 Rezone AG to RR Bruji Hans & Connie APPROVED
3 RZ2022-0008 Rezone AG to CR-R1 Carlton APPROVED
4 CR2022-0013 Rezone RR to CR-R1 Guzman APPROVED
5 SD2019-0030 Short Plat- 3 lots Ryslanchik Sub APPROVED
6 PH2016-51-APL Temp Public Qasi Religious related events Wat Idahoophoxaiyaraam Inc. APPROVED
7 SD2019-0053 Plat - Weatherby Estates Weatherby Estates APPROVED

CASE SUMMARY
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The inspection is complete, the applicant must bring the structure into compliance as indicated in the inspection and building department notes. dr
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Code Enforcement Photo
R27968 taken 9-18-2018

This structure has been 
remodeled and appears to be an 
additional residence on the 
property based on Google Street 
View image take July 2025
No building permits
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Below:  North side of primary residence.  Tree 
service business is west of the privacy fence.

East side of the primary residence 
from Watermill Lane.

East side of primary residence and 
property from Watermill Lane.

Below:  Looking from Watermill Lane towards the 
accessory barn and towards E. Victory Road to the 
south.

N



Google Maps Streetview:  Secondary Residence 
at 5716 E. Victory Road (July 2025)  

From Watermill lane looking 
westerly/northwesterly

Renovated Barn

Accessory 
Structures

Primary Residence



Google Maps Streetview:  Secondary Residence 
at 5716 E. Victory Road (July 2025)  

From Watermill lane looking northward from 
intersection of Watermill and E. Victory Road



Right:  Google Maps Streetview:  
Secondary Residence at 5716 E. 
Victory Road (July 2025)  

From Watermill lane looking 
southerly and southeasterly 
along E. Victory Road



droot
Text Box
EXHIBIT
E




droot
Text Box
EXHIBIT
E1




 
DATE: February 11, 2026 
 
TO: Canyon County Development Services Department – Planning and Zoning 
 
FROM: Elijah Effinger, Nampa Fire Protection District, Fire Marshal 
 
APPLICANT: Sergey Ludan 
 
OWNER: Sergey Ludan  
 
PROJECT ADDRESS: 25 N. Watermill Lane  
 
RE: Ludan RZ2025-0008   
 
This application is for a rezone of approximately 2.92 acres from an “R-R” zone to 
a “R1” zone.   
  
The Nampa Fire District does not oppose the application subject to compliance 
with all the following code requirements and conditions of approval.   
 
General Conditions 
 

Specific building construction requirements of the International Building Code, 
International Fire Code and City of Nampa Code will apply. However, these 
provisions are best addressed by a licensed Architect at time of building permit 
application. 

 
Emergency Response Time Analysis and Service Impact: 

The Nampa Fire District Strategic Plan states the response objective for Nampa 
Fire District is to arrive to 90% of emergency medical incidents within 5 minutes 
of the alarm time, and within 5 minutes and 20 seconds to fire incidents. To 
accomplish these response time objectives requires that travel distances be 
approximately 1 ½ miles from the nearest fire station. This development is 
located approximately 1.5 miles from Nampa Fire Station 5 with an 
approximate response time of 3 minutes.   
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1

Debbie Root

From: Anthony Lee <Anthony.Lee@swdh.id.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 4:44 PM
To: Debbie Root
Cc: Mitch Kiester
Subject: [External]  RE: Agency Notice RZ2025-0008 / Ludan
Attachments: Pre.Development.Notes.Signed.09.19.2025.pdf

Hi Deb,  
 

1.) Will a Nutrient Pathogen Study be required? This project does not require a Nutrient Pathogen 
Study based on its proposed use.  

2.) Will adequate sanitary systems be provided to accommodate the use? The applicant will need 
to apply for a site evaluation and conduct test holes with SWDH. 

3.) Any concerns about the use or request for rezoning? If so, are there any conditions or mitigation 
measures recommended to ensure the use or requested rezone minimizes potential impacts to 
the surrounding area and nearby city? There are no concerns with the use or request for 
rezoning if the applicant meets all SWDH requirements. 

 
See the attached pre-development notes.  
 
Let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Thank you,  

 

Check out our new online self-service portal here! PORTAL 

Anthony Lee, RS/BS | Land Development Senior 

o 208.455.5384 | c 208.899.1285 | f 208.455.5300 

anthony.lee@swdh.id.gov | SWDH.org 

13307 Miami Ln., Caldwell, ID 83607 

From: Caitlin Ross <Caitlin.Ross@canyoncounty.id.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2026 10:25 AM 
To: cstauffer@nsd131.org; dleon@nsd131.org; eddy@heritagewifi.com; effingere@nampafire.org; 
prevention@nampafire.org; knute.sandahl@doi.idaho.gov; eddy@nampahighway1.com; 
brandy.walker@centurylink.com; eingram@idahopower.com; easements@idahopower.com; 
arobins@idahopower.com; jessica.mansell@intgas.com; monica.taylor@intgas.com; 
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Pre-Development Meeting
Name of Development: 
Applicant: 
P.E./P.G.:
All others in Attendance:

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. 

droot
Rectangle
At this time, SWDH has no objections to the proposed rezoning or land

division. However, should the County permit the construction of a

secondary residence on the property, the applicant will be required to

submit a site evaluation application to access site and soil suitablity for

any additional subsurface sewage disposal system. All vertical and

horizontal separation distances must meet all rules and regulations



 

PLANNING AND ZONING DEPARTMENT 
 
TO:   Deb Root 
 
DATE:  January 14, 2026 
 
FROM:  Doug Critchfield, Principal Planner 
 
RE:  Case No. RZ2025-0008: The applicant, Sergey Ludan, is requesting a rezone of 

approximately 2.92 acres from an “R-R” (Rural Residential) zone to a “R1” (Single 
Family Residential) zone. The subject property is located at 25 N. Watermill Lane, 
Nampa, Idaho, also referenced as Parcel 27968, a portion of the SE quarter of 
Section 19, T3N, R1W, BM, Canyon County, Idaho. 

 
The Property is in the Nampa Impact Area and is subject to comment by the City of Nampa for 
consideration by the Canyon County Board of Commissioners pursuant to the Joint Exercise of 
Power Agreement between the City of Nampa and Canyon County.   
 
Nampa provides the following comments:   
 

1. The Property is designated ‘Low Density Residential’ on the Nampa Comprehensive Plan 
Future Land Use Map. The ‘Low Density Residential’ land use designation description is as 
follows: 

 
“This land use designation has a density of 1 to 2.5 dwelling units per acre (gross). Its 
character is less rural than the Very Low Density Residential land use designation. 
Residential dwelling units in land use designation should be single-family detached. 
Development should be required to be compatible with the character of the area. High- and 
Medium-density development should not be allowed in this land use designation. In Nampa, 
typical developments have included single- family homes with garage fronts that face the 
street, residential landscaping, sidewalks, and quiet residential streets.” 
 

2. Nampa’s zoning code for subdivision lot size in the Low Density Residential designation 
indicates that following (NCC 10-27-3.C.2): 
 

Single-Family Residential Zoning Districts - Lot Size and Density - Standard Subdivision 

Future Land Use 
Designation 

Zoning 
District 

Min Lot Size per 
DU 

Max Lot Size per 
DU 

Minimum 
Property Width 

(feet) 

Required Mean 
Property Depth 

(feet) 

LDR RS-22 22,000 43,560 80 80 

LDR RS-18 18,000 36,000 80 80 

LDR RS-15 15,000 30,000 60 80 

LDR RS-12 12,000 24,000 60 80 

 
 
 
 

89 
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3. The property is surrounded by large lot residential properties on all sides except for a
parcel on the west border that is utilized for a large landscape materials and business
operation.  Subdivision lots should be as compatible as possible with existing residential
lots within the limitations imposed by NCC 10-27-3.C.2.

4. Nampa Code indicates the following:

“Properties seeking connection to city utilities, that are not contiguous to city limits, shall obtain
a pre-annexation approval from the City prior to connecting to city utilities.

Properties seeking to development within the Area of City Impact, that are not contiguous to
city limits, shall obtain a pre-annexation approval from the City in order to receive a letter of
support for the project. (NCC 10-2-4.I)”

Nampa respectfully requests that the property owner obtains pre-annexation approval from 
the City of Nampa with a pre-annexation agreement that is signed and recorded, otherwise, 
Nampa respectfully requests denial of this application. 

Sincerely, 

Doug Critchfield, 
Principal Planner, Long Range Planning 
Planning & Zoning Department 
critchfieldd@cityofnampa.us  
(208) 468-5442

EDC 
file 

mailto:critchfieldd@cityofnampa.us
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5/6/026 
 
Dear Canyon County Development Services 
Care of: Deb Root 
RE: Case RZ2025-0008 25 N Watermill Lane  
 

We respectfully oppose the requested rezone from Rural Residential (R-R) to Single Family Residential 
(R1). 

The existing Rural Residential zoning is appropriate for this area and reflects the long-established 
character of the surrounding community. This area consists primarily of acreages, small hobby farms, 
open space, and lower-density residential uses. Many residents specifically chose to live here because 
of the rural environment and lifestyle that the current zoning was intended to preserve. 

The proposed R1 zoning would introduce a level of density that is incompatible with the surrounding land 
uses and would negatively alter the rural character of the area. Increased density brings additional 
traffic, congestion, noise, and pressure on rural infrastructure and services that were not designed for 
suburban-style development patterns.  

Our neighborhood citizens have been showing up to meetings to express our desire to maintain our R-R 
zoning and do not desire to see any type of change in density zoning.   

Our road system is experiencing severe traffic and safety concerns, and additional residential density 
would intensify those impacts.  We are already struggling with the safety issues with livestock, walking 
dogs and cycling in our area. Increased vehicle trips and higher-density development create greater 
safety concerns and interfere with the existing rural nature of the community. For this reason, we are 
working to protect our way of life.  

Approving this rezone would also set a precedent for additional higher-density rezonings in the future, 
gradually eroding the rural residential character that current residents relied upon when purchasing and 
investing in their properties. 

For these reasons, we do not believe the requested zoning amendment is more appropriate than the 
existing Rural Residential zoning designation, nor do we believe it is compatible with the surrounding 
land uses or consistent with preserving the character of the area. 

We respectfully ask the Planning & Zoning Commission to deny this rezone request. 

Sincerely, 

Gary & Tina DeBoer 

5925 E Victory Road  
Nampa ID 83687 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

EXHIBIT 4: 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

EXHIBIT 6: 

NEW/REVISED APPLICATION MATERIALS 
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	All others in Attendance 1: 
	undefined: 
	Date: 09/29/2025
	Number of Lots or Flow 1: 1
	Number of Lots or Flow 2: Caldwell, ID 83
	Acreage of Proposed Development: 7.92
	Location of Development 1: 25 N. Watermill Rd 
	Location of Development 2: R27968000 0
	Project in Area of Concern: Designated NP area
	GroundwaterRock 10: >36" hardpan
	Level 1 NP Necessary for N: Not at this time
	LSASCSS Proposed: No
	BRO meeting for P or above: No
	Individual: On
	City: On
	Community: Off
	Public Water Supply: Off
	BRO meeting for PWS Com: No
	SER: Off
	NP Guidance: Off
	NonDomestic WW ap: Off
	Additional Comments 1: The applicant consulted with Southwest District Health (SWDH)
	Additional Comments 2: regarding the proposed rezoning of the property from Rural Residential
	Additional Comments 3: (RR) to Residential 1 (R-1), in conjuction with a proposed subdivision of
	Additional Comments 4: the 7.92 acre parcel into two (2) lots measuring approximately 1.00 acre
	Additional Comments 5: and 1.92 acres, respectively. The existing residence is currently served
	Additional Comments 6: by an individual well and septic system. A neighoring residence to the
	Additional Comments 7: south is connected to city water and is also served by a septic system.
	Additional Comments 8: At this time, SWDH has no objections to the proposed rezoning or land 
	Additional Comments 9: division. However, should the County permit the construction of a 
	Additional Comments 10: secondary residence on the property, the applicant will be required to 
	Additional Comments 11: submit a site evaluation application to access site and soil suitablity for
	Additional Comments 12: any additional subsurface sewage disposal system. All vertical and 
	Additional Comments 13: horizontal separation distances must meet all rules and regulations 
	Additional Comments 14: specified in IDAPA.58.01.03.
	EHS #: EHS#035


