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PLANNING DIVISION ADDENDUM 
 
CASE NUMBER: CR2025-0012 
 
APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE:  Todd Campbell Custom Homes 
 
PROPERTY OWNER: Middleton 187, LLC/TBC Land Holding LLC 
  
APPLICATION: Conditionally Rezone 217 ± acres from Agricultural to “CR-R1” 

(CR-Single Family Residential)  
 
LOCATION: The subject parcels R37605 (29.77 ac), R37605010 (29.31 ac), 

R37602010 (60.08 ac), R37597 (97.15 ac) are located north of 
Foothill Road between Lansing Lane and Duff Lane, in a portion of 
the SW ¼ and the SE ¼ of Section 33, T5N, R2W, BM, Canyon 
County, Idaho.   

 
ANALYST: Deb Root, Principal Planner 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:   Approval subject to conditions 

 

P&Z RECOMMENDATION:  Denial   

 

SUMMARY:   

The Planning and Zoning Commission (PZ) staff report, BOCC Exhibit 3, describes the request, property 
background, and staff analysis of the criteria.  BOCC Exhibit 3C2 contains the case maps for reference.  
BOCC Exhibit 3E contains agency comments received and reviewed at the Planning and Zoning 
Commission hearing. BOCC Exhibit 3F contains public comments considered by the Commission.  The 
audio hearing file of the Planning and Zoning Commission hearing is available on the Canyon County Land 
Hearings website under land hearings, hearing and ordinance calendar, July 2026, BOCC July 28-
Middleton 187, LLC (CR2025-0012) and link to the 2/19/2026 hearing documentation.  The testimony for 
this case begins at 2:06:04 hours.  The PZ minutes for this case are provided in BOCC Exhibit 2. 
 
The Planning and Zoning Commission heard this case on February 19, 2026 and forwarded it with a 
recommendation of denial.  The revised order and findings were signed on March 19, 2026 (see BOCC 
Exhibit 1).  Summarizing, the Commission found that the application was not consistent with conditional 
rezone criteria #2, #3, #4, #6, and #8 citing that the property is in agricultural production and should remain 
in agricultural production at this time; therefore, a rezone to residential is not more appropriate, is not 
compatible, and will affect the character of the area.  The Commission discussed that approving additional 
residential zoning will promote development of more agricultural properties in the surrounding area.   
 
For criteria number 6, the Commission cited that although commendable that the developer will commit to 
improving the intersections at Hwy 44 for both Lansing and Duff prior to the Board’s signature on the first 
phase final plat, it is not enough to mitigate all of the traffic impacts in the area including the Purple Sage 
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intersections.  [Staff notes that the developer has not completed a new traffic impact study or review with 
Highway District 4 on specific area improvements or mitigating impact fees—the TIS will be completed 
along with required improvements, at the time of preliminary plat application if the rezone is approved.] 
The Commission further cited that adding more traffic to an already failing road system is not a solution.   
 
The primary finding for criteria #8 was that although funding has been secured to construct the first phase 
of an additional elementary school, there is no mitigation for the capacity issues at the high school and 
middle school.  There is no secure ongoing funding for maintaining and staffing the existing schools.  The 
Commission stated that obtaining bailouts from state taxpayers and funds is not a solution to the Middleton 
citizens not approving ongoing funding.  The citizens of Middleton are expressing their desire to control 
growth through failing bonds and levies.  The concerns with fire district funding and staffing is similar to 
the school issue; adding growth without having a long-term solution to funding growth-generated needs is 
not appropriate.  Members of the Commission further stated that they were torn because the proposed 
mitigations at State Highway 44 are very important and could really have a positive impact for the area, the 
current residents, and the region.  However, the Commission found that the application did not meet many 
of the criteria indicating, “It is not the appropriate time for development of the agricultural property.  
Reapply when there is school capacity for additional students at all grade levels and a stable funding 
mechanism is in place to ensure that those capacities are maintained.” 

 

Staff Overview:   
The 2030 Comprehensive Plan designates this area of the county north of the City of Middleton as 
‘Residential.’ At the time of application, the subject properties were located within the Middleton Area of 
Impact. The applicant, Todd Campbell Custom Homes, requests an amendment to the official zoning map 
to conditionally rezone the properties from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family Residential) 
for the purpose of developing the property as a residential subdivision.   The applicant indicates that “R1” 
zoning is consistent with residential development in the area and provided a draft concept development plan 
that depicts a potential of approximately 165 one acre lots on the approximate 217 acres.   
 
Prior to the Planning and Zoning hearing the applicant reviewed the proposed conditions of approval (see 
below) and expressed that the conditions were acceptable.  As conditioned, the lot sizes will be restricted to 
a minimum lot size of 1.3 acres consistent with the average lot size of the approved “R1” zoned subdivision 
developments that are adjacent to the subject property on the northeast corner and eastern boundary.  The 
developer has also indicated that they will ensure that the traffic signals on Hwy 44 at Lansing and Duff 
will be operational prior to the Board’s signature on the first phase final plat for Bloomfield Heights if 
approved for development.  They are committed to installing a community water system for the 
development and will place the Williams Northwest Pipeline and easement in a common lot as well as the 
Black Canyon irrigation systems/structures versus locating those facilities on private development lots 
within the plat.  These development commitments will reduce the number of lots somewhere below 120 or 
fewer.  Unlike the former application for these properties, Farmington Hills, there is no development or pre-
annexation agreement with the city of Middleton.  Water will be provided through a private community 
well on property, all homes within the development will be on individual septic and will be equipped with 
fire suppression sprinklers per developer testimony.  Additionally, the developer again committed to paying 
the school district $1500 per residential lot as noted in BOCC Exhibit 3E2. 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS: (see BOCC 
Exhibit 3 & 3A, PZ Staff Report and draft FCOs) 
In consideration of the application and supporting materials, staff concludes that the 
proposed conditional rezone from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family 
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Residential) is compliant with Canyon County Ordinance 07-06-07(6). A full analysis is 
detailed within the staff report.  

Should the Board approve the subject application, staff recommends the following 
conditions be attached subject to and enumerated in a Development Agreement:  

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

 
2. The developer shall comply with CCZO §07-06-07 (4): Time Requirements: "All 

conditional rezones for a specified land use shall commence within two (2) years of 
the approval of the Board." 

 
a. Commencement is the acceptance by DSD of a complete application, together 

with the application fees, for a Preliminary Plat.  (See CCZO §07-02-03(3) 
Commence)  

3. Removed due to duplication (retain to keep audio numbers correct) 
 

4. While the intersections at State Highway 44 at Duff and Lansing are found to be 
operating at a Level D or F during peak traffic hours; the BOCC shall not sign a final 
plat for any phase of development until the intersection of Duff and Highway 44 and 
the intersection of Lansing and Hwy 44 have been improved with traffic signal lights 
or alternative improvements as indicated by Highway District 4 and the Idaho 
Transportation Department. 
 

5. A traffic impact study (TIS) is required to be submitted at the time of preliminary plat 
submission and that the scope of the TIS shall be approved by the highway district 
prior to the study being completed.   
 

6. The streets within the proposed development shall be public streets.  All roads 
classified as collectors or arterials shall have curb, gutter and sidewalks to help ensure 
bike and pedestrian safety along  
 

7. There shall be a six-foot-wide detached paved pathway extended along the south side 
of Meadow Park Blvd. from the current termination point to Lansing Lane consistent 
with the Meadow Bluff Estates development. 
 

8. Pedestrian/bike pathways through the development shall be provided for access to bus 
stops and between major roadways. The developer shall provide minimum six-foot-
wide paved public pathways connecting the collector roadways within the 
development providing for pedestrian inclusive of school children with safe route 
connectivity.  
  

9. The development shall have a pressurized irrigation system owned, operated and 
maintained by the homeowners’ association or water association for the residential 
development.  
 

10. Black Canyon Irrigation structures and easements shall be placed in common lots and 
not as part of individual development lots, helping to ensure that adequate area is 
provided for individual septic systems and replacement fields on each residential lot 
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now and into the future, as well as, protecting the irrigation facilities from homeowner 
encroachments.   
 

11. The development shall provide a community water system or connection to municipal 
system for all development lots at time of development.  A community water system 
could potentially provide for development of smaller (specified lot sizes) maintaining 
a low density standard of no less than one acre per lot. 
 

12. The minimum residential lot size shall not be less than 1.3 acres.  The specified lot 
size is consistent with the average lot size of the “R1” zoned developments on the 
north and east boundaries of the subject properties. 
 

13. Developer shall provide as part of the preliminary plat application a plan specifying 
locations of and construction plans for bus stops in coordination with the school bus 
company.  This shall be evidenced by a letter from the bus company having reviewed 
and approved the proposed plan. 
 

14. The Williams Northwest Pipeline and easement shall be placed in common lot(s) to 
better protect the buried infrastructure and the public, minimizing the risk of damage 
to the pipeline and providing open space and opportunity for connecting pathways 
through the development. 

 
Consider adding per applicant testimony: 
15. All homes within the development shall be equipped with fire suppression sprinklers. 
 

 
A draft version (PZ recommended FCOs for denial) of the Board’s Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law & 
Order (FCO) may be found in Exhibit 1.  The minutes for the February 19, 2026 Planning and Zoning 
Commission may be found in Exhibit 2.  The staff report packet dated February 19, 2026, and all 
supporting material are contained in Exhibit 3. Any additional agency & public comments received for the 
Board’s consideration or received as a late exhibit at the previous public hearing may be found in Exhibits 4 
& 5. Any Additional supporting documentation provided by the applicant to be considered by the Planning 
& Zoning Commission May be found in Exhibit 6.  

 

EXHIBITS:  

1. Planning & Zoning Commission Recommended FCOs Dated:  March 19, 2026 
2. Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes Dated: February 19, 2026 
3. Staff Report Packet Dated:  February 19, 2026 

PZ Staff Report CR2025-0012 
A. Staff Draft FCOs  
B. Application Packet an Materials 
C. Supplemental Documents 
D. Site Visit Photos 
E. Agency Comments 
F. Public Comments  

4. Agency Comments Received by:  July 20, 2026  (No additional agency comments received)  
5. Public Comments Received by:  July 20, 2026 

1. Yoneda opposition; January 27, 2026-re-submitted June 7, 2026 
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2. Hill opposition; June 30, 2026 
3. Burke opposition; June 30, 2026 
4. Saunders opposition; February 6, 2026-resubmitted June 26, 2026 
5. Saunders opposition petition; June 26, 2026 & July 1, 2026 
6. Vargason opposition; 7-15-26 
7. Rhodes opposition; 7-16-26 
8. P. Geotz opposition; 7-19-26 
9. D. Geotz opposition; 7-19-26 
10. Takagi images for testimony; 7-20-26 
11. Palange neutral; 7-17-26 

6. Application Materials Received by Materials Deadline:  July 20, 2026 
1. Applicant Letter 7-20-26 
2. TC Home Styles 7-20-26 
3. Applicant Presentation for 7-28-26 hearing 
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Planning and Zoning Commission 
Hearing Date: February 19, 2026 
Canyon County Development Services Department 
 

Case #: CR2025-0012 – Middleton 187 LLC  
Hearing Date: February 19, 2026 Page 1 of 14 

PLANNING DIVISION STAFF REPORT 
 

CASE NUMBER: CR2025-0012 
 

APPLICANT/REPRESENTATIVE:  Todd Campbell Custom Homes/Becky Yzaguirre 
PROPERTY OWNER: Middleton 187 LLC/TBC Land Holding LLC 
 

APPLICATION: Conditional Rezone (CR2025-0012) to “CR-R1” (CR-Single 
Family Residential)  

 

LOCATION: The subject parcels R37597, R37602010, R37605010, R37605 
[217 acres more or less], are located north of Foothill Road, 
south of Meadow Park Blvd., between Lansing Lane and 
Duff Lane, Middleton, in a portion of the SW ¼ and the SE 
¼ of Section 33, T5N, R2W, BM, Canyon County, Idaho. 

ANALYST: Deb Root, Principal Planner 
 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Approval 
 

REQUEST:  
The applicant, Todd Campbell Custom Homes, requests an amendment to the official zoning map to 
conditionally rezone the property from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family Residential). 
The 2030 Comprehensive Plan designates this area of the county as Residential.  They indicate that “R1” 
zoning is consistent with the residential development in the area and provided a draft concept 
development plan that depicts a potential of approximately 165 one acre lots on the 217 acres.  The 
applicant indicates that they are specifically requesting a rezone and did not provide any additional 
development information or commitments stating that all development plans will be provided for review 
at the time of preliminary plat application (see Exhibits B2 and B4). 
 
PARCEL INFORMATION REPORT: See Exhibit C.1 for information 
Parcel # Acreage Current Zoning 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
R37605 29.77 acres “A” (Agricultural) Residential 
R37605010 29.31 acres “A” (Agricultural) Residential 
R37602010 60.08 acres “A” (Agricultural) Residential 
R37597 97.15 acres “A” (Agricultural) Residential 

 
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 §07-06-07 (Conditional Rezone 
Criteria), CCCO §07-10-27 (Land Use Regulations (Matrix)), Idaho Code §67-6511 (Zoning Map 
Amendments and Procedures), CCCO 09-09-17 (Area of City Impact Agreement), and §67-6519 
(Application Granting Process). 
 

BACKGROUND: 
In July of 2024 (RZ2021-0056) the Board of County Commissioners denied the applicant’s original 
request for a conditional rezone to “R1” (Single Family Residential) for the purpose of constructing a 421 
residential lot development that would have provided for municipal water and sewer via connection to the 
City of Middleton.  The Board indicated that “if the applicant wishes to gain approval, they may consider 
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larger lot sizes and/or to wait for the right time, which is when the City of Middleton is ready and able to 
annex the property” (see BOCC FCOs RZ2021-0056).   

The property at the time of application, September 10, 2025, was located within the Middleton area of 
city impact.  On January 4, 2026, Canyon County adopted a new city impact area boundary for 
Middleton.  The subject properties do not lie within the boundaries of the recently adopted Middleton area 
of city impact ordinance (see Ord. No. 25-020). 

The subject properties are currently zoned “A” (Agricultural) and are in agricultural production.  The 
properties are designated ‘Residential’ in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  The properties lie north 
(approximately ¼ mile) and east (2700 feet) of Middleton City limits.  There is not currently a path to 
annexation.  The properties are in an area that has been trending to residential zoning and development.  
There are “R1” (Single Family Residential) zoned subdivisions adjacent on the northwest, northeast and 
east boundaries of the subject properties including Meadow Bluff Estates, Cascade Hills No. 1 & 2, C3 
and C4 Subdivisions.  Additionally, on the west boundary, Turner’s Skyline Sub, Killdeer Meadow, and 
Smith Ridge Estates are platted residential developments that are zoned agricultural.  On the southern 
boundary there is residential development created by administrative land division in the agricultural zone 
and further south, above Foothill Road there are multiple platted developments on “RR” (Rural 
Residential) zoned properties identified as a residential area in the 1979 zoning ordinance and zoning map 
adoption process.  The subject properties are bounded on the east and west by Lansing Lane and Duff 
Lane (minor arterials) and on the north by proposed Meadow Park Boulevard (proposed collector 
roadway).  If approved for development the properties would also be bisected by the Willis Road 
alignment  

The applicant has provided a draft concept plan (see Exhibit B3) showing a one (1) acre lot overlay on the 
property consisting of approximately 165 lots possible.  The developer is not proposing any development 
at this time and the draft concept plan is not reflective of an actual preliminary plat.  The concept plan 
does not provide for amenities, there is limited open space, the residential development lots are 
encumbered by the easements including gas pipeline and irrigation easements. There are no proposed stub 
roads to the approximate 26.84 acres of undeveloped land to the south of the subject properties.  This 
property contains multiple Black Canyon Irrigation easements, structures and conveyances including an 
irrigation siphon.  The property is also bisected by the Williams Northwest gas pipeline and a 75 foot 
easement.  The properties are bounded on the north by a planned collector roadway, Meadow Park 
Boulevard and will be bisected by Willis Road, also a collector roadway at the time of development as a 
residential subdivision if the rezone is approved. 

Staff recommends that if the conditional rezone request is approved, that conditions of approval should be 
placed including restricting the lot sizes within the development to 1.3 acres consistent with the median 
lot size of surrounding platted subdivision developments.  Staff also recommends that a condition 
requiring that the Williams Northwest Pipeline and easement to be placed in common lot(s). This is a 
major gas pipeline that requires sufficient protection from potential damage and/or penetration thereby 
also protecting the surrounding properties from a potential event.  Black Canyon Irrigation structures and 
easements should be placed in common lots and not as part of individual development lots, helping to 
ensure that adequate area is provided for individual septic and wells on each residential lot now and into 
the future as well as protecting the irrigation facilities from encroachments.  Pedestrian/bike pathways 
through the development should be provided for access to bus stops and between major roadways (see 
Exhibit E2). 
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HEARING CRITERIA: 

Table 1. Conditional Rezone Standards of Evaluation  

Standards of Evaluation – CCCO §07-06-07(6)A: The presiding party shall review the particular facts and 
circumstances of the proposed conditional rezone. The presiding party shall apply the following standards when 
evaluating the proposed conditional rezone: 

 County Ordinance and Review 
Criteria 

Met? 
Code 

Section 
Criteria 

Yes 1 Is the proposed conditional rezone generally consistent with the comprehensive plan? 

Analysis 

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

The application was submitted under the 2030 Comprehensive Plan (here after “Plan”).  The Plan 
designates the property as ‘Residential’.  The ‘Residential’ designation is for residential development.  
Residential development should promote compatibility with existing agricultural activity. Pg. 25 of the 
2030 Comprehensive Plan. 

 
 The applicant is requesting to conditionally zone the property to “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family 

Residential).  The R1 district promotes and enhances predominantly single family living areas at a low 
density standard of typically one (1) unit per acre. 

 
o At the time of application, September 10, 2025, the subject properties were lying within the 

boundary of the Middleton area of city impact.  On December 30, 2025 the Board of County 
Commissioners adopted a new area of impact boundary for the City of Middleton which excludes 
the subject property and surrounding developments 

 
o There is significant residential development on all sides of the property inclusive of residential 

development created through rezones, administrative land divisions, and legacy conditional use 
permit processes.  The average lot size for the 13 platted subdivisions that are surrounding the 
subject properties is 1.66 acres (Exhibit C2f.2).  The average lot size for the five (5) platted “R1” 
zoned subdivisions located on the adjacent boundaries is 1.32 acres.  The average lot size for the 103 
notified properties within 600 feet (inclusive of the subject parcels) is 6.04 acres with a median lot 
size of 1.41 acres.  See Case Maps Exhibits C2a, C2e, and C2f.   Although the property (217 acres) 
is in agricultural production, and the Plan promotes preservation of agricultural lands; the property is 
designated as ‘Residential’ on the Future Land Use Map and many goals and policies in the Plan 
support the development of the subject property as residential: 

 
 As conditioned, the request is consistent with the following goals and policies. 
 Property Rights 
 Protect the integrity of individual property rights while safeguarding public health, safety, and 

welfare. (G1.01.00) 

 Acknowledge the responsibilities of each property owner as a steward of the land, use their 
property wisely, maintain it in good condition, and preserve it for future generations without 
becoming a public nuisance. (G1.01.00) 

 Land Use & Community Design 
 Maintain a balance between residential growth and agriculture that protects the rural 

character. (P4.01.01) 

 Planning, zoning, and land-use decisions should balance the community’s interests and protect 
private property rights. (P4.01.02) 
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 Develop land in a well-organized and orderly manner while mitigating or avoiding 
incompatible uses, protecting public health and safety, and creating a vibrant economy through 
sustainable land use planning. (G4.03.00) 

 Encourage the development of individual parcels and subdivisions that do not fragment existing 
land use patterns. (P4.03-02) 

 Recognize that each land use application is unique and that agricultural and non-agricultural 
uses may be compatible and co-exist in the same area and, in some instances, may require 
conditions of approval to promote compatibility (P4.03.03). 

 Development design should improve the area’s character and be compatible with the 
community’s visual appearance and the natural environment. (G4.06.00) 

 Incorporate community design features that promote public health, safety, and welfare. 
(P4.06.01)  

 Development should sustainably provide roadway and pathway connections, downward 
lighting, drainage, stormwater runoff, landscaping, revegetation of disturbed areas, 
underground utilities, and weed control. (P4.06.03) 

 Maintain and enhance the aesthetic beauty of the County. (G4.08.00) 

 Encourage developments to incorporate place-making as part of the design of the site. 

 As conditioned, the proposed lot sizes are commensurate with previously approved 
subdivisions and land divisions in the area (Exhibits C2a and C2f).  Pathways are required 
for the collector roadways including Meadow Park Boulevard and Willis Road.  
Additionally, pathway connections can be accomplished through conditions to place the 
Williams Northwest gas pipeline easement and BCID irrigation easements and facilities in 
common lots to be maintained by the homeowners with either improved or natural 
pathways and landscaping to maintain and control weeds.  The developer’s draft plan 
suggests that the existing drainageway, ponds and some surrounding steep ground will be 
placed in common areas. 

 The request is located between parcels that have already been divided and where 
fragmentation has already occurred.  

 Natural Resources 
 Protect and enhance waterways, groundwater, wetlands, wildlife habitat, air, soils, and other 

natural resources. (P5.01.01) 
 Incorporate existing natural features as amenities in development design. (P5.01.02)  

 Consider a condition requiring drainage, ponds, irrigation structures and the Williams 
Northwest gas pipeline being placed in common lots with improved pathways to be owned 
and maintained by the homeowners’ association. 

 Encourage the protection of groundwater and surface water quality and quantity in land use 
through drought-tolerant design and community systems. (P5.01.02) 

 Encourage subdivisions over fifteen lots to install community water systems. (P5.01.04) 
 Consider a condition requiring that the development be served by a community water 

system and community wastewater treatment facility as well as requiring that a pressurized 
irrigation system utilizing surface irrigation water be installed. 

 Protect Canyon County inhabitants’ health, safety, and welfare by reducing the risk and effects 
of natural and human-made hazards. (G5.05.00) 

 Mitigate development in hazardous areas or require site planning or construction techniques to 
mitigate the hazard. (P5.05.01) 

 Consider a condition requiring engineered grading and drainage plans for all development 
lots to ensure that stormwater is retained on each individual lot as development occurs.  The 
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property contains significant slopes with portions of the properties exceeding 15%.  There 
are also human-made hazards (Williams Northwest gas pipeline) and irrigation facilities that 
are contained within the subject properties. 

 Schools 

 Ensure adequate school facilities and services meet the community’s education, social, and 
recreational needs. (G6.01.00) 

 Consider cumulative impact residential development will have on the capacity of schools. 
(P6.01.01) 

 Strive for better connectivity, safer access, and pedestrian-friendly transportation options to 
schools. (G6.01.00) 

 New development within one mile of existing or planned schools should provide adequate 
pedestrian and bicycle access for school children and internal and connecting roads and 
pathways. (P6.01.01) 

 Consider conditions requiring connecting pathways between collector roadways and 
specifying locations and construction of bus stops in coordination with the bus company.   

 Housing  

 “Encourage opportunities for a diversity of housing choices in the County.” (G11.01.00) 

 “Maintain the rural character of Canyon County while providing sufficient housing without 

fragmenting agricultural land and natural resources.” (G11.02.00) See above discussion 

regarding surrounding development.  Although the subject properties combine to make a 

larger 217 acre agricultural field, the properties around it have already been fragmented and 

developed as residential.   

 Agriculture  
 “Encourage non-agricultural related development to the cities, areas of city impact, and other 

clearly defined and planned development areas.” (P12.01.02)  At the time of application the 
subject property was within the Middleton area of city impact.  The Canyon County Future 
Land Use for this area has consistently been designated residential and development trends 
support residential in this area. 
 

See the supporting findings and evidence in criteria 2, 3 & 4. 
 

Criteria 
Met? 2 

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

Yes 

Analysis 

In consideration of the surrounding land uses, the proposed conditional zone change to “CR-R1” (CR-Single 
Family Residential) is as appropriate as the current zoning designation of “A” (Agricultural).  
 

The subject properties are currently in agricultural production but are in an area that has been trending 
toward residential for many years.  The property is surrounded by residential development.  The zoning 
designations of “R1” (Single Family Residential) and “RR” (Rural Residential) in the area reflect a trend 
toward single family residential development.  See criteria 1 above. 
 
Pursuant to Canyon County ordinance 07-10-25 (3), The purpose of the “R1” (Single-Family Residential) 
zone is to promote and enhance predominantly single-family living areas at a low density standard.  The 
average lot size for the 13 platted subdivisions surrounding the subject properties is 1.66 acres (Exhibit 
C2f.2).  The average lot size for the five (5) “R1” zoned subdivisions located on the adjacent boundaries is 
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1.32 acres.  The average lot size for the 103 notified properties within 600 feet (inclusive of the subject 
parcels) is 6.04 acres with a median lot size of 1.41 acres.  See Case Maps Exhibits C2a, C2e, and C2f.    

 

Adjacent Existing Conditions: 
 

“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) 

 

Direction Existing Conditions 
Primary 

Zone 
Other Zones 

N 

Agricultural, residential subdivisions  

Meadow Bluff Estates, Cascade Hills, Gray 

Hawk, Moon Shadow Est., Port of Chance 

R1/AG CR-R1/CR-RR 

E 

Agricultural, C3 & C4 Subdivisions, Ridge 

at Quail Hollow, Wyatt’s Hollow, Sloviaczek 

Sub 

R1/AG CR-R1/CR-RR 

S 

Agricultural dry land/ Rural Residential, 

Gjerde View Sub, Country Foothills Sub, 

JPS Sunrise Est., Bernice Estates 

AG/RR City of Middleton 

W 

Agricultural and AG Rural Residential, 

Killdeer Meadow Sub, Smith Ridge Est., 

Turner’s Skyline Sub. 

AG RR/City 

 
Surrounding Land Use Cases:  
 Turner’s Skyline Sub. (1972 AG zone w/subsequent land divisions), JP’s Sunrise Estates (1983 AG 

zone) Country Foothills (1994 RR zone), Gjerde View Subdivision (1971 RR zone w/subsequent land 

divisions), Hunter’s Ridge Subdivision (1979 zoned RR w/subsequent land divisions)  

 Meadow Bluff Estates (2020 R1 zone RZ-PH2018-0016, SD2020-0007, FP-SD2020-0045) 

 C3 Subdivision:  RZ2020-0006, PP-SD2020-0011/FP-SD2021-0004 recorded Nov. 2021 zoned R1 

 C4 Subdivision:  RZ2021-0010, PP-SD2021-0008, FP-2022-0004 zoned R1 

 Proposed C5 Subdivision:  (proposing CR-R1) CR2022-0025 (Denied), PP-SD2022-0025 (Not heard) 

 Cascade Hills No. 1 & 2: RZ2018-0026, PP-SD2019-0012, FP-SD2020-0018, FP-SD2021-0019 

 MDC, LLC/Carter:  CR2022-0016 (163 acres “A” to “CR-RR”) 

 
Criteria 

Met? 3 Is the proposed conditional rezone compatible with surrounding land uses? 
Yes 

Analysis 

The proposed conditional rezone to “CR-R1” (Single Family Residential) as conditioned, is compatible with 
surrounding land uses.   
 

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. 
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See Criteria 1 &2 above for additional development information.  The application for a conditional rezone 
with the intent to develop 217 acres as a residential development in an area with a Plan designation of 
Residential, surrounded by residential development is compatible with the existing rural residential and 
single-family residential development.   
 
The challenges for this area of the county and the potential impacts to existing properties, are that the road 
infrastructure, school capacity, and the ability for emergency services to effectively service the area are not 
keeping pace with development.  The application is for a conditional rezone and there is not currently a 
development plan submitted for review by the agencies.  The actual impacts of development are unknown.  
The developer indicates that there could be up to 165 one acre residential lots as indicated in the letter of 
intent and draft concept plan (Exhibits B2 and B3).  The development can be conditioned to reduce the 
number of lots by requiring common lots for existing gas pipeline, irrigation structures, and drainages as 
well as requiring lot sizes to be a minimum of 1.3 acres commensurate with the average lot size of five “R1” 
zoned developments adjacent to the subject properties.  A community water and sewer system versus 
individual well and septic systems could further reduce potential impacts to surrounding properties. 
Community systems would potentially provide for development of smaller but specified lot sizes 
maintaining a low density standard. 
 

 
Criteria 

Met? 4 
Will the proposed conditional rezone negatively affect the character of the area? What 
measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts? 

Yes 

Analysis 

 
The proposed conditional rezone will not negatively affect the character of the area. Any necessary measures 
to mitigate impacts are detailed below.  
 

The developer is proposing a “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family Residential) zone which typically provides for 
low density development of one (1) SFR unit per acre.  The character of the area is residential and has been 
trending toward residential for many years.  The character of the area is low density residential.  The draft 
concept plan depicts the potential for 165 one acre lots on the 217 acre subject properties consistent with 
development on the boundaries of the property. (see Exhibits C2a, C2e and C2f) 
 
Character of the Area: 
Currently the subject property is irrigated farmland and is in agricultural production. The character of the 

area is and has historically been transitioning from Agricultural to Residential as evidenced by the 

surrounding platted developments (Exhibit C2f).  The city limits of Middleton are within a ¼ mile to the 

south and a ½ mile to the west and southwest.  Star city limits are also located approximately 1.25 miles 

southeasterly of the property from Lansing Lane.  There is existing residential development, approved 

development, and proposed development in the immediate vicinity of the subject properties.  There are 71 

platted developments within one mile of the proposed development (Exhibit C2f.1).  The surrounding 

platted lot sizes in the immediate vicinity of the property range from one/half (1/2) acre to ten (10) acres.  

The thirteen platted developments adjacent to and in the immediate vicinity north of Foothill Road have an 

average lot size of 1.66 acres (Exhibit C2f.2). Five more recently platted developments immediately 

adjacent to the property have an average lot size of 1.32 acres and are zoned “R1” (Single Family 

Residential).  There are eleven (11) unplatted agriculturally zoned parcels adjacent on the southern 

boundary of the subject properties ranging in size from 2.54 acres to 16.05 acres. Only two of the eleven are 

in agricultural production; the balance of the properties located between the subject property and Foothill 

Road are dry ground, most containing rural residential development. The developed lots located within the 

City of Middleton in subdivisions including Victory Heights, Falcon Valley 1-6, and Waterford average 
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approximately 0.29 acres. The surrounding zoning is agricultural, rural residential, and single-family 

residential (Exhibits C2e and C2f).   
 

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate the impact: 
See proposed conditions in criteria 1, 3, 4, 5; inclusive of minimum lot size, common lots, pathways, etc.  
Consider restricting the minimum lot size be conditioned to not less than 1.3 acre minimum which is the 
average lot size of the five (5) surrounding “R1” (Single Family Residential) zoned platted developments 
(Exhibit C2f).   
 

Criteria 
Met? 5 

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

Yes 

Analysis 

The project is anticipated to have adequate sewer, water, drainage, irrigation, and utilities to accommodate 
the potential development at the time of preliminary plat if the conditional rezone is approved.  
 

The application was submitted specifically as a rezone application only.  The developer chose to not provide 
development details on the land use worksheet or within other application materials and chose to not provide 
agencies with additional details when requested citing that this is a rezone application and additional 
information, studies, etc. will be provided at the time of preliminary plat. 
 

Sewer: 
Type of wastewater treatment plan was not provided by applicant.   

 Consider a condition of development be that a community waste treatment system be developed or 
connection to municipal sewer. 

 

Water: 
No information was provided.   

 Consider a condition of development be that a community water system or connection to municipal 
system at time of development. 

 

Drainage: 
The property is a sloping bowl with areas of significant slope.  There is also a drain with ponds that traverse 
the property from east to west.  At the time of application for the rezone, the developer did not provide 
additional information regarding drainage.  
 

Irrigation: 
The subject property lies within the Black Canyon Irrigation District and will be required to comply with 
district requirements and state code with regards to irrigation (Exhibit E4).   

 Consider a condition requiring a pressurized irrigation system for future development will be 
included.  

 Consider a condition requiring irrigation easements and structures be placed in common lots and not 
as part of residential development lots. 

 

Utility: 
Utilities are provided in the area to adjacent developments.  Staff did not receive agency responses 
indicating that utilities would not be provided and therefore anticipate that utilities will be available at the 
time of development. 
 

Criteria 
Met? 

6 

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

The proposed conditional rezone will require public street improvements to provide adequate access to and 
from the subject property to minimize undue interference with existing and/or future traffic patterns created 
by the proposed development. Any necessary measures to mitigate traffic impacts are detailed below. 
 

This area of the county is challenged by transportation infrastructure lagging behind development pressures.  
Highway District 4 (HD4) indicates in Exhibit E1 that the intersections at Duff and Lansing intersecting 
with State Highway 44 currently operate below a level of service D (LOS D) during peak hours and “will 
require improvements to accept the additional traffic demand from this or other developments proposed in 
the area.”  HD4 and ITD are working to develop projects to provide improvements, but they are in 
preliminary planning stages only and not funded.  Lansing Lane is classified as a minor arterial roadway and 
Duff Lane is classified as a principal arterial roadway on the functional classification maps adopted by the 
county.  Dedication of a 50’ half-width right-of-way will be required on Duff and Lansing at time of 
preliminary plat.  Meadow Park Street located along the northern boundary is classified as a collector 
roadway and will require right-of-way dedication.  At the time of application the subject properties were 
within the Middleton area of city impact.  On December 30, 2025 a new impact area was adopted and the 
subject properties currently are not located within the area of city impact.  Staff recommends that a condition 
be placed to require that the detached pathway on the existing western portion of the Meadow Park Street be 
extended along the portion of roadway bounding the subject properties at the time of development.   
 
HD4 indicates that a traffic impact study (TIS) will be required at the time of preliminary plat submission 
and that the scope of the TIS should be approved by the highway district prior to the study being completed.   
 

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts:  
HD4 indicates that “traffic impacts from the proposed development will be mitigated through a variety of 
means, including but not limited to requirements to improve or contribute proportionate share contributions 
to SH44 intersections; right-of-way dedications for Duff Land and Lansing Lane; public roadway 
improvements; transportation impact fees; or a combination of these measures.” 

 Consider a condition that restricts the timing of development to the Hwy 44 intersection 
improvements being completed and compliance with additional HD4 traffic mitigation 
requirements. 

  
Criteria 

Met? 7 
Does legal access to the subject property for the conditional rezone exist or will it exist at 
time of development? 

Yes 

Analysis 

Legal access exists for the conditional rezone and/or will exist at the time of the development. See the 
review and analysis detailed below.  
 

HD4 indicates in Exhibit E1 that legal access exists to the property.  The subject properties have frontage on 
Duff Lane, Lansing Lane and access from Meadow Park Drive.  There are currently four unimproved 
agricultural accesses that exist as outlined in Exhibit E1.  The concept plan, Exhibit B3, shows one access to 
Duff and one access to Lansing consistent with the previously approved access locations for Farmington 
Hills preliminary plat which would generally be acceptable to HD4 but final access approval will be 
evaluated at time of preliminary plat. 
 

Criteria 
Met? 8 

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

Analysis 

The proposed use may 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. 
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This application is for a conditional rezone.  A development plan has not been proposed or submitted.  This 
area of the county and Middleton has experienced significant and rapid growth.  The citizenry has been 
reluctant to fund fire, EMS, and school services through multiple bond and levy elections.  Agencies were 
notified of the application including the Sherrif’s department, Middleton Fire Department, Canyon County 
Emergency Services and Middleton School District.   Services have been affected by development in the 
area.  The proposed development is similar in nature to the developments that have been approved in the 
county jurisdiction.  The proposed development property when fully developed with connecting collector 
roads may provide for improved response capability as it will provide for multiple route options connecting 
Duff and Lansing Lanes.  
 

Schools: 
Marc Gee, Middleton School District Superintendent, has indicated that funding has been obtained to 
construct an additional elementary school in this service area.  Exhibit E2 indicates that the new elementary 
school will be located near Hwy 44 and Kingsbury Road with an expected completion between the fall of 
2027 and 2028.  Mr. Gee indicates that as redistribution happens each of the elementary schools will be 
under capacity.  He further states that the developer has committed to the previous agreement for providing 
$1500 per residential lot to assist with school infrastructure needs and to be paid prior to the Board’s 
signature on each final plat. 
 

Police:  
The Sherrif’s office did not provide comment. 
 

Fire protection & Emergency Medical Services: 
The Middleton Fire Department and Emergency Services did not provide comment for the rezone. 
 
 

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts:  
 The developer proposes to pay a $1500 per residential lot to helps offset development related 

infrastructure requirements within the school district. 
 The development upon completion will be required to build-out two collector roadways providing 

much needed alternate routes between Lansing Lane and Duff Lane.  Connecting infrastructure 
provides emergency services with alternative route options to service customers within the service 
areas.   

 Developer shall comply with agency requirements including review and approval by the fire district 
on the preliminary and final plats. 
 

Table 2. Area of City Impact 

CCCO §09-09-01: Middleton Area of City Impact (Plans and Ordinances/Map) Ordinance Applicable Ordinances 
and Standards: Within the Star area of city impact, the following ordinances apply, 09-09-13 Applicable Ordinances:  
Canyon County Zoning Ordinance and Canyon County Subdivision Ordinance shall apply. 

 County Ordinance and Review 

Criteria 
Met? 

Code 
Section 

Criteria 

Yes 09-09-17  Application Procedures 

Analysis 

Area of City Impact: 
The City of Middleton was notified of the application and provided more than 30 days to respond with 
comment.  No comments were received from the City of Middleton with regards to this rezone application. 
 
On December 30, 2025 the Board of County Commissioners amended the area of city impact for the City of 
Middleton.  The subject properties no longer lie within the boundaries of the Middleton area of city impact.   
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NOTIFICATION AND COMMENTS: 
Notice of the public hearing was provided as per CCCO §07-05-01.  Agencies were notified on September 
20, 2025 and January 20, 2026. Property owners within 600 feet of the subject property boundaries were 
notified on January 20, 2026. Full political notice was completed on January 20, 2026. A newspaper notice 
was published on January 20, 2026. The subject property was posted with a notice on January 20, 2026. 
 

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.  
 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 
Staff received “Twenty-two” (22) total written public comments by the materials deadline of February 
9, 2026. Generally, of the comments received, “Twenty-one” (21) were in opposition and “One” (1) was 
in support.  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 conditional 
rezone from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family Residential) is compliant with Canyon 
County Ordinance 07-06-07(6). A full analysis is detailed within the staff report.  

Should the Commission wish to approve the subject application, staff recommends the following conditions 
be attached:  

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

 
2. The developer shall comply with CCZO §07-06-07 (4): Time Requirements: "All conditional rezones 

for a land use shall commence within two (2) years of the approval of the board." 
 

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

 
4. While the intersections at State Highway 44 at Duff and Lansing are found to be operating at a Level 

D or F during peak traffic hours; the BOCC shall not sign a final plat for any phase of development 
until the intersection of Duff and Highway 44 and the intersection of Lansing and Hwy 44 have been 
improved with traffic signal lights or alternative improvements as indicated by Highway District 4 
and the Idaho Transportation Department. 

 
5. A traffic impact study (TIS) is required to be submitted at the time of preliminary plat submission and 

that the scope of the TIS shall be approved by the highway district prior to the study being completed.   
 
6. The streets within the proposed development shall be public streets. 
 
7. There shall be a six-foot-wide detached paved pathway extended along the south side of Meadow 

Park Blvd. from the current termination point to Lansing Lane consistent with the Meadow Bluff 
Estates development. 
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8. Pedestrian/bike pathways through the development shall be provided for access to bus stops and 
between major roadways. The developer shall provide minimum six-foot-wide paved public pathways 
connecting the collector roadways within the development providing for pedestrian, school children 
with safe route connectivity.  
  

9. The development shall have a pressurized irrigation system owned, operated and maintained by the 
homeowners’ association or water association for the residential development.  

 
10. Black Canyon Irrigation structures and easements shall be placed in common lots and not as part of 

individual development lots, helping to ensure that adequate area is provided for individual septic and 
wells on each residential lot now and into the future as well as protecting the irrigation facilities from 
encroachments.   

 
11. The development shall provide a community water system or connection to municipal system for all 

development lots at time of development.  A community water system could potentially provide for 
development of smaller but specified lot sizes maintaining a low density standard of no less than one 
acre per lot. 

 
12. Consider restricting the minimum lot size be conditioned to not less than 1.3 acre minimum which is 

the average lot size of the five (5) surrounding “R1” (Single Family Residential) zoned platted 
developments (Exhibit C2f).   

 
13. Developer shall provide as part of the preliminary plat application a plan specifying locations and 

construction plans of bus stops in coordination with the bus company.  This shall be evidenced by a 
letter from the bus company having reviewed the proposed plan. 

 
14. The Williams Northwest Pipeline and easement shall be placed in common lot(s) to better protect the 

buried infrastructure and the public, minimizing the risk of damage to the pipeline and providing open 
space and opportunity for connecting pathways through the development. 

 
 

 

DECISION OPTIONS 
 Approval of the Application: “I move to approve CR2025-0012, Middleton 187, finding the 

application meets the criteria for approval under Article 07-06-07(6) of Canyon County Zoning 
Ordinance, with the proposed conditions listed in the staff report, finding that: [Cite reasons for 
approval & Insert any additional conditions of approval].  

Consider:  The application as conditioned complies with the 2030 Comprehensive Plan 
and map designation for residential development; is consistent with the surrounding land 
uses of single family residential and rural residential having an average lot size of 1.3 
acres; that single family residential is compatible with surrounding residential 
development; as conditioned will not negatively affect the character of the area; at the time 
of development will have adequate facilities, street improvements completed or 
proportionate share provided as per HD4 requirements and legal access exists and 
development access will be approved through the preliminary and final platting processes 
with appropriate jurisdictional approvals; essential public services will be provided for 
the proposed development although response times may be longer than optimal for 
emergency services including fire, police and EMS. 

 Denial of the Application: “I move to deny CR2025-0012, Middleton 187 finding the application 
does not meet the criteria for approval under 07-06-07(6) of Canyon County Zoning Ordinance, 
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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 CR2025-0012, Middleton 187 to a [date certain or 
uncertain] 

 

EXHIBITS: Draft FCOS 
A. Application Packet & Supporting Materials  

1. Master Application 
2. Letter of Intent  
3. Draft Concept Plan 
4. Land Use Worksheet 
5. Agency Acknowledgement 
6. Neighborhood meeting documents 
7. Miscellaneous application documents 
8. Applicant Presentation  2-9-26 Hethe Clark 

B. Supplemental Documents 
1. Parcel Tool Information 
2. Cases Maps/Reports 

a. Aerial 
b. FEMA Small Air 
c. 600’ Notification Map 
d. Future Land Use 

1. Middleton FLU 
e. Zoning and Classification Map 
f. Subdivision 
g. Case Map and Report 
h. Soil and Farmlands Map and Report 
i. Contour and Slope %  
j. Nitrate Priority Map 
k. TAZ Jobs-COMPASS 
l. TAZ Households-COMPASS 

C. Site Visit Photos: 
1. Photo  

D. Agency Comments Received by:  February 9, 2026 
1. HD4; Received:  October 21, 2025 
2. Middleton School District; October 23, 2025 
3. Soil Conservation District; October 3, 2025 
4. Black Canyon Irrigation District; October 30, 2025 
5. BCID; applicant response to request for application; Received:  October 30/31, 2025 
6. ITD; October 14, 2025 
7. ITD; applicant response to request for additional information; October 7, 2025 

E. Public Comments Received by:  February 9, 2026 
1. Yoneda opposition; Received:  1-27-26 
2. James opposition; Received:  2-2-26 
3. Hall opposition; Received:  2-3-26 
4. Recardelli support; Received:  2-4-26 
5. Larsen opposition; Received:  2-4-26 
6. Hill opposition; Received:  2-5-26 
7. Garrett opposition; Received:  2-5-26 
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8. Page opposition; Received:  2-6-26 
9. Givens opp; 2-6-26 
10. Saunders opp; 2-7-26 (F10.1 Petition) 
11. Szymanski opp; 2-7-26 
12. Rhodes opp: 2-7-26 (F12.1-F12.3 additionally) 
13. Vargason opp; 2-8-26 
14. Salter opp; 2-8-26 
15. Shores opp; 2-9-26 
16. Kuzman opp; 2-9-26 
17. Palange opp; 2-9-26 (F17.1 MSD Dashboard) 
18. Denham opp; 2-9-26 
19. Goelz opp; 2-9-26 
20. Lukyanovich opp; 2-9-26 
21. Van Den Houvel opp; 2-9-26 
22. Baker opp; 2-9-26 
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 PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND ORDER 
 

 

 

In the matter of the application of: 
Middleton 187, LLC. – CR2025-0012 

The Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission 
considers the following: 

Middleton 187, LLC is requesting an amendment to the 
official zoning map to conditionally rezone the subject 
properties from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R1” (CR-
Single Family Residential). The 2030 Comprehensive 
Plan designates this area of the county as Residential.  The 
subject parcels R37597, R37602010, R37605010, R37605 
[217 acres more or less], are located north of Foothill 
Road, south of Meadow Park Blvd., between Lansing 
Lane and Duff Lane, Middleton, in a portion of the SW ¼ 
and the SE ¼ of Section 33, T5N, R2W, 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 CR2025-0012. 

1. All exhibits are located in the case staff report CR2025-0012 dated 9-10-2025. 
 

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 §07-06-07 (Conditional Rezones), CCCO §07-10-27 
(Land Use Regulations (Matrix)), Idaho Code §67-6511 (Zoning Map Amendments and Procedures), and 
CCCO §09-09-17 (Area of City Impact Agreement). 

 

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

b. The presiding party may establish conditions, stipulations, restrictions, or limitations which restrict and 
limit the use of the rezoned property to less than the full use allowed under the requested zone, and 
which impose specific property improvement and maintenance requirements upon the requested land 
use. Such conditions, stipulations, restrictions, or limitations may be imposed to promote the public 
health, safety, and welfare, or to reduce any potential damage, hazard, nuisance, or other detriment to 
persons or property in the vicinity to make the land use more compatible with neighboring land uses. 
See CCCO §07-06-07(1). 
 

c. All conditional rezones for land use shall commence within two (2) years of the approval of the board. 
If the conditional rezone has not commenced within the stated time requirement, the application for a 
conditional rezone shall lapse and become void. See CCCO §07-05-01 

 

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.  
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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, CR2026-0012, was presented at a public hearing before the Canyon County Planning and Zoning 
Commission on February 19, 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: 
 

Table 1. Conditional Rezone Standards of Evaluation  

Standards of Evaluation – CCCO §07-06-07(6)A: The presiding party shall review the particular facts and 
circumstances of the proposed conditional rezone. The presiding party shall apply the following standards when 
evaluating the proposed conditional rezone: 

 County Ordinance and Review 
Criteria 

Met? 
Code 

Section 
Criteria 

Yes 1 Is the proposed conditional rezone generally consistent with the comprehensive plan? 

Analysis 

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

The application was submitted under the 2030 Comprehensive Plan (here after “Plan”).  The Plan 
designates the property as ‘Residential’.  The ‘Residential’ designation is for residential development.  
Residential development should promote compatibility with existing agricultural activity. Pg. 25 of the 
2030 Comprehensive Plan. 

 
 The applicant is requesting to conditionally zone the property to “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family 

Residential).  The R1 district promotes and enhances predominantly single family living areas at a low 
density standard of typically one (1) unit per acre. 

 
o At the time of application, September 10, 2025, the subject properties were lying within the 

boundary of the Middleton area of city impact.  On December 30, 2025 the Board of County 
Commissioners adopted a new area of impact boundary for the City of Middleton which excludes 
the subject property and surrounding developments 

 
o There is significant residential development on all sides of the property inclusive of residential 

development created through rezones, administrative land divisions, and legacy conditional use 
permit processes.  The average lot size for the 13 platted subdivisions that are surrounding the 
subject properties is 1.66 acres (Exhibit C2f.2).  The average lot size for the five (5) platted “R1” 
zoned subdivisions located on the adjacent boundaries is 1.32 acres.  The average lot size for the 103 
notified properties within 600 feet (inclusive of the subject parcels) is 6.04 acres with a median lot 
size of 1.41 acres.  See Case Maps Exhibits C2a, C2e, and C2f.   Although the property (217 acres) 
is in agricultural production, and the Plan promotes preservation of agricultural lands; the property is 
designated as ‘Residential’ on the Future Land Use Map and many goals and policies in the Plan 
support the development of the subject property as residential: 

 
 As conditioned, the request is consistent with the following goals and policies. 
 Property Rights 
 Protect the integrity of individual property rights while safeguarding public health, safety, and 

welfare. (G1.01.00) 

https://advance.lexis.com/api/document/collection/statutes-legislation/id/5HD6-49V0-004D-D2GJ-00000-00?context=1000516
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 Acknowledge the responsibilities of each property owner as a steward of the land, use their 
property wisely, maintain it in good condition, and preserve it for future generations without 
becoming a public nuisance. (G1.01.00) 

 Land Use & Community Design 
 Maintain a balance between residential growth and agriculture that protects the rural 

character. (P4.01.01) 

 Planning, zoning, and land-use decisions should balance the community’s interests and protect 
private property rights. (P4.01.02) 

 Develop land in a well-organized and orderly manner while mitigating or avoiding 
incompatible uses, protecting public health and safety, and creating a vibrant economy through 
sustainable land use planning. (G4.03.00) 

 Encourage the development of individual parcels and subdivisions that do not fragment existing 
land use patterns. (P4.03-02) 

 Recognize that each land use application is unique and that agricultural and non-agricultural 
uses may be compatible and co-exist in the same area and, in some instances, may require 
conditions of approval to promote compatibility (P4.03.03). 

 Development design should improve the area’s character and be compatible with the 
community’s visual appearance and the natural environment. (G4.06.00) 

 Incorporate community design features that promote public health, safety, and welfare. 
(P4.06.01)  

 Development should sustainably provide roadway and pathway connections, downward 
lighting, drainage, stormwater runoff, landscaping, revegetation of disturbed areas, 
underground utilities, and weed control. (P4.06.03) 

 Maintain and enhance the aesthetic beauty of the County. (G4.08.00) 

 Encourage developments to incorporate place-making as part of the design of the site. 

 As conditioned, the proposed lot sizes are commensurate with previously approved 
subdivisions and land divisions in the area (Exhibits C2a and C2f).  Pathways are required 
for the collector roadways including Meadow Park Boulevard and Willis Road.  
Additionally, pathway connections can be accomplished through conditions to place the 
Williams Northwest gas pipeline easement and BCID irrigation easements and facilities in 
common lots to be maintained by the homeowners with either improved or natural 
pathways and landscaping to maintain and control weeds.  The developer’s draft plan 
suggests that the existing drainageway, ponds and some surrounding steep ground will be 
placed in common areas. 

 The request is located between parcels that have already been divided and where 
fragmentation has already occurred.  

 Natural Resources 
 Protect and enhance waterways, groundwater, wetlands, wildlife habitat, air, soils, and other 

natural resources. (P5.01.01) 
 Incorporate existing natural features as amenities in development design. (P5.01.02)  

 Consider a condition requiring drainage, ponds, irrigation structures and the Williams 
Northwest gas pipeline being placed in common lots with improved pathways to be owned 
and maintained by the homeowners’ association. 

 Encourage the protection of groundwater and surface water quality and quantity in land use 
through drought-tolerant design and community systems. (P5.01.02) 

 Encourage subdivisions over fifteen lots to install community water systems. (P5.01.04) 
 Consider a condition requiring that the development be served by a community water 

system and community wastewater treatment facility as well as requiring that a pressurized 
irrigation system utilizing surface irrigation water be installed. 
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 Protect Canyon County inhabitants’ health, safety, and welfare by reducing the risk and effects 
of natural and human-made hazards. (G5.05.00) 

 Mitigate development in hazardous areas or require site planning or construction techniques to 
mitigate the hazard. (P5.05.01) 

 Consider a condition requiring engineered grading and drainage plans for all development 
lots to ensure that stormwater is retained on each individual lot as development occurs.  The 
property contains significant slopes with portions of the properties exceeding 15%.  There 
are also human-made hazards (Williams Northwest gas pipeline) and irrigation facilities that 
are contained within the subject properties. 

 Schools 

 Ensure adequate school facilities and services meet the community’s education, social, and 
recreational needs. (G6.01.00) 

 Consider cumulative impact residential development will have on the capacity of schools. 
(P6.01.01) 

 Strive for better connectivity, safer access, and pedestrian-friendly transportation options to 
schools. (G6.01.00) 

 New development within one mile of existing or planned schools should provide adequate 
pedestrian and bicycle access for school children and internal and connecting roads and 
pathways. (P6.01.01) 

 Consider conditions requiring connecting pathways between collector roadways and 
specifying locations and construction of bus stops in coordination with the bus company.   

 Housing  

 “Encourage opportunities for a diversity of housing choices in the County.” (G11.01.00) 

 “Maintain the rural character of Canyon County while providing sufficient housing without 

fragmenting agricultural land and natural resources.” (G11.02.00) See above discussion 

regarding surrounding development.  Although the subject properties combine to make a 

larger 217 acre agricultural field, the properties around it have already been fragmented and 

developed as residential.   

 Agriculture  
 “Encourage non-agricultural related development to the cities, areas of city impact, and other 

clearly defined and planned development areas.” (P12.01.02)  At the time of application the 
subject property was within the Middleton area of city impact.  The Canyon County Future 
Land Use for this area has consistently been designated residential and development trends 
support residential in this area. 
 

See the supporting findings and evidence in criteria 2, 3 & 4. 
 

Criteria 
Met? 2 

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

Yes 

Analysis 

In consideration of the surrounding land uses, the proposed conditional zone change to “CR-R1” (CR-Single 
Family Residential) is as appropriate as the current zoning designation of “A” (Agricultural).  
 

The subject properties are currently in agricultural production but are in an area that has been trending 
toward residential for many years.  The property is surrounded by residential development.  The zoning 
designations of “R1” (Single Family Residential) and “RR” (Rural Residential) in the area reflect a trend 
toward single family residential development.  See criteria 1 above. 
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Pursuant to Canyon County ordinance 07-10-25 (3), The purpose of the “R1” (Single-Family Residential) 
zone is to promote and enhance predominantly single-family living areas at a low density standard.  The 
average lot size for the 13 platted subdivisions surrounding the subject properties is 1.66 acres (Exhibit 
C2f.2).  The average lot size for the five (5) “R1” zoned subdivisions located on the adjacent boundaries is 
1.32 acres.  The average lot size for the 103 notified properties within 600 feet (inclusive of the subject 
parcels) is 6.04 acres with a median lot size of 1.41 acres.  See Case Maps Exhibits C2a, C2e, and C2f.    

 

Adjacent Existing Conditions: 
 

“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) 

 

Direction Existing Conditions 
Primary 

Zone 
Other Zones 

N 

Agricultural, residential subdivisions  

Meadow Bluff Estates, Cascade Hills, Gray 

Hawk, Moon Shadow Est., Port of Chance 

R1/AG CR-R1/CR-RR 

E 

Agricultural, C3 & C4 Subdivisions, Ridge 

at Quail Hollow, Wyatt’s Hollow, Sloviaczek 

Sub 

R1/AG CR-R1/CR-RR 

S 

Agricultural dry land/ Rural Residential, 

Gjerde View Sub, Country Foothills Sub, 

JPS Sunrise Est., Bernice Estates 

AG/RR City of Middleton 

W 

Agricultural and AG Rural Residential, 

Killdeer Meadow Sub, Smith Ridge Est., 

Turner’s Skyline Sub. 

AG RR/City 

 
Surrounding Land Use Cases:  
 Turner’s Skyline Sub. (1972 AG zone w/subsequent land divisions), JP’s Sunrise Estates (1983 AG 

zone) Country Foothills (1994 RR zone), Gjerde View Subdivision (1971 RR zone w/subsequent land 

divisions), Hunter’s Ridge Subdivision (1979 zoned RR w/subsequent land divisions)  

 Meadow Bluff Estates (2020 R1 zone RZ-PH2018-0016, SD2020-0007, FP-SD2020-0045) 

 C3 Subdivision:  RZ2020-0006, PP-SD2020-0011/FP-SD2021-0004 recorded Nov. 2021 zoned R1 

 C4 Subdivision:  RZ2021-0010, PP-SD2021-0008, FP-2022-0004 zoned R1 

 Proposed C5 Subdivision:  (proposing CR-R1) CR2022-0025 (Denied), PP-SD2022-0025 (Not heard) 

 Cascade Hills No. 1 & 2: RZ2018-0026, PP-SD2019-0012, FP-SD2020-0018, FP-SD2021-0019 

 MDC, LLC/Carter:  CR2022-0016 (163 acres “A” to “CR-RR”) 

 
Criteria 

Met? 3 Is the proposed conditional rezone compatible with surrounding land uses? 
Yes 

Analysis 

The proposed conditional rezone to “CR-R1” (Single Family Residential) as conditioned, is compatible with 
surrounding land uses.   
 

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. 
 



 

Case # CR2025-0012 Middleton 187, LLC – Findings of fact, Conclusions of Law and Order Page 6 

See Criteria 1 &2 above for additional development information.  The application for a conditional rezone 
with the intent to develop 217 acres as a residential development in an area with a Plan designation of 
Residential, surrounded by residential development is compatible with the existing rural residential and 
single-family residential development.   
 
The challenges for this area of the county and the potential impacts to existing properties, are that the road 
infrastructure, school capacity, and the ability for emergency services to effectively service the area are not 
keeping pace with development.  The application is for a conditional rezone and there is not currently a 
development plan submitted for review by the agencies.  The actual impacts of development are unknown.  
The developer indicates that there could be up to 165 one acre residential lots as indicated in the letter of 
intent and draft concept plan (Exhibits B2 and B3).  The development can be conditioned to reduce the 
number of lots by requiring common lots for existing gas pipeline, irrigation structures, and drainages as 
well as requiring lot sizes to be a minimum of 1.3 acres commensurate with the average lot size of five “R1” 
zoned developments adjacent to the subject properties.  A community water and sewer system versus 
individual well and septic systems could further reduce potential impacts to surrounding properties. 
Community systems would potentially provide for development of smaller but specified lot sizes 
maintaining a low density standard. 
 

 
Criteria 

Met? 4 
Will the proposed conditional rezone negatively affect the character of the area? What 
measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts? 

Yes 

Analysis 

 
The proposed conditional rezone will not negatively affect the character of the area. Any necessary measures 
to mitigate impacts are detailed below.  
 

The developer is proposing a “CR-R1” (CR-Single Family Residential) zone which typically provides for 
low density development of one (1) SFR unit per acre.  The character of the area is residential and has been 
trending toward residential for many years.  The character of the area is low density residential.  The draft 
concept plan depicts the potential for 165 one acre lots on the 217 acre subject properties consistent with 
development on the boundaries of the property. (see Exhibits C2a, C2e and C2f) 
 
Character of the Area: 
Currently the subject property is irrigated farmland and is in agricultural production. The character of the 

area is and has historically been transitioning from Agricultural to Residential as evidenced by the 

surrounding platted developments (Exhibit C2f).  The city limits of Middleton are within a ¼ mile to the 

south and a ½ mile to the west and southwest.  Star city limits are also located approximately 1.25 miles 

southeasterly of the property from Lansing Lane.  There is existing residential development, approved 

development, and proposed development in the immediate vicinity of the subject properties.  There are 71 

platted developments within one mile of the proposed development (Exhibit C2f.1).  The surrounding 

platted lot sizes in the immediate vicinity of the property range from one/half (1/2) acre to ten (10) acres.  

The thirteen platted developments adjacent to and in the immediate vicinity north of Foothill Road have an 

average lot size of 1.66 acres (Exhibit C2f.2). Five more recently platted developments immediately 

adjacent to the property have an average lot size of 1.32 acres and are zoned “R1” (Single Family 

Residential).  There are eleven (11) unplatted agriculturally zoned parcels adjacent on the southern 

boundary of the subject properties ranging in size from 2.54 acres to 16.05 acres. Only two of the eleven are 

in agricultural production; the balance of the properties located between the subject property and Foothill 

Road are dry ground, most containing rural residential development. The developed lots located within the 

City of Middleton in subdivisions including Victory Heights, Falcon Valley 1-6, and Waterford average 

approximately 0.29 acres. The surrounding zoning is agricultural, rural residential, and single-family 

residential (Exhibits C2e and C2f).   
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The following measures will be implemented to mitigate the impact: 
See proposed conditions in criteria 1, 3, 4, 5; inclusive of minimum lot size, common lots, pathways, etc.  
Consider restricting the minimum lot size be conditioned to not less than 1.3 acre minimum which is the 
average lot size of the five (5) surrounding “R1” (Single Family Residential) zoned platted developments 
(Exhibit C2f).   
 

Criteria 
Met? 5 

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

Yes 

Analysis 

The project is anticipated to have adequate sewer, water, drainage, irrigation, and utilities to accommodate 
the potential development at the time of preliminary plat if the conditional rezone is approved.  
 

The application was submitted specifically as a rezone application only.  The developer chose to not provide 
development details on the land use worksheet or within other application materials and chose to not provide 
agencies with additional details when requested citing that this is a rezone application and additional 
information, studies, etc. will be provided at the time of preliminary plat. 
 

Sewer: 
Type of wastewater treatment plan was not provided by applicant.   

 Consider a condition of development be that a community waste treatment system be developed or 
connection to municipal sewer. 

 

Water: 
No information was provided.   

 Consider a condition of development be that a community water system or connection to municipal 
system at time of development. 

 

Drainage: 
The property is a sloping bowl with areas of significant slope.  There is also a drain with ponds that traverse 
the property from east to west.  At the time of application for the rezone, the developer did not provide 
additional information regarding drainage.  
 

Irrigation: 
The subject property lies within the Black Canyon Irrigation District and will be required to comply with 
district requirements and state code with regards to irrigation (Exhibit E4).   

 Consider a condition requiring a pressurized irrigation system for future development will be 
included.  

 Consider a condition requiring irrigation easements and structures be placed in common lots and not 
as part of residential development lots. 

 

Utility: 
Utilities are provided in the area to adjacent developments.  Staff did not receive agency responses 
indicating that utilities would not be provided and therefore anticipate that utilities will be available at the 
time of development. 
 

Criteria 
Met? 

6 

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

 Analysis 

The proposed conditional rezone will require public street improvements to provide adequate access to and 
from the subject property to minimize undue interference with existing and/or future traffic patterns created 
by the proposed development. Any necessary measures to mitigate traffic impacts are detailed below. 
 

This area of the county is challenged by transportation infrastructure lagging behind development pressures.  
Highway District 4 (HD4) indicates in Exhibit E1 that the intersections at Duff and Lansing intersecting 
with State Highway 44 currently operate below a level of service D (LOS D) during peak hours and “will 
require improvements to accept the additional traffic demand from this or other developments proposed in 
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the area.”  HD4 and ITD are working to develop projects to provide improvements, but they are in 
preliminary planning stages only and not funded.  Lansing Lane is classified as a minor arterial roadway and 
Duff Lane is classified as a principal arterial roadway on the functional classification maps adopted by the 
county.  Dedication of a 50’ half-width right-of-way will be required on Duff and Lansing at time of 
preliminary plat.  Meadow Park Street located along the northern boundary is classified as a collector 
roadway and will require right-of-way dedication.  At the time of application the subject properties were 
within the Middleton area of city impact.  On December 30, 2025 a new impact area was adopted and the 
subject properties currently are not located within the area of city impact.  Staff recommends that a condition 
be placed to require that the detached pathway on the existing western portion of the Meadow Park Street be 
extended along the portion of roadway bounding the subject properties at the time of development.   
 
HD4 indicates that a traffic impact study (TIS) will be required at the time of preliminary plat submission 
and that the scope of the TIS should be approved by the highway district prior to the study being completed.   
 

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts:  
HD4 indicates that “traffic impacts from the proposed development will be mitigated through a variety of 
means, including but not limited to requirements to improve or contribute proportionate share contributions 
to SH44 intersections; right-of-way dedications for Duff Land and Lansing Lane; public roadway 
improvements; transportation impact fees; or a combination of these measures.” 

 Consider a condition that restricts the timing of development to the Hwy 44 intersection 
improvements being completed and compliance with additional HD4 traffic mitigation 
requirements. 

  
Criteria 

Met? 7 
Does legal access to the subject property for the conditional rezone exist or will it exist at 
time of development? 

Yes 

Analysis 

Legal access exists for the conditional rezone and/or will exist at the time of the development. See the 
review and analysis detailed below.  
 

HD4 indicates in Exhibit E1 that legal access exists to the property.  The subject properties have frontage on 
Duff Lane, Lansing Lane and access from Meadow Park Drive.  There are currently four unimproved 
agricultural accesses that exist as outlined in Exhibit E1.  The concept plan, Exhibit B3, shows one access to 
Duff and one access to Lansing consistent with the previously approved access locations for Farmington 
Hills preliminary plat which would generally be acceptable to HD4 but final access approval will be 
evaluated at time of preliminary plat. 
 

Criteria 
Met? 8 

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

Analysis 

The proposed use may 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. 
 

This application is for a conditional rezone.  A development plan has not been proposed or submitted.  This 
area of the county and Middleton has experienced significant and rapid growth.  The citizenry has been 
reluctant to fund fire, EMS, and school services through multiple bond and levy elections.  Agencies were 
notified of the application including the Sherrif’s department, Middleton Fire Department, Canyon County 
Emergency Services and Middleton School District.   Services have been affected by development in the 
area.  The proposed development is similar in nature to the developments that have been approved in the 
county jurisdiction.  The proposed development property when fully developed with connecting collector 
roads may provide for improved response capability as it will provide for multiple route options connecting 
Duff and Lansing Lanes.  
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Schools: 
Marc Gee, Middleton School District Superintendent, has indicated that funding has been obtained to 
construct an additional elementary school in this service area.  Exhibit E2 indicates that the new elementary 
school will be located near Hwy 44 and Kingsbury Road with an expected completion between the fall of 
2027 and 2028.  Mr. Gee indicates that as redistribution happens each of the elementary schools will be 
under capacity.  He further states that the developer has committed to the previous agreement for providing 
$1500 per residential lot to assist with school infrastructure needs and to be paid prior to the Board’s 
signature on each final plat. 
 

Police:  
The Sherrif’s office did not provide comment. 
 

Fire protection & Emergency Medical Services: 
The Middleton Fire Department and Emergency Services did not provide comment for the rezone. 
 
 

The following measures will be implemented to mitigate impacts:  
 The developer proposes to pay a $1500 per residential lot to helps offset development related 

infrastructure requirements within the school district. 
 The development upon completion will be required to build-out two collector roadways providing 

much needed alternate routes between Lansing Lane and Duff Lane.  Connecting infrastructure 
provides emergency services with alternative route options to service customers within the service 
areas.   

 Developer shall comply with agency requirements including review and approval by the fire district 
on the preliminary and final plats. 
 

Table 2. Area of City Impact 

CCCO §09-09-01: Middleton Area of City Impact (Plans and Ordinances/Map) Ordinance Applicable Ordinances 
and Standards: Within the Star area of city impact, the following ordinances apply, 09-09-13 Applicable Ordinances:  
Canyon County Zoning Ordinance and Canyon County Subdivision Ordinance shall apply. 

 County Ordinance and Review 

Criteria 
Met? 

Code 
Section 

Criteria 

Yes 09-09-17  Application Procedures 

Analysis 

Area of City Impact: 
The City of Middleton was notified of the application and provided more than 30 days to respond with 
comment.  No comments were received from the City of Middleton with regards to this rezone application. 
 
On December 30, 2025 the Board of County Commissioners amended the area of city impact for the City of 
Middleton.  The subject properties no longer lie within the boundaries of the Middleton area of city impact.   
  

Order 
Based upon the Findings of Fact, Conclusions of Law and Order contained herein, the Planning and Zoning 
Commission recommends approval of Case # CR2025-0012, a conditional rezone of 217 acres from “A” (Agricultural) 
to “CR-R1” (Single Family Residential) zone subject to conditions of the development agreement (Attachment_). 

For denial: 

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

1. Submit; 
 

2. Provide  
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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:      

 
 
 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
 

DRAFT CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
 

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

 
2. The developer shall comply with CCZO §07-06-07 (4): Time Requirements: "All conditional rezones for a land use 

shall commence within two (2) years of the approval of the board." 
 

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

 
4. While the intersections at State Highway 44 at Duff and Lansing are found to be operating at a Level D or F during 

peak traffic hours; the BOCC shall not sign a final plat for any phase of development until the intersection of Duff and 
Highway 44 and the intersection of Lansing and Hwy 44 have been improved with traffic signal lights or alternative 
improvements as indicated by Highway District 4 and the Idaho Transportation Department. 

 
5. A traffic impact study (TIS) is required to be submitted at the time of preliminary plat submission and that the scope 

of the TIS shall be approved by the highway district prior to the study being completed.   
 
6. The streets within the proposed development shall be public streets. 
 
7. There shall be a six-foot-wide detached paved pathway extended along the south side of Meadow Park Blvd. from the 

current termination point to Lansing Lane consistent with the Meadow Bluff Estates development. 
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8. Pedestrian/bike pathways through the development shall be provided for access to bus stops and between major 
roadways. The developer shall provide minimum six-foot-wide paved public pathways connecting the collector 
roadways within the development providing for pedestrian, school children with safe route connectivity.  
  

9. The development shall have a pressurized irrigation system owned, operated and maintained by the homeowners’ 
association or water association for the residential development.  

 
10. Black Canyon Irrigation structures and easements shall be placed in common lots and not as part of individual 

development lots, helping to ensure that adequate area is provided for individual septic and wells on each residential lot 
now and into the future as well as protecting the irrigation facilities from encroachments.   

 
11. The development shall provide a community water system or connection to municipal system for all development lots 

at time of development.  A community water system could potentially provide for development of smaller but specified 
lot sizes maintaining a low density standard of no less than one acre per lot. 

 
12. Consider restricting the minimum lot size be conditioned to not less than 1.3 acre minimum which is the average lot 

size of the five (5) surrounding “R1” (Single Family Residential) zoned platted developments (Exhibit C2f).   
 
13. Developer shall provide as part of the preliminary plat application a plan specifying locations and construction plans of 

bus stops in coordination with the bus company.  This shall be evidenced by a letter from the bus company having 
reviewed the proposed plan. 

 
14. The Williams Northwest Pipeline and easement shall be placed in common lot(s) to better protect the buried 

infrastructure and the public, minimizing the risk of damage to the pipeline and providing open space and opportunity 
for connecting pathways through the development. 
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Bloomfield Hills Subdivision
Conditional Rezone Only
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Existing Conditions



Area Zoning



Surrounding Area
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Area of City Impact Boundary

Middleton City Limits

Middleton City Limits

Bloomington Hills Subdivision



City and County Land Use Maps Each Show Residential Use 



Request

Conditional Rezone Requested ONLY

1. Consistent with Comprehensive Plan

2. Consistent with Area R-1 Zoning

3. Compatible with Surrounding Land Uses

4. No Negative Impact on Character of the Area

5. Facilities and Services (including Traffic) to be Evaluated with Plat



Summary

• Prior Application (with Middleton Annexation) Denied

• This Application (as Previously) Is Consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan



Thank You & Questions





• Detailed conversations with 
Superintendent Marc Gee

• Developer voluntarily chose to 
pursue higher mitigation ($1,500)

Schools



• Executed 
Memorandum of 
Understanding 
with Middleton 
School District 
confirming $1,500 
payment

• Paid by Lot, 
required with each 
final plat (in 
advance of 
residents)

Schools
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MEADOW BLUFF ESTATES SUBDIVISION
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ID CASENUM REQUEST CASENAME FINALDECIS
1 RZ2020-0014 Rezone AG to R1 Biggins APPROVED
2 SD2020-0011 Preliminary Plat - C3 C3 APPROVED
3 SD2021-0008 Plat - C4 sub C4 Callister, LLC APPROVED
4 CU2019-0025 CUP Special Events Facility CU2019-0025 APPROVED
5 RZ0020-0006 Rezone AG to R1 Callister LLC APPROVED
6 CR2021-0010 Rezone AG to R1 Callister, LLC APPROVED
7 RZ2021-0034 Rezone A to RR Cotner John APPROVED
8 RZ2021-0056 Rezone AG to CR-R1 Farmington Hills DENIED
9 SD2021-0059 Farmington Hills Plat - 492 lots Farminton Hill Sub DENIED
10 SD2021-0021 Preliminary Plat Hawk View Estates APPROVED
11 CR2022-0003 AG to CR-R1 LWD Development, Inc APPROVED
12 SD2021-0046 Short Plat 3 Res Lots - Lansing Lane Sub Lansing Lane Sub APPROVED
13 CR2022-0016 Conditional Rezone from Ag to CR-RR MDC LLC/Carter APPROVED
14 SD2020-0007 Meadow Bluff Estates Meadow Bluff Estates APPROVED
15 SD2020-0003 Oaklee Estates Sub Oaklee Estates Sub APPROVED
16 RZ2021-0012 Rezone AG to R1 Reynolds Brothers, LLC DENIED
17 RZ2021-0036 Rezone AG to CR-R1 Richards/ Larsen APPROVED
18 RZ2020-0027 Rezone AG to R1 Schatzel APPROVED
19 RZ2022-0011 Rezone AG to RR Sierra Vista PRoperties DENIED
20 RZ2021-0017 Rezone AG to RR Terry Bruce APPROVED

21 SD2019-0039 Plat - Watt's Hollow Sub Watt's Hollow Sub APPROVED

CASE SUMMARY

droot
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Soil Map

SOIL INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE USDA'S CANYON COUNTY SOIL SURVEY OF 2018
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SOIL INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE USDA'S CANYON COUNTY SOIL SURVEY OF 2018
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SOIL CAPABILITY CLASS SOIL CAPABILITY SQUARE FOOTAGE ACREAGE PERCENTAGE

3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 4014329.39 92.16 42.61%
3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 616636.07 14.16 6.54%
3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 280358.26 6.44 2.98%
3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 119431.50 2.74 1.27%
3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 73408.81 1.69 0.78%
3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 4112.95 0.09 0.04%
4 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 2604859.30 59.80 27.65%
4 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 196239.08 4.51 2.08%
4 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL 26116.27 0.60 0.28%
6 LEAST SUITED SOIL 416923.27 9.57 4.43%
6 LEAST SUITED SOIL 83126.94 1.91 0.88%
6 LEAST SUITED SOIL 43647.19 1.00 0.46%
8 LEAST SUITED SOIL 865598.85 19.87 9.19%
8 LEAST SUITED SOIL 76752.11 1.76 0.81%

9421540.00 216.29 100%

SOIL NAME FARMLAND TYPE SQUARE FOOTAGE ACREAGE PERCENTAGE

EsB Prime farmland if irrigated 4014329.39 92.16 42.61%
EsB Prime farmland if irrigated 616636.07 14.16 6.54%
EsA Prime farmland if irrigated 280358.26 6.44 2.98%
EsB Prime farmland if irrigated 119431.50 2.74 1.27%
EsA Prime farmland if irrigated 73408.81 1.69 0.78%
EsA Prime farmland if irrigated 4112.95 0.09 0.04%
LkC Farmland of statewide importance, if irrigated 2604859.30 59.80 27.65%
EvC Farmland of statewide importance, if irrigated 196239.08 4.51 2.08%
EvC Farmland of statewide importance, if irrigated 26116.27 0.60 0.28%
LkD Not prime farmland 416923.27 9.57 4.43%
LkD Not prime farmland 83126.94 1.91 0.88%
LkD Not prime farmland 43647.19 1.00 0.46%
LaE Not prime farmland 865598.85 19.87 9.19%
W Water 76752.11 1.76 0.81%

9421540.00 216.29 100%

SOIL REPORT

FARMLAND REPORT

SOIL INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE USDA's CANYON COUNTY SOIL SURVEY OF 2018

droot
Text Box
EXHIBIT
C2h




GRADE SOILTYPE

1 BEST SUITED SOIL
2 BEST SUITED SOIL
3 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL
4 MODERATELY SUITED SOIL
5 LEAST SUITED SOIL
6 LEAST SUITED SOIL
7 LEAST SUITED SOIL
8 LEAST SUITED SOIL
9 LEAST SUITED SOIL
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Nitrate Priority & Wells

NITRATE PRIORITY AND WELL INFORMATION IS DERIVED FROM THE IDAHO DEQ,
NITRATE PRIORITY 2020.
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Google Earth Pro October 
2024 image.  There are 
agricultural properties  in 
the vicinity and there are 
dryland steep agriculturally 
zoned properties that are 
not in agricultural 
production.  The trending 
development in the area is 
residential, especially 
surrounding the subject 
properties.  



From Meadow Park looking 
southwesterly across the 
properties.  There is 
residential development all 
along the west side of Duff 
Lane as seen in the 
distance.  The subject 
properties are currently in 
agricultural production but 
are nearly surrounded by 
residential development 
new and old.



From Duff Ln looking 
northeasterly across the 
properties.  There is 
residential development all 
along the east side of 
Lansing Lane as seen in the 
distance.  The subject 
properties are currently in 
agricultural production but 
the properties are 
surrounded by residential 
development or non-
agricultural use parcels due 
to steep ground and no 
access to irrigation water.



Meadow Park cul de sac-
eastward over subject property 
looking back towards Lansing 
Lane.  A good visual of the 
sloping terrain.



Meadow Park and Duff Ln.  Looking 
at subject property and Meadow 
Bluff Subdivision. The property drops 
into a valley from both the north and 
south boundaries.



Meadow Park (Lansing access) looking 
southeast across property from near 
Blaze Avenue in the Cascade Hills 
Subdivision towards Foothill Road 
with Lansing Lane on the left.  Homes 
in the distance are on the southern 
boundary of the subject properties.



Southeast corner of property 
from Lansing looking southwest



Lansing Lane facing northwest 
across subject property towards 
Cascade Hills No.1 & 2 located 
on the northern boundary of 
the subject properties.



From Lansing Lane looking 
westerly across subject 
properties.



From Stirm Lane and Foothill 
Road facing northwesterly 
on Foothill.  These are 
homes in older platted 
developments along he 
frontage of Foothill Road 
south of the subject 
properties.






 
 
Richard Sims 
Associate Supervisor 
Canyon County Soil Conservation District 
2208 E. Chicago Ste A, Caldwell Idaho 83605 
Middletown.rich@gmail.com 
1 208-897-9297 
October 3, 2025 
 
Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission 
Canyon County Development Services 
111 North 11th Ave., Ste 310, Caldwell, Idaho 83605 
 
RE: Case no. CR2024-0008 Ryan Minert and CR2025-0012 Becky Yzagvirre 
 
Attention: Karla Nelson and Debbie Root, Planners 
 
Thank you for sending Canyon County Soil Conservation District (SCD)  zoning requests.  
The acreage amounts on the maps are an estimate.  Percentages of soils are rounded to a 
whole number. 
  
Karla Nelson 
AD2024-0008 consist of 100% Irrigated Capability Class 3 soils.  
 
Irrigated Capability Class 3 soils have moderate limitations and appropriate management 
practices can make any Irrigated Capability Class 3 soils productive.  We do NOT recommend 
a land use change. 
 
Debbie Root 
CR2025-0012 consist of 53% Irrigated Capability Class 3 soils. 
 
Irrigated Capability Class 3 soils have moderate limitations and appropriate management 
practices can make any Irrigated Capability Class 3 soils productive.  We do NOT recommend 
a land use change. 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 


Signing for Clay Erskine 
Chairman Soil Conservation District 
 
 
 
 
 



mailto:Middletown.rich@gmail.com
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Middleton	School	District	#134	
Every	Child	Learning	Every	Day	

 

Middleton School District Office:    5 S. Viking Ave, Middleton, ID 83644          Phone:  208-585-3027 
Marc C. Gee, Superintendent             Lisa Pennington, Asst. Superintendent          Alicia Krantz, Business Manager 

       mgee@msd134.org                                   lpennington@msd134.org                             akrantz@msd134.org 
 

Middleton School District #134  
Canyon County--Public Hearing Notice Response 
 
General Response for New Development 
Middleton School District has experienced significant growth in its student population over the 
past years.  Currently, Middleton School District has 2 of our 3 elementary schools over 
capacity.  Heights Elementary is at 118% of capacity with five portable units totaling 10 
classrooms.  Mill Creek Elementary is at 113% of capacity with 6 portable classroom units 
totaling 12 classrooms.  Purple Sage Elementary is at 98% of capacity with 4 of the six grade 
levels over capacity.  Middleton High School is at 99% of capacity and Middleton Middle School 
is at 100% of capacity.   

The district has recently secured funding for a new elementary school that will be built near the 
intersection of Kingsbury Road and State Highway 44.  This school will be built in two phases 
with the first phase planned for a capacity of approximately 400 students.  Funding is only 
secured for the first phase currently.  We are in the design phase and completion of the facility 
may range anywhere from Fall of 2027 to Fall of 2028.  We anticipate that when students are 
redistributed throughout the four elementary schools, each of those schools will be under 
capacity. 

We have completed a demographic study performed for our school district boundaries, and 
data suggests that for every new home, we could expect between 0.5 and 0.7 (with an average 
of .569) students to come to our schools.  That is the factor/rate we use to make our projection 
of student impact for each development. 

Case No. CR2025-0012 

Students living in the subdivision as planned would be in the attendance zone for Mill Creek 
Elementary School, Middleton Middle School, and Middleton High School.  With the 165 
proposed lots, we anticipate that approximately 83 to 116 K-12 students, distributed relatively 
evenly between elementary, middle, and high schools, will need educational services provided 
by our district.  Upon completion of the new elementary school, elementary school borders will 
be redone.  At that time the students from this subdivision will either be assigned to Mill Creek 
Elementary or the new elementary school. 

In addition to the increase in student population and its impact on facilities, busing would be 
provided for all students.  As such, it would be important that the developer include plans for 
appropriate spacing for bus stops for elementary and middle school students.  Typically, buses 
do not enter subdivisions.  As such, safe routes to planned stops would be an important 
consideration.    

mailto:mgee@msd134.org
mailto:lpennington@msd134.org
mailto:akrantz@msd134.org


Middleton	School	District	#134	
Every	Child	Learning	Every	Day	

 

Middleton School District Office:    5 S. Viking Ave, Middleton, ID 83644          Phone:  208-585-3027 
Marc C. Gee, Superintendent             Lisa Pennington, Asst. Superintendent          Alicia Krantz, Business Manager 

       mgee@msd134.org                                   lpennington@msd134.org                             akrantz@msd134.org 
 

The developer has met with district administration and has indicated that they are willing to 
enter into an agreement that would provide approximately $1500 per lot to the district to assist 
with infrastructure costs.  That agreement would be developed through a Memorandum of 
Understanding if rezoning were approved and before a hearing for preliminary plat.   

As a school district, we would ask that the Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission 
take these factors into consideration as you make your decision.  Any questions regarding this 
response should be directed to Marc Gee at the contact information shared below. 

 

________________________________         February 5, 2026                      . 

Marc C. Gee, Superintendent  Date 

mailto:mgee@msd134.org
mailto:lpennington@msd134.org
mailto:akrantz@msd134.org
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. 
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information 
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for 
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban 
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. 
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste 
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, 
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose 
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil 
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. 
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of 
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for 
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area 
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some 
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering 
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center 
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil 
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are 
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a 
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as 
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to 
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the 
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available 
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its 
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, 
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, 
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a 
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not 
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require 
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alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice 
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of 
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or 
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity 
provider and employer.
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Soil Information for All Uses

Suitabilities and Limitations for Use
The Suitabilities and Limitations for Use section includes various soil interpretations 
displayed as thematic maps with a summary table for the soil map units in the 
selected area of interest. A single value or rating for each map unit is generated by 
aggregating the interpretive ratings of individual map unit components. This 
aggregation process is defined for each interpretation.

Land Classifications

Land Classifications are specified land use and management groupings that are 
assigned to soil areas because combinations of soil have similar behavior for 
specified practices. Most are based on soil properties and other factors that directly 
influence the specific use of the soil. Example classifications include ecological site 
classification, farmland classification, irrigated and nonirrigated land capability 
classification, and hydric rating.

Irrigated Capability Class (CR2025-0012 Todd Cambell 
Custom Home-Becky Y)

Land capability classification shows, in a general way, the suitability of soils for most 
kinds of field crops. Crops that require special management are excluded. The soils 
are grouped according to their limitations for field crops, the risk of damage if they 
are used for crops, and the way they respond to management. The criteria used in 
grouping the soils do not include major and generally expensive landforming that 
would change slope, depth, or other characteristics of the soils, nor do they include 
possible but unlikely major reclamation projects. Capability classification is not a 
substitute for interpretations that show suitability and limitations of groups of soils 
for rangeland, for woodland, or for engineering purposes.

In the capability system, soils are generally grouped at three levels-capability class, 
subclass, and unit. Only class and subclass are included in this data set.

Capability classes, the broadest groups, are designated by the numbers 1 through 
8. The numbers indicate progressively greater limitations and narrower choices for 
practical use. The classes are defined as follows:

5



Class 1 soils have few limitations that restrict their use.

Class 2 soils have moderate limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that 
require moderate conservation practices.

Class 3 soils have severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that require 
special conservation practices, or both.

Class 4 soils have very severe limitations that reduce the choice of plants or that 
require very careful management, or both.

Class 5 soils are subject to little or no erosion but have other limitations, impractical 
to remove, that restrict their use mainly to pasture, rangeland, forestland, or wildlife 
habitat.

Class 6 soils have severe limitations that make them generally unsuitable for 
cultivation and that restrict their use mainly to pasture, rangeland, forestland, or 
wildlife habitat.

Class 7 soils have very severe limitations that make them unsuitable for cultivation 
and that restrict their use mainly to grazing, forestland, or wildlife habitat.

Class 8 soils and miscellaneous areas have limitations that preclude commercial 
plant production and that restrict their use to recreational purposes, wildlife habitat, 
watershed, or esthetic purposes.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Custom Soil Resource Report
Map—Irrigated Capability Class (CR2025-0012 Todd Cambell Custom Home-Becky Y)
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Rating Polygons
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Soil Rating Lines
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Soil Rating Points
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Not rated or not available

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at 
1:20,000.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause 
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil 
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of 
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed 
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map 
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: 
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator 
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts 
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the 
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more 
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as 
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Canyon Area, Idaho
Survey Area Data: Version 22, Aug 27, 2025

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales 
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Sep 9, 2023—Sep 
14, 2023

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Table—Irrigated Capability Class (CR2025-0012 Todd Cambell 
Custom Home-Becky Y)

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

EsA Elijah-Chilcott silt loams, 
0 to 1 percent slopes

3 7.8 3.7%

EsB Elijah-Chilcott silt loams, 
1 to 3 percent slopes

3 106.1 50.1%

EvC Elijah-Vickery silt loams, 
3 to 7 percent slopes

4 5.0 2.3%

LaE Lankbush sandy loam, 
12 to 30 percent 
slopes

18.9 8.9%

LkC Lankbush-Elijah-Vickery 
silt loams, 3 to 7 
percent slopes

4 59.6 28.2%

LkD Lankbush-Elijah-Vickery 
silt loams, 7 to 12 
percent slopes

6 12.6 6.0%

W Water 1.8 0.8%

Totals for Area of Interest 211.7 100.0%

Rating Options—Irrigated Capability Class (CR2025-0012 Todd 
Cambell Custom Home-Becky Y)

Aggregation Method: Dominant Condition

Component Percent Cutoff: None Specified 

Tie-break Rule: Higher

Custom Soil Resource Report
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IDAHO TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 
P.O. Box 8028  •  Boise, ID  83707-2028 

(208) 334-8300  •  itd.idaho.gov 

 

 
 
 
 

October 14, 2025 
 
 
Debbie Root, MBA 
Canyon County Development Services 
111 N 11th Ave 
Caldwell, Idaho 83605 
 
VIA EMAIL 
 

Development 
Application 

CR2025-0012 

Project Name Bloomfield Hills 
Project Location Approx 1.54 miles north of SH-44 MP US-20/26 MP  
Project Description Conditional Zoning Map Amendment 
Applicant Becky Yzaguirre; Todd Campbell Custom Homes 

 
The Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) reviewed the referenced application(s) and has the following comments: 
 

1. This project does not abut the state highway system. 
2. At this stage, ITD has no objection to the proposed rezone.  
3. To allow ITD to evaluate potential impacts to the State Highway system and identify any necessary mitigation 

measures, ITD will request that a Traffic Generation and Distribution (TG&D) report be provided at the time 
of preliminary plat submittal.  

 
If you have questions regarding this application, you may contact Niki Benyakhlef at Niki.Benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov or 
(208)334-8337. 
 
Sincerely, 

Niki Benyakhlef 
Niki Benyakhlef 
Development Services Coordinator 
ITD District 3 
Niki.Benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov   

mailto:Niki.Benyakhlef@itd.idaho.gov
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January 27, 2026 

Canyon County Development Services Department 

Case Planner, Deb Root 

 

RE: Case CR2025-0012 

 

Dear Canyon County Development Services, 

We are writing to formally submit our opposition to the proposed development under Case 
No. CR2025-0012. As retired homeowners living on a fixed income within Canyon County, 
we are deeply concerned about the long-term fiscal and safety implications of transitioning 
agricultural land to rural residential use without a comprehensive impact-funding strategy 
in place. 

We respectfully urge the Commission to withhold or deny approval for this development 
until a robust framework is established to ensure developers, rather than existing 
taxpayers, bear the full cost of the infrastructure necessitated by their projects. Our 
concerns are centered on the following critical areas: 

1. Transportation and Traffic Safety 

The current infrastructure is already struggling to accommodate existing traffic volumes. 
Specifically, the intersections of Lansing Lane and Highway 44, as well as Duff Lane and 
Highway 44, have become increasingly hazardous. During our residence in Middleton, we 
have witnessed several fatal accidents at these locations. 

The recent surge in heavy industrial traffic, specifically gravel trucks, has exacerbated 
these dangers. Adding a residential subdivision will significantly increase commuter trips, 
further compromising public safety. We believe no further development should be 
approved until the developer is required to provide or fund substantial improvements to 
these high-risk intersections. 

2. Contradiction of Public Service Impacts 

We find the claims made in the letter from Todd Campbell Custom Homes (dated 9/10/25) 
to be fundamentally flawed. The assertion in Section 8 that "low-density R-1 development 
generates relatively low demand" on public services is contradicted by our current local 
reality. 
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If the demand were truly negligible, the community would not be facing the continuous 
cycle of school, fire, and emergency medical levies that have appeared on our recent 
ballots. The consistent denial of these levies by voters is a clear signal that the existing 
population cannot—and should not—subsidize the infrastructure required by new, high-
end developments. 

3. Fiscal Responsibility and Taxpayer Protection 

As residents on fixed incomes, we are particularly sensitive to the "hidden costs" of growth. 
When developers convert farmland into million-dollar estates, the resulting strain on 
schools, police, and emergency services inevitably leads to higher property taxes or a 
degradation of service quality for long-term residents. 

We believe it is a matter of basic fairness that those profiting from the development of 
Canyon County land should be responsible for the "pro-rata" share of the infrastructure 
they impact. Approval should be contingent upon the assessment of maximum allowable 
impact fees to cover: 

• Road Safety and Capacity: Improvements to major intersections and arterial 
roads. 

• Emergency Services: Funding for expanded fire, ambulance, and police coverage. 

• Educational Facilities: Mitigating the influx of students into already strained school 
districts. 

In conclusion, we request that Canyon County take a firm stance on "growth paying its own 
way." Until the developer provides a concrete plan to mitigate these specific infrastructure 
and safety concerns without shifting the financial burden to existing homeowners, this 
application should be denied. 

Thank you for your time and for considering the safety and financial stability of Middleton’s 
residents. 

Sincerely, 

Concerned citizens of rural Middleton; Rocky and Bobbi Yoneda 
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County Commissioners, Canyon County      2/6/26 

 

Subject:  Rezoning of 216.29 acres from agricultural to res. R1 Case No.  CR2025-0012 

Commissioners, 

I am writing to express my objection to the rezoning of this land to R1.  My property, 

encompassing two parcels totaling 18 acres, is located contiguously for approximately 1/3 

mile to the proposed rezoning land.  In addition to my objections to the rezoning, I am 

submitting a petition with 353 signatures that I gathered in only two weeks objecting to the 

rezoning. 

The builder previously submitted plans for 421 homes on this land, which was denied.  This 

land was a farm until the owner died and the land was sold.  The builder is not concerned 

with anything but profitability and is trying to again maximize that profitability.  He has no 

consideration for the area, the culture or anything else in his proposal. 

As to facts, as determined by you, the commissioners, in the previous proposal a year ago, 

the infrastructure, services, school systems, and traffic were an issue and were stretched 

beyond capacity.  This has continued to worsen in the last year.  As an example, in 

December and January, the Middleton Fire and Rescue Department did not have 

emergency vehicles available on 7 occasions, equivalent to 11.7% of the time.  The school 

enrollment has increased to well beyond capacity and there are 22 temporary structures 

for teaching.  Thousands of homes are approved and yet to be built in Middleton, which will 

add to the problems we face.  There continue to be accidents at the intersections of 

Highway 44 and Lansing and Duff Lane.  Because Duff Lane is restricted to vehicles under 

20,000 pounds, all heavy construction vehicles use Lansing Lane, which adds to the noise 

and congestion.  Because I live at the top of the hill, these vehicles use low gears and are 

very loud. 

Should this land be rezoned R1, there are a number of issues: 

1.  According to the builder, there will be up to 180 additional wells drilled.  This will 

eventually threaten the aquifer levels and could result in dry wells. 

2. Having up to 180 septic tanks has the potential to eventually pollute the land and 

the aquifer.   

3. It is my understanding that R1 zoning allows for multiple houses per acre should the 

land be annexed into the city of Middleton.  If this should be allowed to occur, we 

will never recover from the negative impact on the culture of the area. 
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In this rural area, two developments were approved many years ago that the builder may 

reference as a reason for the rezoning to be allowed.  Because both developments, 

Cascade Hills and Quail Haven, were approved so many years ago, they should not be used 

in considering the applicant’s request.  They were approved at a time when many of us 

were unaware of the proposals, and the area was not built out to the extent it is now.  We 

are a rural area and should remain so.  If you are required to rezone this prime agricultural 

land, I submit that it should be Rural Residential to conform to the area.   

Finally, I am objecting to this rezoning even though it will make my land more valuable. I 

have had offers to sell my land for a significant gain.  I value my quality of life and wish to 

enjoy the rural nature of this area for many years to come.  Please consider the perspective 

of the residents of the area and the many issues that I have referenced in coming to a 

decision. 

Respectfully, 

Ron Saunders 

24123 Lansing Lane 

Middleton, ID  83644 



 1 

 

Stop the rezoning of 216.29 acres from agricultural to res. R1 Case No.  CR2025-0012 

 

The rural landscape is at a crossroads, with a significant proposal set to change the future 

of over 216 acres of prime agricultural land. The rezoning of these precious lands from 

Agricultural to Residential R1 threatens not only the environmental equilibrium but also the 

socio-economic fabric of our community. 

 

Agricultural lands serve as the backbone of our rural economy and are a key component in 

preserving the natural beauty and ecological balance of our region.  According to the 

American Farmland Trust, the United States loses approximately 175 acres of farmland per 

hour to development, which puts irreplaceable resources at risk. 

 

Furthermore, rapid urbanization will further strain our public infrastructure and services, 

such as schools, healthcare, and transportation systems, exacerbating traffic congestion 

and reducing the quality of life for current residents, all of which are beyond capacity.  A 

well-researched report from the Brookings Institution highlights how unchecked suburban 

sprawl increases municipal costs and burdens existing infrastructure. 

 

We propose an alternative that ensures smart growth strategies by directing development 

towards already urbanized areas with existing infrastructure capacities. By utilizing 

brownfield sites and promoting compact, sustainable development, we can protect our 

farmland while accommodating growth without sacrificing our community's heritage.  If the 

commission insists on rezoning, we believe rezoning to Rural Residential ( a minimum of 

two acres per home site) is more appropriate for the area. 

 

Residents, landowners, and all stakeholders, this is the time to raise your voices against 

the rezoning of 216.29 acres for residential development. Together, we can preserve the 

character and integrity of our community, ensuring that future generations can enjoy the 

open spaces and agricultural heritage that define Canyon County.  
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Name City State Postal Code Country Signed On 

Ron Saunders Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

David Spence Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Allen Boshaw Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Patty Nelson Meridian ID 83642 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Philip Goelz Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Wendy Otto Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Tammy Bailey Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Sean Cluff Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Jessica Knigge Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Jon Rhodes Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Kay Burkett Middleton ID 83664 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Angela Anderson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Robert Ubry Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Brittney Ketcherside Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Danielle Pingree Salt Lake 

City 
UT 84107 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Patricia Andrew Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Julie Fretwell Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Melissa Buck Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Tristann McLaughlin Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Glenda Dibben Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Renée Stinar Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Denise Daniels Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Paul Morris Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 
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Morgan Renzulli Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Hunter Gaspar Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Shawntae Smith Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Brian Salum Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Linda Huetson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Dianna skillsky Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

VIRGINIA BAYUK Emmett ID 83617 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Julie thomas Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Jan Teost Boise 
 

83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

SUZANNE DESPAIN Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Kerry O’Shea Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Mark Anderson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Tammy Ryan Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Stanley Patrick Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Tracy Clement 
 

ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Kelley Stone Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

donald martin Emmett ID 83617 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Coral France Seattle WA 98103 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Jeana Weng Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Christopher Morris Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

billie suder Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Jeremy Fuller Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Tamra Ketcham Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Julie McInelly Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 
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Joni Kucera Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Raleigh Koritz St Paul MN 55114 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Jon Collins Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Beth Phillips Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Janea Johansen Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Charity Arnold Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Sandy Brigman Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Erin Ott Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Warren Burch Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Lillian Moore Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

G Mark Bowden Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Brianna Thompson Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Tanya Lawson Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Savanna Rollar Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Cheeyl walston Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Cindy haynes Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Robin Osborne Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Helen Conner Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Catherine Stephens Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Joe strongone Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Trista Wahl Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Lance Armor 
 

HI 
 

United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Theresa Mogan Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Daphne Sosa Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 
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Virginia Avery Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Michael Ketcham Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Brenda Bell Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Susan Hall Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

25 

Donna Rhoten Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Angela Kehrer Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Michelle Patterson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Mark Cook Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Shirley Hoffman Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Shane Linse Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Janina Schaffer Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Pam Reynolds Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

mojy asadi Boise ID 83703 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Lori Nottingham Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Michael Riccardi Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Emma Puyear Caldwell ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Rebecca Schmidt Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Susan Shuman Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Sandra OHalloran Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Roger Pine Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Holly Warrren Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Diane Salter Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Tyler Tims Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Aleta Cook Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 
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Jaime Villegas Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jo Manuel Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Lisa Mayerhofer Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Morgan Shumway Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Faith Pryhuber Huntington 

Station 
NY 11746 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jennifer Zambonin Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jon Inwood Brooklyn NY 11226 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Paul Schubert West Jordan ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Gale Rhoades Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Brian McCormick Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

dave page Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Almara 

Keshishzadeh 
Glendale CA 91203 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Michael 

Knickerbocker 
Meridian ID 83642 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Erin Christopher Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Alexis Gaspar Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jon White Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Geraldine Loose Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Betsy Chick Meridian ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Sheila Lugaresi Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

HM Miller Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Sandi Acevez Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Sunny Ahrens Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Diana Robinson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jared Alvord Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 
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Susan Howells Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Juli woods Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Heather Lowe Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Allan Howells Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Wendy Gibson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Maressa Regalado Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Kristin Rogers Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Barbara Raines Boise ID 83705 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Roxanne jones middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Steve D Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Susana Muñoz Madrid 
 

28019 Spain 2026-01-

26 

Dianna Hyatt Cambridge ID 83610 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Panah persia Los Angeles CA 90060 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

shirley swan Birmingham ENG b14 7sr United 

Kingdom 
2026-01-

26 

Linda Burt Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Meckenzie Miller Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Sheri Bauer Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jennifer Lambert Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Paige Harris Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Pamela Feistel Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Mona Alberdi Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Mckenzie Hileman Boise ID 83716 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Robert Collins middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Susan Leytem Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 
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Julie Kyzer Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jessica Murrietta Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Simone Elison Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Shannon Colson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Daniel Richards Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Kit Jensen Nampa ID 83687 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Craig Clifton Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Carla Slater Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Tracy Mellor Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Charles Teague Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

darryl manrique Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

PJ Lindsley Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

David Ciminesi Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

T Kirkland Star ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Mia Saffran Emmett ID 83617 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Joy Tyler Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

William Stephenson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

wendy ocegueda Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Mike Prentice Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Martine Stephenson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Marleah Petrolay Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Lisa Bomben Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Darlene Biar Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Noel Johanson Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 
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Toby Bingham Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

John Bomben Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Rhonda Welch Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Joe Fuller Boise ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Lacy Schank Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Shahin Sheida 

Azadeh 

   
United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Vickie Neves Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Manuela Duran Paterson NJ 7501 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Julie Wilson Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jeffrey Bender Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Jennifer Harvey Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Michelle Stoddard Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Bob and Venessa 

Pitman 
Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Melissa Consuegra Louisville KY 40228 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Lyle Zufelt Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Darcy Hemmert Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Alexa Brenner Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Christopher Brenner Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Sofia Brenner Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Shonda Cornell Caldwell ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Edison Pennock Boise ID 83706 United 

States 
2026-01-

26 

Robert McInelly Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Clay Olson Nampa ID 83687 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Stephanie pike Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 
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Melanie Ross Laupahoehoe HI 96764 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

LISA MERKEL Caldwell ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Amanda 

Weilmunster 
Sand Hollow ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Jessica Mora Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Amy Church Emmett ID 83617 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Ellynors Archives Kuna ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Roberta Mendel Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Amber Thomas Mountain 

Home 
ID 83647 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Lauren Wilcox Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Anthony Mederos Pinar del Río 
  

Cuba 2026-01-

27 

Gayle Ingram Boise ID 83799 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Niki Niki Henry Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Carol Watkins Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Robert Bregante Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Cindy Smith Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Brad Wellman Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Marilee Voegele McCall ID 83638 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Elizabeth Jones Caldwell ID 83705 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Glenda Moe Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Wren Halloran Colorado 

Springs 
CO 80909 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Katrina Crabbe Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

27 

Miranda Dycus Nampa ID 83687 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Kelsey Rule Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Dmitrii Tsyplakov Boise FL 34787 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 



 11

Anne Newberry Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Luvella Reilly Boise ID 83713 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Hanieh Abdi Sacramento CA 95820 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Molly Moore Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

John Sharek Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Mark and Patricia 

sachs 
Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Khalid Hussien Boise ID 83714 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Janice Johnson Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Caroline Cosme Liège 
  

Belgium 2026-01-

28 

Jess Davis 
 

UT 84120 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

MiKaela Hayes Woburn MA 1801 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Carol Johnston Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Rachelle oberg Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Trista Thomas Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Jeff Raschal New York NY 10118 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Parisa Gorji Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Lucas Felten Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Bruce Bushore Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Timothy Ahrens Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Thomas Rogers Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Johanna Bell Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Paul Bettencourt Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Curt Casler Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Amir Asadi Clifton NJ 7014 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 
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Julie Albers Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

28 

Kara Brocksome Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Wayne Moe Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Shannon Jones Nampa ID 83651 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Avyan Mikaeel boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Abdalrahman Omer Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Shetal Desai Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Kayla Patrick Star ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Meghan Bisset Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Sam Layton Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Sadie Miller Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

T D Indianapolis IN 46240 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Savannah Cross Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Sarah Gaston Caldwell ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Delynn Zitterkopf Pocatello ID 83201 United 

States 
2026-01-

29 

Mikell Galloway Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Kayla Shaw Garden City ID 83714 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Patricia Crawford Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Renae Walker Emmett ID 83617 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Macie Mckay Temecula CA 92592 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Erica Miller Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Ana M Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Joanne Miller Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Azin Ebrahimi Amol 
  

Iran 2026-01-

30 
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Alyssa Fuller Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Robin Card Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Raydene Gifford Nampa ID 83687 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Johanna Pearce Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Melissa Mitchell Middleton ID 83669 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

فرجی  عطیھ   Secaucus NJ 7094 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Misty Phillips Tulsa OK 74038 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Stephanie Peters Nampa ID 83651 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Veronica Guzman Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Christina Edgley Pocatello ID 83201 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Kristina Massey Lewiston ID 83501 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

John Pickens Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

janet cloke Clarkston WA 99403 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Jordan Palmer Boise ID 83712 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Krista King Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

30 

Marissa Pass Rexburg ID 83440 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

Carol Collins Parma ID 83660 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

Ann Turner Boise 
 

83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

Rya Johnson Denver CO 80223 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

Alexandra Adamson Kuna ID 83634 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

LuAnn Howie Boise ID 83705 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

مبارکپور  سلمان   Dallas TX 75270 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

M Frederick Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

Tess Randall Blackfoot ID 83221 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 
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VICTOR 

MARTINEZ 
BOISE ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

Carol Baisley Safford AZ 85546 United 

States 
2026-01-

31 

Tasha Miller Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-02-

01 

Kailey Knight Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-02-

01 

Joseph Morrison Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-02-

01 

Timothy Doane Boise ID 83706 United 

States 
2026-02-

01 

Ashley Brogdon Boise ID 83702 United 

States 
2026-02-

01 

Danielle Williams 
 

AL 
 

United 

States 
2026-02-

01 

Amber Ross Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

01 

Julie Sipes Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Sierra Stephens Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Laraine Thomas Caldwell ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

laura roach Garden City ID 83714 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Cherlyn Winter Caldwell ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Cynthia Reese Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

maci mayorga Fresno CA 93720 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Veola Carter 
   

United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Becky Bell Kuna ID 83634 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Jennifer Richard Meridian ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Jennifer Mounteer Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Chelsey Butterworth Caldwell ID 83607 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Bobi Ulrich Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

MICHAEL WALSH Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Jade Neely Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 
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Ruby Rosario Caldwell ID 83605 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Helen Roethig Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Dawn Gale Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

David Carlton Boise ID 83702 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Shannon Ready Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Contessa Nava Wendell ID 83355 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Brooke Brink Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Downtown Roehlk Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Dyann Bachman Nampa ID 83651 United 

States 
2026-02-

02 

Elizabeth jones Nampa ID 83687 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Paula Smith Boise ID 83714 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Katrina Aburto Weiser ID 83672 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Diane Arthur Nampa ID 83686 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Cynthia Swafford Eagle ID 83616 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

angie vandegrift Boise ID 83703 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Ebelia Rea Meridian ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Adam Kaluba Burleson TX 76028 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Charisma Boroughs Columbus IN 47201 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Carter Spenner Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Alex Redd Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-02-

03 

Lisa Earl NAMPA ID 83651 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 

Marylin Ward Glenns Ferry ID 83623 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 

Shannon Riggs Meridian ID 83646 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 

Dino LoverGaming Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 
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Sharon Jones Boise ID 83713 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 

Christi Mariott Meridian ID 83642 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 

Bryn Crisman Boise ID 83705 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 

Roxanne Marshall Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 

Aleesa Colton Meridian ID 83642 United 

States 
2026-02-

04 

Michael Roehlk Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

05 

Farideh Nazari Tehran 
  

Iran 2026-02-

05 

Adel Ghasemi Atlanta GA 30301 United 

States 
2026-02-

05 

Laurie Wittges Nampa ID 83651 United 

States 
2026-02-

05 

Sarah Tidwell Boise ID 83706 United 

States 
2026-02-

05 

Amanda Oglesby Nampa ID 83651 United 

States 
2026-02-

05 

Yuyu Manshadi San Diego CA 92123 United 

States 
2026-02-

05 

Taylor Knehr Middleton ID 83644 United 

States 
2026-02-

06 

Terry Brady Boise ID 83706 United 

States 
2026-02-

06 

Kenneth Wilson Boise ID 83704 United 

States 
2026-02-

06 

Kailee Larson Lorena TX 76655 United 

States 
2026-02-

06 

Muriel Krone Boise ID 83713 United 

States 
2026-02-

06 

Jayne Nelson Boise ID 83709 United 

States 
2026-02-

06 

 



To Whom It May Concern,       email: 2-7-26 

 

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed rezoning of approximately 216 acres from agricultural use to single-

family residential development. 

One of my primary concerns is traffic and roadway safety, particularly along Lansing Road and at the intersection of 

Lansing Road and State Road 44. This intersection is already unsafe. Turning left from Lansing Road onto State 

Road 44 is extremely difficult and dangerous due to traffic volume and speed, and accidents occur far too frequently. 

Adding hundreds of additional homes would significantly increase traffic on roads that are already overburdened, 

further elevating the risk of accidents and making daily travel even more hazardous for residents. 

 

In addition to safety concerns, increased traffic will accelerate wear and tear on Lansing Road and surrounding 

infrastructure. These roads were not designed to support the volume of daily traffic that a development of this scale 

would generate, and the long-term maintenance burden will inevitably fall on the community. 

 

I also chose to move to Middleton specifically because of its farmland, open space, and rural character. The 

agricultural land and green spaces are not merely aesthetic; they provide peace, a sense of place, and a clear 

distinction from more densely developed areas. Does everyone want to see farm fields disappear entirely, replaced 

by houses at every corner? 

 

I moved away from Boise because it became overcrowded, with neighborhoods at every turn. You can no longer 

enjoy the sunrise or sunset because houses block views from nearly every direction. That sense of openness and 

connection to the land is gone. Do we really want the same future for Middleton? 

 

There are also serious environmental concerns related to water resources. Homes developed in this area would rely 

on private wells, placing increased demand on the local water table. A development of this size risks lowering 

groundwater levels, potentially impacting existing wells and long-term water availability for current residents and 

agricultural uses. 

 

Finally, the environmental cost of constructing hundreds of single-family homes cannot be overlooked. Large-scale 

clearing, construction activity, and long-term residential use will result in significant carbon dioxide emissions and 

environmental disruption. While some may see big dollar signs in a project of this scale, at what point do we ask: 

when is enough enough? 

 

For these reasons—traffic safety, infrastructure strain, loss of agricultural land and green space, groundwater 

concerns, and environmental impact—I respectfully urge the Planning Commission to deny this rezoning request 

and preserve the agricultural character and livability of the Middleton area. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

Kelsi Szymanski  

8877 Double Shot Hollow Lane 

Middleton, ID. 83644 
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RE – CR2025-0012 
Honorable Commissioners, 
 
Based on the precedent set by Canyon County Planning and Zoning and the Canyon County Board of Commissioner’s I 
am requesting you to deny the application for Bloomfield Hills (formerly Farmington Hills) or allow only for the current 
administrative splits available for these parcels to preserve Canyon County’s Agriculture.  
 
On March 31, 2025  
Public Hearing: Request by MDC, LLC/Joseph Carter, represented by RiveRidge Engineering Company, for a 
Conditional Rezone of parcels R37511 & R37510112 from “A” (Agricultural) to “CR-R-R” (Conditional Rezone – Rural 
Residential), Case No. CR2022-0016  came before the BOCC and it was unanimously decided to allow the rezone of 164 
acres to Rural Residential with a minimum lot size of 2 acres and 2.5 average lot size not to include the commercial 
acreage. This tree farm is less than 1 mile north of Bloomfield on Lansing Lane.  
 
On June 12th and July 3, 2025, P&Z heard Case CR2022-0025 Callister LLC and recommended denial of AG to CR-R1 
zoning 
 
On September 18, 2025, CR2022-0025 – Callister LLC was heard by the BOCC and denied the rezone attempt. This was 
a 47-acre farm. This property is across the street from the Bloomfield application on Lansing Lane.  
 
In January of 2023 this developer came before the Planning and Zoning Commission and subsequently the Board of 
County Commissioners requesting for a re-zone from AG to CR-R1. At that time, they had a pre-annexation agreement 
that was contingent on the county rezone to CR-R1. It was also in the City of Middleton’s AOI. This is no longer the case 
as this parcel was removed from the AOI in 2025.  
 
Both the Planning and Zoning Commission and Board of County Commissioners (unanimously) denied the request for the 
following reasons…, reasons that are still applicable today.  
 
When considering the surrounding land uses, is the proposed conditional rezone more appropriate than the current 
zoning designation? 
 
Conclusion: The Board finds and concludes that when considering the surrounding land uses which are primarily 
Agricultural in character, the conditional rezone from Agricultural to CR-R1 (CR-Single Family Residential) is NOT more 
appropriate than the current Agricultural zoning designation. 
 
Findings:  
(1) The Future Land Use Maps for both the County and the City of Middleton designate the expected and planned land use 
to be residential.  
(2) The Commission found (and the Board concurs) that the area and the subject property primarily agricultural with 
larger lot (2–3-acre average) development as evidenced by testimony, site photos, and Exhibit 59 submitted by Mike 
Wedman, concerned Canyon County citizen. 
(4) The Commission found (and the Board concurs) that the subject property is in productive agriculture with class 
three and four soils consisting of primarily farmland of statewide importance as evidenced by case maps Soils, 
Farmland and Reports. 
(5) The Commission found (and the Board concurs) that there is development in the area but that the character of the 
area remains agricultural with many large agricultural parcels in the immediate vicinity as evidenced by public 
testimony and photos. 
(6) There are 65 platted subdivisions and additional developments in the platting process within one mile of the proposed 
development (Exhibit 29). The lot sizes of the platted county developments range from 0.80 acres to 5.0 acres per lot. The 
average lot size of the recent Case # RZ2021-0056 – BOCC Findings of fact, Conclusions of law and Order  
platted developments immediately adjacent to the subject property is 1.32 acres with no 
provisions for community open space. The Commission found (and the Board concurs) that as proposed, the 
development with a “CR-R1” zoning designation is NOT consistent with the density and zoning in the surrounding area 
and that rural residential zoning is more appropriate. 
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The Commission found that the property is currently in agricultural production and that the average lot size in the 
immediate vicinity of the property is 1.3 acres. The Commission found (and the Board concurs) that the character of the 
area is agricultural, the proposal is NOT consistent with the requirements of the zoning ordinance and Comprehensive 
Plan, and that the requested conditional rezone and proposed density is NOT as appropriate as the current zone. 
 
Is the proposed conditional rezone compatible with surrounding land uses? 
 
Conclusion: The Board finds and concludes that the conditional rezone to  
“R1” (Single Family Residential) is NOT compatible with the surrounding land uses of agricultural, rural residential, 
and single-family residential. 
 
Findings:  
(1) The Commission found (and the Board concurs) that the proposed conditional rezone and development is NOT 
consistent with surrounding land uses as evidenced by public testimony, photos, and Exhibit 59. Surrounding properties 
remain in agricultural production requiring application of chemicals and other customary farming activities. The proposed 
development will have impacts to adjacent agricultural operations. 
 
Will the proposed conditional rezone negatively affect the character of the area? What measures will be 
implemented to mitigate impacts? 
 
Conclusion: The Board finds and concludes that the conditional rezone and proposed development will change the use 
of the subject property from agricultural to residential. The Board finds and concludes that the character of the area is 
Agricultural and that with the proposed density, the applicant cannot mitigate the negative effects of the 
development on the agricultural area at this time. 
 
Findings:  
(1) The subject properties, 217+ acres, are currently in irrigated agricultural production and contain several irrigation 
supply and drainage facilities within the boundaries of the properties. The Commission found (and the Board concurs) 
that the character of the area Agricultural and the proposed development is NOT consistent with surrounding property 
development as evidenced by public testimony and site photos. 
 
Now it is 3 years later, they are back with the same request. Nothing has changed in their favor. In fact, the area they wish 
to rezone has been removed Middleton’s current AOI. The traffic situation is the same (or worse), there are no lights at 
Duff Lane or Lansing Lane yet, the schools are still over capacity. The zoning around the area they wish to develop has not 
changed. They are still surrounded by AG and RR.  
 
In addition, Page 3 of the developer’s application has the box checked “rezone with development agreement”. However, 
they list many of the criteria you use to determine applicability as N/A as there are no development plans. It is known 
there will be development. R-1 would allow approximately 165 homes on what is currently known as farmland. Even 
worse, with an R-1 zoning the developer could then go back to the City of Middleton for services (previously denied by the 
county) and move forward with the 400+ homes originally requested in another backdoor attempt.  
 
As a reminder, the subject property is in productive agriculture with class three and four soils consisting of primarily 
farmland of statewide importance as evidenced by case maps Soils, Farmland and Reports. Based on the Canyon County 
Comprehensive Plan 2030, Page 19 Canyon County’s “large agricultural economic hub is a direct result of the unique 
combination of good soil quality, reliable irrigation water supply, climate, and transportation corridors in Canyon County. 
These factors are not easily relocated or recreated in other areas of Idaho.” 
 
I am respectively requesting you deny their never-ending attempts to densify our rural community once and for all by 
either keeping it AG or rezoning it to RR. or ideally, to only allow the administrative splits available to the parcels to protect 
AG and to better fit with the surrounding area and align with past decisions from both P&Z and BOCC. I am asking you to 
protect our farmers and rural neighbors.   
 
Please consider our plea to keep this rural area safe for our farming community.  
 
Respectfully, 
Jon Rhodes 
Attachments include FCO’s for the cases referenced.  
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My name is Rose Vargason.  I live at 24295 DUFF LN in Middleton Idaho.     2-8-26 

 

I oppose the conditional rezone described in CR2025-0012/ R37605010.  The immediate area around CR2025-0012/ R37605010 

is agricultural land or zoned R-R low density with lots of either 2 or 5 acres.   

 

CR2025-0012/ R37605010 asks for 217+ acres to be zoned R-R1 with 1 acre plots. There are no other lots smaller than 5 acres 

between Willis Lane and Purple Sage Rd. on Duff Lane.   

 

Several state and county agencies commented on the proposed rezone of CR2025-0012/ R37605010.   

 

Middleton Schools told you they still do not have the space needed for more students.  Middleton Schools tried to get a tax payer 

levy passed for funds for more classrooms.  The levy did not pass. 

 

The Middleton Fire Department is now primarily a volunteer fire department because a proposed levy to fund paid fire fighter 

salaries did not pass. 

 

Canyon County Soil Conservation District does not recommend a land use change. 

 

Black Canyon Irrigation District will not comment because Todd Campbell has an outstanding balance.  Campbell was notified of 

the outstanding balance in March of 2024 and has not paid the balance. 

 

ITD will request that a Traffic Generation and Distribution (TG&D) report be provided at the time of preliminary plat 

submittal.  As we saw when Campbell submitted his first rezoning request in 2024, ITD will require Campbell to rebuild the 

intersections at Duff Lane and Highway 44 and Lansing Lane and Hwy 44 before starting construction on a new subdivision. 

 

According to the 2022 Facility Plan Addendum for the Middleton Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP), 3 major sections of the 

WWTP have already reached their maximum design  capacity.  The City of Middleton has just now released draft plans for the 

WWTP upgrades and has posted a request for bids. 

 

Campbell's request for 1 acre zoning on CR2025-0012 will turn 217+ acres of permeable land into 217+acres of asphalt and 

concrete.  Permeable land is sorely needed in order to help recharge the aquifers we rely on for our drinking water.  Permeable 

land allows rainwater to percolate through the open ground and into the aquifer.  Asphalt and concrete allow rainwater to slough 

off the surface and move into storm drains. 

 

Since the area included in CR2025-0012 has no storm drain system, the runoff will flow into the un-named drain ditch on the 

northern border of the Campbell parcels.  This un-named drain ditch will not be able to handle the runoff from 217+ acres of 

asphalt and concrete, so the drainage ditch will have to be rebuilt.  In addition, the oil, gas and other waste products that 

accumulate on 217+ acres of asphalt and concrete will be washed into the un -named drainage ditch and on to Lake Lowell. 

 

Campbell has land holding under several LLC companies.  His canyon county holdings include 12 large parcels under TBC Land 

Holding, LLC.,  3 large parcels under Twilight Rise LLC., and the 4 parcels addressed in CR2025-0012 owned under Middleton 

187 LLC. 

 

I vehemently oppose CR2025-0012.  To Todd Campbell, agricultural land is just another source of cash for his development and 

construction companies.  To me, this is my home.  This is the land that my late husband and I bought in 1978.  We intentionally 

left our land agricultural so that we, our children and our grandchildren could enjoy open land without being crowded out by 217 

slapped together homes. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Rose Vargason 

24295 DUFF LN 

Middleton, Idaho 
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TO: 

CANYON COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Commissioners and Hearing Examiners 

 

Contact Person. Deb Root. debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov   

 

Middleton City Council and the Planning and Zoning Commission  citmid @ middletoncity.org 

 

WRITTEN OPPOSITION TO CONDITIONAL REZONING APPLICATION 

Comment Deadline. 2/9/2026.  Emailed: Sunday February 08, 2026 

Property Details: The applicant is requesting a Conditional Zoning Map Amendment for parcel numbers 

 

R3759700000, R3760500000, R3760201000, and R3760501000, approximately 217 acres, N. of Foothill Rd., 

between Lansing Ln. and Duff Ln.,Middleton 

 Bloomfield Hills (formerly Farmington Hills)  

 Parcels:    R3759700000, R3760500000, R3760201000, and R3760501000 

 N. of Foothill Rd., between Lansing Ln. and Duff Ln.,Middleton 

 Applicant: Todd Campbell Custom Homes 

 Request: Conditional Rezoning from Agricultural (AG) to R-1 Single-Family Residential 

 

Good Afternoon, 

I am a homeowner in the Quail Haven community, residing on Bay Rum Way, directly across Lansing Lane from the 

subject parcels. My property and neighborhood will be directly and materially impacted by the proposed rezoning. 

This submission is offered in formal opposition to the requested conditional rezoning. 

I. Procedural Deficiencies and Inadequate Public Participation 

The applicant’s July 21, 2025 neighborhood meeting notice failed to provide meaningful public participation. 

Numerous directly impacted streets within the Quail Haven community—including Bay Rum Way and surrounding 

streets—were excluded. Residents directly across Lansing Lane, among the most impacted, received little or no 

notice. If you review the provided list of neighbors, you will see those living on “Bay Rum Way, Double Shot 

Hollow, Buckshot Lane, Quail Hollow Drive, Pheasant Ridge Court, White Stag Place” as well as other neighboring 

roads are not included in the notice. 

Selective notification undermines transparency and prevents informed public input, contrary to Canyon County 

land-use review principles. 

II. Prior Denials 

The subject property was previously proposed by Todd Campbell Homes for rezoning and preliminary plat 

application (file numbers SD2021-0059 / RZ2021-0056), ultimately denied for rezoning and preliminary plat 

approval in July 2024.  The Board found the proposal inconsistent with Agricultural zoning and lacking required 

entitlements. 

The applicant is now reapplying while demonstrating changes and intent to circumvent the previous challenges of 

land-use context, infrastructure capacity and is now attempting to redefine surrounding development, sufficient to 

justify a different outcome.  

  

mailto:debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov
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III. Inconsistency with Comprehensive Planning and Surrounding Land Use 

The parcels remain actively farmed and are surrounded by Agricultural lands and large-lot rural residential 

development. Adjacent neighborhoods, including Quail Haven and properties along Blaze Avenue, reflect a 

consistent one-acre residential pattern. The application fails to demonstrate consistency with the surrounding 

neighborhood, agricultural preservation goals, or orderly growth principles. Approval would constitute spot zoning 

incompatible with the surrounding area. 

IV. Density Uncertainty and Area of City Impact (AOI) Conflict 

While the applicant represents an intent to develop one-acre R-1 lots, the recently updated Middleton AOI allows lot 

sizes to be reduced to approximately 12,000 square feet if sewer or water services become available. The application 

provides no enforceable development agreement guaranteeing minimum lot sizes consistent with neighboring 

developments. Rezoning approvals run with the land, not the applicant, creating a real risk of future higher-density 

development. The manner in which this Application is submitted seems to be an attempt to open the door for 

substantially increased home construction at the contractor’s choosing.   

In alignment with the “Area of City Impact” AOI,  the central SEWER and/or WATER services, the parcel or lot 

may be reduced to about 12,000 sq ft., or 0.27548209 the size of neighboring acre parcels.  This inconsistent request 

by the Applicant  to “conditionally rezone a reported 216.29 acre property from Agricultural (AG) to Residential (R-

1 Single-Family Residential), allowing for an approximate future quantity of 1-acre residential development” 

requested by Todd Campbell Homes in the letter put out by Canyon County notifying only a small fraction of 

homeowners.  This is contradictory and sets precedent, therefore reason for denial. 

V. Incomplete Application and Failure to Address Impacts 

Required Land Use Worksheets were submitted without substantive responses, indicating the application is 

incomplete. Rezoning decisions require evaluation of foreseeable impacts to infrastructure, services, and the 

environment. Without this information, the Board cannot make required findings, resulting in reactive rather than 

proactive planning.  

VI. Infrastructure and Environmental Impacts 

The application does not adequately address impacts to highways, rural roadways, intersections, lighting, or long-

term maintenance. Utility concerns include sewer and water capacity, power, irrigation infrastructure, and aquifer 

sustainability. Private and shared wells serving existing residents may be adversely affected.  Many of these utilities 

have yet to be planned or budgeted and do not address needs for failing infrastructure, requiring upgrades to 

accommodate growth of this nature.  Highway work on 44 has barely begun and will likely be ongoing for years. 

Arterial roads like Lansing, Duff, and Purple Sage are remote, sometime 4-way stops.  For the safety of our children, 

neighbors, animals, drivers, farm equipment and others, these roads are not anywhere prepared to take on additional 

traffic.  

Environmental concerns are magnified when allowing additional demands on area aquifers.  

Overly used, exploited aquifers occur when groundwater extraction exceeds natural recharge, leading to depletion, 

land subsidence, and saltwater intrusion to these and area parcels relying on local irrigation wells and septic 

systems.  

Over-pumping causes the land to sink or collapse, damaging infrastructure such as roads, bridges, and buildings, 

with notable changes currently a concern in legislature.   

Reduced flow can lead to higher concentrations of pollutants from fertilizers and other sources in remaining water. 
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Agricultural lands serve as the backbone of our rural economy and are a key component in preserving the natural 

beauty and ecological balance of our region.  According to the American Farmland Trust, the United States loses 

approximately 175 acres of farmland per hour to development, which puts irreplaceable resources at risk. 

Furthermore, rapid urbanization will further strain our public infrastructure and services, such as schools, healthcare, 

and transportation systems, exacerbating traffic congestion and reducing the quality of life for current residents, all 

of which are beyond capacity.  

I am seeking your consideration to consider the implications of Agriculture rezoning to accommodate contractor 

needs. In times when young families struggle to maintain employment, find affordable daycare options and focus on 

balancing work and family needs, overexploiting agricultural areas reduces opportunities for growing families. 

Housing should be focused in the main arterials of traffic patterns for those needing housing closer to their 

employment.  Rezoning outlying farming areas when cities are in critical need of affordable housing options is a 

serious mistake that hasn’t been thoroughly planned or vetted. 

VII. Public Services and Emergency Response 

Star-Middleton Fire District's $2.2M levy failed for the fourth time this past year, leaving two new stations empty as 

response times climb in fast-growing areas.  Service capacity for Fire, EMT and police presents a safety concern for 

the immediate local area should approval be granted. Approval would increase demands on personnel and already 

restricted budgets. Current highways under construction are reaching peak capacity, in particular through the cities 

of Star and Middleton. U.S. Postal Services are budgeted for a small community. These impacts require staffing, 

funding, and response-time analysis that has not been provided by the applicant or budgeted for by cities, 

jurisdictions, departments and respective agencies.  The demand of growth and impacts on fire calls as 

acknowledged by Chief Timinsky, is at a critical point.  Like growth, fire seasons are not necessarily  predictable 

and change from year to year. Please, let’s not allow Contractor’s and Developer’s to override City and County 

safety needs.  

VIII. Educational Impacts 

Recent citizen concerns note school capacity and traffic concerns are not consistent with providing for additional 

growth at this time. Residential growth resulting from rezoning will impact Middleton School District #134, 

including facility capacity, transportation, staffing, special education services, and extracurricular programs. Without 

coordinated planning, these impacts risk undermining educational quality and district goals with potential for 

elimination of some programs to accommodate unplanned growth.  The district currently serves nearly 4,000 

students and has 228 highly qualified teaching and certified staff.  We are transitioning from rapid growth to 

moderate growth.  Let’s use the opportunity wisely to plan for the future.  

IX. Cumulative and Precedent Impacts 

Approval would establish precedent for incremental conversion of agricultural land and undermine prior denials of 

similar applications. Cumulative impacts of piecemeal rezoning threaten rural character and long-term planning 

objectives in the Middleton AOI. Approval also defies city and county processes that are important for the trust of 

voters and taxpayers. 

X. Conclusion and Formal Request 

For the reasons stated herein, I respectfully request that the Canyon County Board of Commissioners deny the 

conditional rezoning application. This application should be deferred until a complete, enforceable, and compliant 

proposal is submitted demonstrating consistency with 1 acre parcels and adopted land-use plans, infrastructure 

capacity, and meaningful public engagement. Approval of the application as submitted would be inconsistent with 

Middleton commercial and residential goals, Canyon County land-use standards and public interest.  Look around 



you at the meeting, take a moment to view the hard-working or retired singles and families alike, concerned, eager 

to be heard, looking for your understanding, resonating with community  perspective, voting on behalf of the people, 

building relationships, trust, and fostering a compassionate consensus that benefits farmers, neighboring partners, 

schools, emergency services, retail and commercial endeavors.   

Your decision will set precedent for how agricultural land and rural neighborhoods are treated in Canyon County. I 

ask the Board to uphold a conservative approach when considering impactful changes, protect existing communities, 

and require a complete and transparent application before any rezoning is approved. Thank you.  

 

Regards, 

Diane Salter 

24254 Bay Rum Way, Middleton, Idaho 83644 

 



To the Canyon County Commissioners and Planning Staff,     2-9-26 

My name is Mike Shores, and I am writing to formally oppose the proposed conversion of the subject 

agricultural property to R-1 residential zoning, as outlined in Case No. CR2025-0012 Agenda Item #554. 

This request raises serious long-term concerns related to agricultural land preservation, groundwater 

sustainability, public cost, and community safety. 

Loss of Productive Agricultural Land 

This property is currently part of a working agricultural landscape that contributes to local food production 

and the rural character of the Middleton area. Once agricultural land is converted to residential use, it is 

effectively lost forever. This conversion reduces local food capacity, increases dependence on imported food, 

and conflicts with long-standing policies that recognize agriculture as a finite and irreplaceable resource. 

Aquifer and Water Supply Impacts 

Residential development places a fundamentally different and more consumptive demand on groundwater 

than agricultural use. One home per acre, once streets, landscaping, irrigation, and indoor domestic use are 

considered, typically results in higher year-round water demand than seasonal crop irrigation. Unlike 

agriculture, residential use does not recharge groundwater through managed return flows and permanently 

converts recharge areas into rooftops, pavement, and compacted soils. 

The cumulative effect of adding hundreds of new domestic wells or connections is increased aquifer 

drawdown, reduced resiliency during drought, and higher risk to existing well users. These impacts are long-

term and difficult to reverse once development occurs. 

Public Cost and Infrastructure Burden 

Low-density R-1 development on former agricultural land rarely pays for itself over time. Roads, emergency 

services, school capacity, water systems, and maintenance obligations expand permanently, while property 

tax revenues often fail to cover the full lifecycle cost of that infrastructure. These costs are ultimately shifted 

onto existing residents through higher taxes, fees, or reduced service levels. 

Safety and Emergency Response Concerns 

Sprawling residential development increases response times for fire and emergency services, particularly 

during peak traffic periods or extreme weather events. Additional population without proportional investment 

in public safety infrastructure places both new and existing residents at increased risk. 

Conclusion 

This proposal represents a permanent land-use change with lasting consequences for agriculture, water 

resources, public finances, and safety. Once approved, these impacts cannot be undone. For these reasons, I 

respectfully urge the Commission to deny the request and preserve this land for agricultural use consistent 

with long-term community sustainability and resource protection. 

Thank you for your consideration and for the opportunity to provide comment. 

Respectfully, 

Mike Shores 

25088 Lansing Lane, Middleton, Idaho 

Middleton Area Homeowner 
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           2-9-26 

I am in opposition to this development being proposed between Lansing and Duff in 

Middleton. I live on Willowview Dr which is very close in proximity to t this development. 

The long time residents of this  area are getting fed up with all this new development in our 

neighborhoods. We feel there are several things that are detrimental with a development of 

this size in this are. 165 houses on 1 acre parcels is just too much . Please consider the 

following when making your decision: 

 

The increase in traffic without proper road expansion 

 

The lack of infrastructure in this area. i.e. reduced times for Fire and EMS 

 

The increased stress on the water table by drilling wells for 165 homes. Just unacceptable. 

We are truly afraid that our water source will decrease and diminish if Middleton does not 

stop these developments in our area. 

 

The increase in construction traffic will mean more noise, dust and noise in our area. Not to 

mention more chipped and broken windshields from spilled dirt and gravel on Purple Sage. 

 

In closing, I believe the development should be changed to 2 to 5 acre parcels and many 

less houses to help lessen the terrible burden our neighborhoods will go through if left at 

the current 165 dwellings. 

 

Thank you for listening to my concerns. PLEASE STOP THE INSANE AMOUNT OF 

DEVEOPING GOING ON IN MIDDLETON. 

 

 

Shari Kuzman 

9062 Willowview Drive 

Middleton, Idaho 
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Emailed 2-9-26 

Debbie: Please include this letter and the MSD Dashboard PDF attachment (linked, but PDFed for ease) in the 

package. Thank you.  

 

Dear Canyon County Planning & Zoning Commissioners, 

We are writing to you as neighbors of the proposed Bloomfield Hills development (CR2025-0012). Our home is 

directly adjacent to this property, and we have a daily view of the land from our kitchen and living windows. For the 

past three years, we have watched this property operate as a highly productive corn field (feed corn). The Canyon 

County Soil Conservation District reviewed this application and did not recommend a land use change, noting that 

53% of the property consists of Irrigated Capability Class 3 soils that are productive with proper management. 

While we understand the county is growing, we believe the request to rezone this active farmland to R-1 (Single-

Family Residential) is premature and inconsistent with the precedents set for this specific area: 

Preserving the "agricultural oasis" The Planning and Zoning Commission previously noted that while some areas 

are transitioning, this specific group of properties still creates a large "agricultural oasis". Rezoning to R-1 would 

shatter that character. The density proposed for Bloomfield Hills is not compatible with our existing neighborhood, a 

point the Board and Commission emphasized when denying both the Farmington Hills (RZ2021-0056) and Callister 

(CR2022-0025) applications. 

 Farmington Hills precedent: In the denial for the same property, the Board found that the character of 

the area remains primarily agricultural with larger "ranchette" lots averaging 1.3 to 3 acres. They 

concluded that higher-density development was not compatible with ongoing farming practices. 

 Callister precedent: This nearby application was recommended for denial because, while the developer 

requested R-1 zoning, 70% of the proposed lots were actually smaller than one acre, which is inconsistent 

with surrounding developments. 

 TreeFarm precedent: In the recent TreeFarm (MDC LLC, CR2022-0016) approval, the Board restricted 

development to a "Rural Residential" (R-R) style, requiring a 2.5-acre average with a 2-acre minimum lot 

size to maintain the community's rural lifestyle. 

If the current Agricultural zoning must change, Rural Residential (R-R)—which requires a two-acre average 

minimum lot size—is far more appropriate. Even better for our community’s heritage would be limiting 

development to the current administrative splits already available under the Agricultural (A) zone. This 

would preserve the land in large, productive blocks rather than fragmenting it into 165 one-acre lots, which 

the Board has already stated is not consistent with the surrounding area. 

Emergency Services and Traffic Safety As you well know, our rural infrastructure is already struggling. The Duff 

Lane and Lansing Lane intersections with Highway 44 have long operated at a Level F, and there are currently no 

funded plans to improve these intersections or address the steep, unsafe inclines on Lansing and Duff Lane. Beyond 

traffic, we are deeply concerned about emergency services. Because our area is rural, residents "do not have quick 

and direct access to emergency services". Adding 165 homes would create an ongoing strain on police, fire, and 

EMS response and availability. The Board has previously found that the impact of such density is simply too great to 

be mitigated effectively at this time. 

Critical School Overcrowding The strain on the Middleton School District remains a major concern. According to 

current data from Superintendent Marc Gee, the schools serving this area are at or over capacity: 

https://msd134.sjc1.qualtrics.com/public-dashboard/v0/dashboard/web/651ec6caddb10300085b3fa8/pages/Page_83408317-3f1e-4b7b-974d-5cb9254f271b?language=EN
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 MSD is over capacity Even after reallocating students this school calendar year, Mill Creek Elementary 

(our neighborhood feeds into this school) is at 114% capacity, and Heights Elementary is at 117%, with 

both relying heavily on portables. Likewise, the middle school is over capacity. Only Purple Sage and the 

High School have space for 18 students (10 and 8 respectively) before they, too, burst at the seams. This is 

before the build out of ~3,000 entitled homes in the City of Middleton. 

 While we were encouraged to read in Idaho Education News that the district secured state funding for a 

new elementary school, Superintendent Gee has clarified that the funding is incomplete. In a private email 

exchange, he stated, the new funding “will be enough to build two thirds of the school.” The current 

overcrowding is being mitigated with portable units. And Mr. Gee stated  modular units and new funding 

do not solve everything. He noted that portables do not alleviate overcrowding in common areas like 

restrooms, cafeterias, gyms, and hallways, which remain a significant limitation for our children’s safety. 

Because of this, the Board has previously concluded that even if a developer offers mitigation fees, those funds do 

not immediately alleviate the impact on schools that are presently overcrowded.  

The fundamental issue is timing. Our infrastructure is lagging far behind the rapid residential growth in this 

area. The Board’s previous order stated that if an applicant wants approval here, they should "consider 

larger lot sizes.". We respectfully ask that you remain consistent with the Farmington, Callister, and 

TreeFarm decisions and recommend denial of this R-1 rezone. 

Sincerely 

Cheryl & Steve Palange 

9155 Pursuit Drive, Middleton, ID 83644 

 

Attached:  MSD capacity dashboard 
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From: theresa@junipermeadow.com <theresa@junipermeadow.com>  

Sent: Monday, February 9, 2026 8:17 AM 

To: BOCC <BOCC@canyoncounty.id.gov> 

Subject: [External] CR2025-0012 DENY Bloomfield Hills (formerly Farmington Hills) 

 

Dear Honorable BOCC Holton, VanBeek and Brooks 

 

I am asking that you deny this application based on failure to meet criteria of Canyon 

County Comprehensive plan and Idaho state LLUPA. In my opinion the major issue is 

location and appropriate use of the land. 

 

When considering the surrounding land uses, is the proposed conditional rezone more 

appropriate than the current zoning designation? 

The Board finds and concludes that when considering the surrounding land uses which are 

primarily Agricultural in character, the conditional rezone from Agricultural to CR-R1 (CR-

Single Family Residential) is NOT more appropriate than the current Agricultural zoning 

designation. All properties surrounding this property are zoned RR or Agriculture and this 

area falls outside of the defined Area of Impact.   

 

3 years ago, you heard this case under the name of Farmington Hills.   At that time the city 

of Middleton and Farmington hills were working together and as presented by Roberta 

Stewart, the city needed this for a “strategic hold” for further city growth and had a 

prepared pre-annexation agreement. It is the belief of agricultural property owners in the 

area, that this is the future intention- the strategic hold of this property for future 

growth, and tapping a new well for the city. If a CR-R1 zoning is allowed, it will open the 

doors under “residential” for the city future growth. Our dairies, beef, corn and wheat 

production relies on having agricultural lands that are not a patchwork quilt. Farmers need 

continuity of farmland for movement of equipment, movement of livestock and keeping 

feed production close to animal production.  Local wells will be impacted by a larger bore 

well with feet of agricultural homes and farms. 

 

Under Idaho Code 67-6508 (n) Agriculture — An analysis of the agricultural base of the 

area including agricultural lands, farming activities, farming-related businesses and the 

role of agriculture and agricultural uses in the community.    

 

The “pre annexation” agreement that was in place is the intended future outcome for this 

property despite the NEED to protect agricultural areas of Canyon County and the 

associated agricultural industries (export, beet factory, Campbell tractor,Simplot, etc) that 

mailto:theresa@junipermeadow.com
mailto:theresa@junipermeadow.com
mailto:BOCC@canyoncounty.id.gov
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intertwine with the agricultural grounds and production. There for does not meet the criteria 

of Idaho State LLUPA law 

 

I am in agreement with Facts and Conclusions of law found by CC P&Z  

 The Commission found (and the Board concurs) that as proposed, the development 

with a “CR-R1” zoning designation is NOT consistent with the density of surrounding 

areas. 

 The Commission found (and the Board concurs) that there is development in the 

area but that the character of the area remains agricultural with many large 

agricultural parcels in the immediate vicinity as evidenced by public testimony and 

photos. 

 Surrounding areas show (Exhibit 29) the lot sizes of the platted county 

developments range from 0.80 acres to 5.0 acres per lot.  

o Conclusion: The Board finds and concludes that the conditional rezone 

to   “R1” (Single Family Residential) is NOT compatible with the surrounding 

land uses of agricultural &  rural residential zoning. 

 

Please deny this stepping stone to rapid growth in our highly productive farmland and retain 

Canyon County comprehensive plan directives.  

 

Warmly, 

Theresa Denham 

Juniper Meadow Murray Gray Cattle 

 



Ms. Deb Root          2-9-26 email 

Re: Site Case No. CR2025-0012 – Bloomfield Hills 

  

We are writing in opposition to the application for the conditional rezone from AG to CR-R-1, of the land south of 

Purple Sage, between Lansing and Duff Lane. 

This developer, Mr. Todd Campbell, has once again returned to force his agenda on our rural community with little 

to no regard for the will of its people. He intends to change the dynamics of our rural community for the worse in 

order to line his pockets with out of state money, for the benefit of transplants moving to our state that have no ties 

to our community. We do not want this rezone, nor this development, for the following reasons: 

1.    To rezone our community from AG to CR-R-1 is not only unnecessary for the marketing of Mr. Campbel’s 1-

acre lots, (we have existing small acreage subdivisions in our town that have no difficulty finding buyers, but it has 

the potential to transform the character and quality of the rural lifestyle that we have loved for the past 35 years. 

2.    We have concerns regarding the extent to which the re-classification to CR-R-1 creates the opportunity for Mr. 

Campbell, or other future developers, to combine commercial and residential developments to include that of 

apartments, condominiums, and small retail shops. Multifamily dwellings would draw a transient demographic with 

no ties, let alone respect, for the beauty of the rural life, nor the longtime citizens of this community. This would 

absolutely ruin our quality of life as we know it. Rural Residential, it would seem, would better align with our 

surrounding areas. 

3.    It is no secret that our infrastructure is already overtaxed. The schools are overcrowded; the roads are dangerous 

and at times undrivable. The emergency services are slow to respond, yet our taxes continue to rise to subsidize the 

increased growth that we don’t want.  

4.    The unintended impact of approving this reclassification to a CR-R-1 would be to send a message to the long-

time tax-paying residents of our rural community that our voices don’t matter. Instead, what matters is the agenda of 

a pushy developer who disregards our cries. It will also not just encourage but invite other large developments to the 

area which will further destroy our town. Our solution would be to employ a moratorium on development for a 

period of two to five years. Slow growth down… take a breath and allow our infrastructure some time to catch up.  

They say you can’t stop progress. Maybe you can’t stop progress, but you can minimize its detriments by managing 

it and only allowing smart growth. Rezoning our beautiful rural residential community to that of “Single Family 

Residential” does not sound like smart growth at this time. Instead, we ask that you consider the rezone to “Rural 

Residential”. A better representation of the existing surrounding area. 

  

Thank you for your time and for that of your service. 

Philip and Donna Goelz 

9142 Willow View Dr. 

Middleton, ID 83644 
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          2-9-26 email 

 

I am writing to formally express my strong opposition to the proposed zoning application 

CR2025-0012, which seeks to rezone the property from AG to CR-R-1, resulting in an 

increase to the residential density of our neighborhood. As a long-time resident, I am 

deeply concerned  about the lasting and negative impact this drastic change would have on 

the quality of  life in the community.   

Such a signigficant increase  in density is not a modest adjustment; it represents a 

dramatic transformation of  our neighborhoods character. The proposed development 

threatens to overwhelm our existing infrastructure, exacerbate  traffic congestion, strain 

public utilities, and put undue pressure on schools and emergency services- all without a 

clear or equitable plan to manage these consequences.  

This scale of development is incompatible with the existing single-family residential zoning 

that defines our neighbourhood. It would fundamentally alter the character of the area, 

undermine the privacy and the safety of the current residents, and set a concerning 

precedent for unchecked urban sprawl in a community designed for low-density living.  

Furthermore such a sharp increase is likely to decrease nearby property values  by 

creating  an overcrowded environment and potentially leading to increase in noise, 

pollution and reduced green space.  

While I understand the need for thoughtful growth and inclusive housing, the proposal is 

neither balanced nor sustainable. I urge the board to reject this zoning application and 

instead encourage development plans  that are in scale with our neighborhood and 

reflective of the values and needs of its residents.  

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for your service our community. 

 

Sincerely, 

Hanna Lukyanovich  
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Planning  and Zoning,  

Rezone from AG to CR-R-1 

 

Dear Committee;  

 

I writing this email because I have a concern with the growth of housing development on Purple 

Sage and rezoning, which comprises the essential physical, social and utility systems required to 

support residential areas, including roads, water /sewer lines, wells, power and traffic. 

 

I moved to Middleton two and half years ago, I can not believe the growth, traffic and Bonds for 

additional tax money to support  what developers leave behind after they get their money for 

building homes, leaving us tax payers to pay for the infrastructure they created.  I am surprised, 

the lack of planning in dealing with the approval of development.  

 

I listen too the homeowners that lived here before me and the complaints about traffic, schools, 

emergency services and the lack of doctors to serve the current developments.   

 

Our current schools are over crowded with a lack of teachers, The fire department needs too 

expand to handle the current emergencies and we need more police and sheriff to service the 

calls and to provide a good response time.  

 

In the two and half years I have lived here I have seen every election with more bonds to 

establish the infrastructure that is needed just for the current development, we are behind, how 

much more taxes can the homeowner owe before they can not longer pay and have to sell their 

home. Just in two years my taxes and insurance has grown $ 4,470.00 dollars per year. 

 

The developer just wants their money and they leave.    

 

The current subdivision on Purple Sage, Between Lansing and Duff with a estimate of a 165 

homes will put more demands on already over taxed system.  

 

You will be adding approx; 

 

1. 412 more vehicles  2.5 vehicles National average  

2.  519.75 people - 3.15 per house hold    

3.  We already have a 6.2 % increase in population.  

 

We already have a long wait time for traffic on Hwy 44 and Duff and I have seen some near 

misses in major traffic accidents, compounding this issues with the current approved 
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subdivisions and adding more vehicles will cause a major fatality, mark my words, with 34 years 

in emergency service I know what I am talking about.  

 

My recommendation is not allow the approval of the subdivision until you catch up with the 

schools, roads, traffic and emergency services. If you do approve it, two acre lots to cut down on 

homes being built.   

 

Thank you for time and consideration on this matter.  

 

 

Sincerely,  

Steve Van Den Heuvel 

 

 26348 Pheasant Landing Road 

Middleton, ID 83644                            

 

 

 

 

 

Steve Van Den Heuvel 

vandenheuvels@aol.com 

 

mailto:vandenheuvels@aol.com
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

EXHIBIT 4: 

AGENCY COMMENTS 
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BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

EXHIBIT 5: 

PUBLIC COMMENTS 

  

droot
Text Box
BOCC 
EXHIBIT
5




January 27, 2026 

Canyon County Development Services Department 

Case Planner, Deb Root 

 

RE: Case CR2025-0012 

 

Dear Canyon County Development Services, 

We are writing to formally submit our opposition to the proposed development under Case 
No. CR2025-0012. As retired homeowners living on a fixed income within Canyon County, 
we are deeply concerned about the long-term fiscal and safety implications of transitioning 
agricultural land to rural residential use without a comprehensive impact-funding strategy 
in place. 

We respectfully urge the Commission to withhold or deny approval for this development 
until a robust framework is established to ensure developers, rather than existing 
taxpayers, bear the full cost of the infrastructure necessitated by their projects. Our 
concerns are centered on the following critical areas: 

1. Transportation and Traffic Safety 

The current infrastructure is already struggling to accommodate existing traffic volumes. 
Specifically, the intersections of Lansing Lane and Highway 44, as well as Duff Lane and 
Highway 44, have become increasingly hazardous. During our residence in Middleton, we 
have witnessed several fatal accidents at these locations. 

The recent surge in heavy industrial traffic, specifically gravel trucks, has exacerbated 
these dangers. Adding a residential subdivision will significantly increase commuter trips, 
further compromising public safety. We believe no further development should be 
approved until the developer is required to provide or fund substantial improvements to 
these high-risk intersections. 

2. Contradiction of Public Service Impacts 

We find the claims made in the letter from Todd Campbell Custom Homes (dated 9/10/25) 
to be fundamentally flawed. The assertion in Section 8 that "low-density R-1 development 
generates relatively low demand" on public services is contradicted by our current local 
reality. 
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If the demand were truly negligible, the community would not be facing the continuous 
cycle of school, fire, and emergency medical levies that have appeared on our recent 
ballots. The consistent denial of these levies by voters is a clear signal that the existing 
population cannot—and should not—subsidize the infrastructure required by new, high-
end developments. 

3. Fiscal Responsibility and Taxpayer Protection 

As residents on fixed incomes, we are particularly sensitive to the "hidden costs" of growth. 
When developers convert farmland into million-dollar estates, the resulting strain on 
schools, police, and emergency services inevitably leads to higher property taxes or a 
degradation of service quality for long-term residents. 

We believe it is a matter of basic fairness that those profiting from the development of 
Canyon County land should be responsible for the "pro-rata" share of the infrastructure 
they impact. Approval should be contingent upon the assessment of maximum allowable 
impact fees to cover: 

• Road Safety and Capacity: Improvements to major intersections and arterial 
roads. 

• Emergency Services: Funding for expanded fire, ambulance, and police coverage. 

• Educational Facilities: Mitigating the influx of students into already strained school 
districts. 

In conclusion, we request that Canyon County take a firm stance on "growth paying its own 
way." Until the developer provides a concrete plan to mitigate these specific infrastructure 
and safety concerns without shifting the financial burden to existing homeowners, this 
application should be denied. 

Thank you for your time and for considering the safety and financial stability of Middleton’s 
residents. 

Sincerely, 

Concerned citizens of rural Middleton; Rocky and Bobbi Yoneda 

 



1

Debbie Root

From: Diana Hoffman
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2026 1:27 PM
To: Jennifer Almeida; Debbie Root
Cc: Jenen Ross
Subject: FW: Contact from Website: Grace Hill

Please see the public comment that was received for the July 28 public hearing.  
 
Diana  
 
From: Grace Hill <noreply@canyoncounty.id.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2026 1:16 PM 
To: WF CC Commissioners <WF_CC_Commissioners@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Subject: Contact from Website: Grace Hill 
 
Contact  

  Board of County Commissioners  

Name  

  Grace Hill  

Email  

  grace_hill@sbcglobal.net  

Message  

  

Dear Board of County Commissioners, 
 
RE: Case No. CR2025-0012 
 
We will be out of town on the date of this meeting so we are sending this letter.  
 
We plead with you to DENY the request of Todd Campbell Custom Homes to rezone the 216.29 acres from an "A" (Agricultural) 
zone to a CR-R1 (CR-Single Family Residential). For many reasons, rezoning this acreage would negatively affect the quality of 
life for the residents of Middleton (city and county). These reasons are listed below. 
 
1. Traffic in Middleton is increasing as each building project is approved. We take our own lives in our hands when we turn left 
on Lansing or Duff. It's scary and many accidents happen here. In addition, downtown Middleton is often crowded. The 
infrastructure is simply not there to support the building of new houses.  
 
2. The town of Middleton has already denied this rezoning. Please respect the desires of Middleton. Please do not force 
something on the town that we do not want.  
 
3. The schools in Middleton are overcrowded. Drop off and Pick ups are a nightmare. More housing would increase the 
overcrowding and would not benefit our children in any way. 
 
4. The residents of Middleton bought here because we do not want to live in a big city. We bought here because we want to live 
in a small agricultural town. Please do not chase away the current residents by approving this rezoning. We do NOT want to be 
another Star, Idaho.  
 
The rezoning of this land would only line the pockets of the developers and builders. It would not benefit the current residents. 
Please vote NO on this request.  
 
Respectfully, 
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Ronald and Grace Hill 
8853 Doubleshot Hollow Lane 
Middeleton, ID 83644  
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Debbie Root

From: kelsi burke <kelsi_burke@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2026 4:17 PM
To: Debbie Root
Subject: [External]  CR 2025-0012

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing to formally oppose the proposed rezoning of approximately 216 acres from agricultural use to single-family 
residential development. 

One of my primary concerns is traffic and roadway safety, particularly along Lansing Road and at the intersection of 
Lansing Road and State Road 44. This intersection is already unsafe. Turning left from Lansing Road onto State Road 44 
is extremely difficult and dangerous due to the volume and speed of traffic, and accidents occur far too frequently. Adding 
hundreds of additional homes would significantly increase traffic on roads that are already overburdened, further elevating 
the risk of accidents and making daily travel even more hazardous for residents. 

In addition to safety concerns, increased traffic will accelerate wear and tear on Lansing Road and surrounding 
infrastructure. These roads were not designed to support the volume of daily traffic that a development of this scale would 
generate, and the long-term maintenance burden will inevitably fall on the community. 

Another major concern with developments of this size is the strain they place on existing city and county infrastructure. As 
a resident who already lives in this area, I do not support this proposed neighborhood. Why should current residents be 
expected to pay higher taxes to widen roads, install additional traffic signals, and make other infrastructure improvements 
needed solely because of this development? 

The financial responsibility for these improvements should rest with the builder and developer whose project is creating 
the increased demand—not with the surrounding homeowners who neither requested nor directly benefit from this growth. 
Existing residents should not be asked to subsidize the costs of accommodating large-scale development. 

I also chose to move to Middleton specifically because of its farmland, open space, and rural character. The agricultural 
land and green spaces are not merely aesthetic; they provide peace, a sense of place, and a clear distinction from more 
densely developed areas. Do we really want to see our farm fields disappear, replaced by houses at every corner? 

I moved away from Boise because it became overcrowded, with neighborhoods expanding in every direction. You can no 
longer enjoy the sunrise or sunset without rooftops blocking the view. That sense of openness and connection to the land 
has largely disappeared. I chose Middleton because it offered something different. Do we really want the same future 
here? 

There are also serious concerns regarding our water resources. Many residents in this area rely on private wells. A 
development of this size would place significant additional demand on the local groundwater supply, potentially lowering 
the water table and impacting existing wells as well as agricultural operations. 

If this subdivision is intended to connect to city water, residents deserve to know where that water will come from and 
what effect, if any, it will have on the existing groundwater supply and long-term water availability. Before this project 
moves forward, the community deserves clear, transparent answers about how our water resources will be protected. 

Finally, the environmental cost of constructing hundreds of single-family homes cannot be overlooked. Large-scale land 
clearing, construction activity, increased vehicle traffic, and long-term residential development will result in substantial 
environmental disruption and increased carbon dioxide emissions. While some may see significant financial opportunity in 
a project of this scale, at what point do we ask: when is enough enough? 

For these reasons—including traffic safety, infrastructure strain, increased tax burdens on existing residents, loss of 
agricultural land and rural character, concerns over groundwater and water availability, and the long-term environmental 
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impacts—I respectfully urge the Planning Commission to deny this rezoning request and preserve the agricultural 
character, natural beauty, and livability of the Middleton area. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Kelsi Szymanski 
8877 Double Shot Hollow Lane 
Middleton, ID. 83644 
 



County Commissioners, Canyon County      2/6/26 

 

Subject:  Rezoning of 216.29 acres from agricultural to res. R1 Case No.  CR2025-0012 

Commissioners, 

I am writing to express my objection to the rezoning of this land to CR-R1.  My property, 

encompassing two parcels totaling 18 acres, is located contiguously for approximately 1/3 

mile to the proposed rezoning land.  In addition to my objections to the rezoning, I am 

submitting a petition with 353 signatures that I gathered in only two weeks objecting to the 

rezoning. 

The builder previously submitted plans for 421 homes on this land, which was denied.  This 

land was a farm until the owner died and the land was sold.  The builder is not concerned 

with anything but profitability and is trying to again maximize that profitability.  He has no 

consideration for the area, the culture or anything else in his proposal. 

As to facts, as determined by you, the commissioners, in the previous proposal a year ago, 

the infrastructure, services, school systems, and traffic were an issue and were stretched 

beyond capacity.  This has continued to worsen in the last year.  As an example, in 

December and January, the Middleton Fire and Rescue Department did not have 

emergency vehicles available on 7 occasions, equivalent to 11.7% of the time.  The school 

enrollment has increased to well beyond capacity and there are 22 temporary structures 

for teaching.  Thousands of homes are approved and yet to be built in Middleton, which will 

add to the problems we face.  There continue to be accidents at the intersections of 

Highway 44 and Lansing and Duff Lane.  Because Duff Lane is restricted to vehicles under 

20,000 pounds, all heavy construction vehicles use Lansing Lane, which adds to the noise 

and congestion.  Because I live at the top of the hill, these vehicles use low gears and are 

very loud. 

Should this land be rezoned R1, there are a number of issues: 

1.  According to the builder, there will be up to 180 additional wells drilled.  This will 

eventually threaten the aquifer levels and could result in dry wells. 

2. Having up to 180 septic tanks has the potential to eventually pollute the land and 

the aquifer.   

3. It is my understanding that R1 zoning allows for multiple houses per acre should the 

land be annexed into the city of Middleton.  If this should be allowed to occur, we 

will never recover from the negative impact on the culture of the area. 
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In this rural area, two developments were approved many years ago that the builder may 

reference as a reason for the rezoning to be allowed.  Because both developments, 

Cascade Hills and Quail Haven, were approved so many years ago, they should not be used 

in considering the applicant’s request.  They were approved at a time when many of us 

were unaware of the proposals, and the area was not built out to the extent it is now.  We 

are a rural area and should remain so.  If you are required to rezone this prime agricultural 

land, I submit that it should be Rural Residential to conform to the area.   

Finally, I am objecting to this rezoning even though it will make my land more valuable. I 

have had offers to sell my land for a significant gain.  I value my quality of life and wish to 

enjoy the rural nature of this area for many years to come.  Please consider the perspective 

of the residents of the area and the many issues that I have referenced in coming to a 

decision. 

Respectfully, 

Ron Saunders 

24123 Lansing Lane 

Middleton, ID  83644 
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Debbie Root

From: Ron Saunders <ronmeister@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 26, 2026 11:06 AM
To: Debbie Root
Subject: [External]  Written objection to CR2025-0012
Attachments: letter of objection 6.25.26 CR2025-0012.docx; Petition re Case No. CR2025-0012.docx; 

CR2025-0012 Oppositioin signatures.numbers

Debbie, 
 
Please submit the attached petition and signatures for the July 28th public hearing along with my letter of 
objection. 
Thank you, 
 
--  
Ron 
 
Ron Saunders 
(541) 771-2417 
24123 Lansing Ln, Middleton, ID 83644 
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PLEASE SIGN PETITION TO STOP THE CHANGE IN OUR RURAL LANSDSCAPE 

 

The rural landscape is at a crossroads, with a significant proposal set to change the future of over 
216 acres of prime agricultural land. The rezoning of these precious lands from Agricultural to 
Residential R1 threatens not only the environmental equilibrium but also the socio-economic 
fabric of our community. 
 
Agricultural lands serve as the backbone of our rural economy and are a key component in 
preserving the natural beauty and ecological balance of our region.  According to the American 
Farmland Trust, the United States loses approximately 175 acres of farmland per hour to 
development, which puts irreplaceable resources at risk. 
 
Furthermore, rapid urbanization will further strain our public infrastructure and services, such as 
schools, healthcare, and transportation systems, exacerbating traffic congestion and reducing the 
quality of life for current residents, all of which are beyond capacity.  A well-researched report 
from the Brookings Institution highlights how unchecked suburban sprawl increases municipal 
costs and burdens existing infrastructure. 
 
We propose an alternative that ensures smart growth strategies by directing development towards 
already urbanized areas with existing infrastructure capacities. By utilizing brownfield sites and 
promoting compact, sustainable development, we can protect our farmland while 
accommodating growth without sacrificing our community's heritage.  If the commission insists 
on rezoning, we believe rezoning to Rural Residential ( a minimum of two acres per home site) is 
more appropriate for the area. 
 
Residents, landowners, and all stakeholders, this is the time to raise your voices against the 
rezoning of 216.29 acres for residential development. Together, we can preserve the character 
and integrity of our community, ensuring that future generations can enjoy the open spaces and 
agricultural heritage that define Canyon County.  

Please support and object to Todd Campbell Custom Homes case number CR2025-0012, by 
signing this petition to safeguard our lands and advocate for balanced, sustainable development 
that respects our agricultural identity and ensures a harmonious coexistence with nature. 
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Debbie Root

From: halja@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, July 15, 2026 12:31 PM
To: Debbie Root
Cc: buster394@yahoo.com
Subject: [External]  Fw: CR2025-0012/ R37605010

I was not able to find this email in the public comment documents for CR2025-0012.  Could you 
please be sure to include these comments for the County Commissioners' review. 
 
----- Forwarded Message ----- 
From: halja@aol.com <halja@aol.com> 
To: debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov <debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov> 
Cc: buster394@yahoo.com <buster394@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Sunday, February 8, 2026 at 02:13:58 PM MST 
Subject: CR2025-0012/ R37605010 

 
My name is Rose Vargason.  I live at 24295 DUFF LN in Middleton Idaho. 
 
I oppose the conditional rezone described in CR2025-0012/ R37605010.  The immediate area 
around CR2025-0012/ R37605010 is agricultural land or zoned R-R low density with lots of either 2 
or 5 acres.   
 
CR2025-0012/ R37605010 asks for 217+ acres to be zoned R-R1 with 1 acre plots. There are no 
other lots smaller than 5 acres between Willis Lane and Purple Sage Rd. on Duff Lane.   
 
Several state and county agencies commented on the proposed rezone of CR2025-0012/ 
R37605010.   
 
Middleton Schools told you they still do not have the space needed for more students.  Middleton 
Schools tried to get a tax payer levy passed for funds for more classrooms.  The levy did not pass. 
 
The Middleton Fire Department is now primarily a volunteer fire department because a proposed 
levy to fund paid fire fighter salaries did not pass. 
 
Canyon County Soil Conservation District does not recommend a land use change. 
 
Black Canyon Irrigation District will not comment because Todd Campbell has an outstanding 
balance.  Campbell was notified of the outstanding balance in March of 2024 and has not paid the 
balance. 
 
ITD will request that a Traffic Generation and Distribution (TG&D) report be provided at the time of 
preliminary plat submittal.  As we saw when Campbell submitted his first rezoning request in 2024, 
ITD will require Campbell to rebuild the intersections at Duff Lane and Highway 44 and Lansing 
Lane and Hwy 44 before starting construction on a new subdivision. 
 
According to the 2022 Facility Plan Addendum for the Middleton Waste Water Treatment Plant 
(WWTP), 3 major sections of the WWTP have already reached their maximum 
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design  capacity.  The City of Middleton has just now released draft plans for the WWTP upgrades 
and has posted a request for bids. 
 
Campbell's request for 1 acre zoning on CR2025-0012 will turn 217+ acres of permeable land into 
217+acres of asphalt and concrete.  Permeable land is sorely needed in order to help recharge the 
aquifers we rely on for our drinking water.  Permeable land allows rainwater to percolate through the 
open ground and into the aquifer.  Asphalt and concrete allow rainwater to slough off the surface 
and move into storm drains. 
 
Since the area included in CR2025-0012 has no storm drain system, the runoff will flow into the un-
named drain ditch on the northern border of the Campbell parcels.  This un-named drain ditch will 
not be able to handle the runoff from 217+ acres of asphalt and concrete, so the drainage ditch will 
have to be rebuilt.  In addition, the oil, gas and other waste products that accumulate on 217+ acres 
of asphalt and concrete will be washed into the un -named drainage ditch and on to Lake Lowell. 
 
Campbell has land holding under several LLC companies.  His canyon county holdings include 12 
large parcels under TBC Land Holding, LLC.,  3 large parcels under Twilight Rise LLC., and the 4 
parcels addressed in CR2025-0012 owned under Middleton 187 LLC. 
 
I vehemently oppose CR2025-0012.  To Todd Campbell, agricultural land is just another source of 
cash for his development and construction companies.  To me, this is my home.  This is the land 
that my late husband and I bought in 1978.  We intentionally left our land agricultural so that we, our 
children and our grandchildren could enjoy open land without being crowded out by 217 slapped 
together homes. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rose Vargason 
24295 DUFF LN 
Middleton, Idaho 
 



To the Canyon County Board of Commissioners 
Re: Case CR2025-0012 – Middleton 187 LLC 
 
Dear Commissioners, 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding Case CR2025-0012. 
I want to begin by stating that I am opposed to the development as it is proposed and ask that if approved, the conditions 
set forth will run with the land.  Growth is inevitable, and I understand this area has long been identified for future rural 
residential development. My request is simply that if this project is approved, it is done in a manner that protects existing 
residents, future homeowners, and the long-term interests of Canyon County.  
 
The developer has made several enticing provisions. If you do approve this proposal I ask that those provisions be locked 
in, to the best of your ability. Too many times, developers promise everything and sell the land, go bankrupt and reopen 
under a new name just to avoid fulfilling their promise.  This developer lost my trust when he tried to circumvent the 
process by signing a deal with the City of Middleton and the City of Middleton has lost my trust for a multitude of reasons, 
current and dating back years. My fear is that the developer will convince you to re-zone to CR-R1 and then go back to the 
city and make a deal allowing him to put 400+ homes on this farm with that same designation or sell the land to another 
developer who will not have to conform to the conditions.  
 
I respectfully ask the Board to consider the following conditions if they approve this proposal.  
1. Rezone the property to Rural Residential (CR-RR) 
CR-RR was the designation recommended by this very Board, when this developer was denied the Farmington Hills 
development.  I believe an RR zoning designation would provide a better transition between existing agricultural 
properties and surrounding residential neighborhoods while preserving the rural character that residents value and allow 
for residents to have small farms / ranchettes. CR-RR better aligns with the adjacent area and better fits the standards of 
approval. In addition, with a CR-RR designation the City of Middleton (if pre-annexed) would not be able to allow the 
number of homes as a CR-R1 designation.  Larger lots reduce overall density, lessen impacts on traffic, schools, 
emergency services, wells and septic systems, and create a development more consistent with the surrounding area.  
 
2. Require all traffic signal improvements promised by the developer by completed before construction begins. 
Traffic is already a concern in this area. The staff report and Highway District comments recognize that existing 
intersections are operating under strain and that improvements will be necessary to safely accommodate additional 
traffic generated by this development. We have already suffered fatalities at Lansing and State and Lansing and Purple 
Sage. We cannot continue to add homes and cars without first addressing the failed intersections. For that reason, I 
respectfully request that any required traffic signals and major intersection improvements be fully constructed and 
operational before any grading, infrastructure work, or home construction begins. Infrastructure frequently trails 
development, forcing residents to endure unsafe traffic for years before improvements arrive. As county residents living 
off Duff and Lansing, I can tell you, we are already living this nightmare. The roads should be ready before the homes are, 
and since this developer is proposing this as a condition of rezone, it should not have to wait for development 
plans.  
 
3. Ensure all conditions run with the land 
Perhaps my greatest concern is ensuring that any commitments made today remain binding regardless of future 
ownership. If the property is sold to another developer, every condition of approval—including lot sizes, traffic 
improvements, infrastructure obligations, open space, and any other commitments—should remain attached to the 
property and be enforceable against any successor or assigns. Future owners should not be able to avoid or renegotiate 
obligations that formed the basis for this Board's approval.  
 
My comments are not intended to stop growth. Rather, they are intended to ensure growth occurs responsibly and that 
the commitments made during this process are fulfilled. Residents deserve confidence that infrastructure will be in place 
before development impacts the area and that promises made today cannot simply disappear if ownership changes 
tomorrow. 
 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration and for your service to Canyon County. 
 
Respectfully, 
Denise Rhodes 
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Debbie Root

From: Phil Goelz <goelzphil@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2026 4:25 PM
To: Debbie Root
Subject: [External]  Case No. CR2025-0012, in opposition

Hello, 
 
Please accept this letter in opposition to this rezone request.  Middleton has far too many large 
developments that are underway or already approved as it is. We do not need more packed-in homes in 
our specific area; it is not in line with the surrounding properties.  Lansing/Duff/Purple Sage roads are 
already a safety nightmare; we simply cannot support the additional traffic that would be created by this 
rezone.  On top of that, it will only create more strain on our already stressed water table and our schools 
that are already above capacity. 
 
Please take these concerns into consideration that all of us existing residents have of this area. 
 
Regards, 
Philip Goelz 
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Debbie Root

From: DMG DMG <donnag2011@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 19, 2026 5:54 PM
To: Debbie Root
Subject: [External]  Case Number CR2025-0012

Esteemed Commissioners, 
 
I have lived in, and loved, my little rural community for 35 plus years, and while I am not opposed to 
smart growth, I am vehemently opposed to the sloppy, unmanaged growth that has taken place in 
Middleton. I am writing in opposition to the request for a conditional rezone of the 216.29 acres located 
north of Foothill Road between Lansing Lane and Duff Lane in Middleton.  
 
Todd Campbell continues to try to force this large-scale development onto our town, despite fierce 
opposition from the community. As stated in prior hearings, our town suffers from the lack of 
infrastructure to handle many more large scale developments. Our roads are congested and 
dangerous, especially the two roads that border this proposed development. Although the negative 
impacts will be felt equally on Purple Sage and Highway 44 as well. Our schools are overcrowded. Our 
water table cannot support the influx of new residents. Our taxes continue to increase in order to fund 
what we passionately oppose.The quality of our rural lifestyle has plummeted with the addition of each 
and every new development. But of course, these complaints are not being newly disclosed to you. You 
have heard them all before... over and over again. 
 
To approve this rezone will not solve the problem our community is suffering. To do so would, however, 
disregard the interest and concerns of those who live in the community, and instead favor of those of Big 
Development. Would it not pave the way for other large developments to come in, further eroding the 
quality of life for Middleton residents? 
 
Please hear the cries of our community and uphold the denial of this rezone by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission. It is simply the wrong development at the wrong time for the rural area in which it has been 
proposed. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Donna Goelz 
9142 Willowview Dr. 
Middleton, ID 83644 
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Dear Canyon County Board of Commissioners,           

I am writing to share my perspective on the Middleton 187 LLC/Bloomfield Hills conditional 
rezone application (CR2025-0012) scheduled for your July 28, 2026, hearing. As a neighbor 
who previously expressed concerns about the "Farmington Hills" proposal and the initial 
Bloomfield Hills plan, I would like to offer a more neutral outlook (with some key concerns) 
based on the concessions made by the developer and the improved infrastructure outlook for 
the Middleton area.  

While I remain committed to responsible/smart growth and preserving the character of our 
community, it is clear that the current proposal is an improvement over previous attempt for 
several reasons: 

● Informed density and compatibility: Unlike the original Farmington Hills request for
421 lots (averaging 0.29 acres), the current proposal has been refined to <165 lots
(developer ‘guestimate’ at P&Z was ~125 lots at 1.3 acre minimum) with a minimum size
of 1.3 acres. This 1.3-acre standard is more commensurate with the average lot size of
the five "R1" subdivisions immediately adjacent to the property. This shift demonstrates a
willingness to align the project with the surrounding "ranchette" lifestyle rather than
forcing high-density urban growth into a rural transition area.

● Proactive traffic solutions: One of my primary concerns is the failing Level F
Duff/Lansing intersections at SH-44. The developer’s commitment to building two
important traffic signals at these intersections begins to address a critical safety gap that
the state and highway district currently lack the ability to fix. It will be important that these
signals are built and functional before breaking ground to support increased construction
traffic.

● School capacity progress: The strain on the Middleton School District is being
addressed through multiple avenues. Beyond the developer’s voluntary $1,500 per lot
mitigation fee, the district has secured state funding to build a new elementary school
near Highway 44 and Kingsbury Road. With this new school expected to open in Fall
2027, some of the "timing" issues cited in the Planning and Zoning denial are being
mitigated.

I also wanted to offer another perspective on the MSD student impact from actual R1
rural subdivisions like ours. Assuming 125 lots (developer’s guestimate based on 1.3
acre size), the district’s calculation would be about 70 new students to MSD based on
their multiplier for all home types in the district. However, the current composite of our R1
subdivision of ~50 homes is different:  nearly 60% of homes are purchased by retirees or
adults with grown children; ~20% of homes have kids attending MSD; ~15% homeschool
or attend private school, and the remaining ~5% have littles not yet in school. R1
developments may send fewer kids to MSD than the calculated average.

● Enhanced Public Safety: The recent passage of the Middleton Fire levy in May 2026
changes the outlook for emergency services. While a 2-year levy, this new funding
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allows the department to meet the demands of rapid population growth, addressing the 
safety concerns previously raised regarding rural response times. 

While no development is perfect, the concessions provided by Todd Campbell Custom 
Homes/Middleton 187 LLC go a long way toward solving the infrastructure challenges that led to 
previous denial. The project is now more consistent with the 2030 Comprehensive Plan’s 
residential designation for this area and respects the density of the existing neighborhood. I 
appreciate the Commission’s efforts to ensure growth "pays its own way" and believe this 
application represents a much more responsible path forward for our community. 

Despite these improvements, I maintain several outstanding concerns that I hope the 
Commission will address: 

● Importance of Ag land: The Canyon County 2030 Comprehensive Plan emphasizes the 
preservation of the county’s agricultural heritage as a fundamental part of its economy, 
identity, and sense of place. The 217-acre Bloomfield Hills property has historically been 
a key contributor to this "agricultural oasis," consisting of productive Irrigated Capability 
Class 3 soils that are considered prime farmland if irrigated. While a majority of these 
parcels have operated as a productive feed corn field (in about 60% of what we can see 
from our property) for at least the past three years, we have observed that roughly 60% 
of the land was not farmed this year for unknown reasons (images attached).

● Area of Impact and annexation: Should this application be approved, what protections 
exist to prevent future annexation by the land hungry City of Middleton? I urge the Board 
to clarify how this can be permanently precluded to protect the integrity of our rural 
zoning.

● Lansing & Duff speed safety:  The speeds on these streets are inconsistent, ranging 
35mph to 50mph. Ironically, the bus stops are in the 50 mph zones. Consider requesting 
HD4 to reevaluate the speeds if more construction vehicles and homeowner vehicles are 
added to these roads.

● Construction management: Our experience with Cascade Hills Phase II and 
observation of other local developments like Quail Haven—has been marked by 
significant disruption, including unmanaged construction debris (flat tires, mud caked 
streets, dirt ladened wind gusts), noise, and site neglect. To mitigate these recurring 
issues, I respectfully request that the County implement and strictly enforce construction 
standards similar to the cities around us. Furthermore, I propose the establishment of a 
formal developer handover checklist, ensuring the completion of essential tasks such as 
street remediation, SWPPP removal, swale dig dirt mountain resolution, ensuring speed 
limits are correct with navigation apps (Meadow Park Dr. and all of Cascade Hills streets 
are indicated as 55mph), and the final transfer of common space titles prior to project 
closure.

● Governing Documents and CC&Rs: Subdivisions in our area, as well as our own 
subdivision, have struggled with poorly drafted and unenforceable governing documents, 
leading to significant community discord. Given that an HOA will be required to manage 
critical infrastructure like Highway District swales and common areas, it would be 
extremely helpful to future owners if the governing documents are professionally drafted 
and enforceable. Further, I encourage the Board to ensure these documents are 
structured for an orderly transition, allowing for the eventual transfer of control from the 
developer to the residents without unnecessary legal or administrative hurdles.2



In conclusion, while I am encouraged by the significant concessions made by the developer to 
better align this project with our community's needs, my continued support rests on ensuring 
these final infrastructure and governance safeguards are firmly established. I believe that by 
incorporating these conditions, the Board can approve a project that respects both the necessity 
of growth and the long-term integrity of our existing neighborhood. Thank you for your careful 
consideration of these details and for your dedicated service to Canyon County.  

Sincerely, 
Cheryl Palange 
9155 Pursuit Drive, Middleton 

Attached images of the cornfield - roughly 60% of the parcel - view from our property unless 
indicated otherwise. 

June 2023  

3



October 25, 2024 harvest  
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September 2025 - view from Meadowpark & Lansing 

June 9, 2026 - Tilling/plowing the 60% not planted this year  
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June 10, 2026 - After tilling  

July 17, 2026 Current state  
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T. Hethe Clark 
(208) 388-3327 

hclark@clarkwardle.com  

 

  

Via electronic mail (debbie.root@canyoncounty.id.gov) 
 
July 20, 2027 
 
Canyon County Board of County Commissioners 
c/o Deb Root, MBA 
Canyon County Development Services 
111 N. 11th Ave. 
Caldwell, Idaho 83605 
 
Re: Middleton 187, LLC – Bloomfield – CR2025-0012 (the “Application”) 
 
Dear Commissioners: 
 
This letter is provided in advance of hearing on July 28, 2026, in connection with the request to rezone 
certain property from Agricultural to CR- Single-Family Residential in an area of the County designated as 
“Residential”.  For the reasons set forth below, we believe this Application is consistent with the 
Comprehensive Plan and goes above and beyond typical development commitments. 
 

Background 
 
This Application follows a previous application (referred to as “Farmington Heights”) that included 
significantly higher density.  The density proposed at the time was consistent with County Code, which 
allows 12,000sf lots when urban services are available.  These services were available because the 
property in question was located in the Middleton area of impact (only 1,000 feet from the city limits) and 
Middleton had approved a pre-annexation agreement.  This agreement confirmed annexation (once 
available) and also required of the developer necessary sewer, domestic water, and wastewater facilities 
that would have benefitted the City’s growth in its then-existent area of impact.  This included a 
commitment to improve the intersections at Duff and Lansing Ave. on State Highway 44, improvements 
that will not be completed in the foreseeable future without private sector assistance. 
 
The County Commissioners at the time determined that “large lot” residential was a more appropriate 
development pattern and denied the application because it included “City-scale dwelling density”.  The 
applicant was instructed that significantly less density would be required to gain an approval.  
 

mailto:hclark@clarkwardle.com
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Date: July 20, 2026 
Page: 2 

4932-3062-8543, v. 3 

Since that time, nothing has changed in terms of the County’s plan for this area.  The City and the County 
subsequently modified the City’s area of impact, indicating the property in question is no longer intended 
to be developed within the City; however, the property continues to be planned “Residential” under the 
County’s 2030 Comprehensive Plan.   
 

The Current Application 
 
When this Applicant comes before the Board next week, there are a few important points we hope the 
Board will consider: 
 
 First, we will ask the Board to consider the County’s comprehensive planning.  The planning 
supports this rezone as the property is designated Residential in the 2030 Comprehensive Plan.  While 
the property in question has in the past been used for agricultural purposes, this is an area in transition, 
which is confirmed in the Staff Report.  The Planning and Zoning Commission’s insistence on agricultural 
ground remaining agricultural does not have a basis in the County’s actual planning documents. 
 
 Second, we will ask the Board to consider the existing conditions in the area.  As confirmed in the 
Staff Report and the Planning and Zoning Commission’s recommendation, there is “significant” residential 
development on all sides of this Property.  This is not an agricultural enclave but is instead an area that is 
transitioning to residential use in accordance with the County’s plans. 
 
 And, third, we will ask the Board to consider the proposed conditions that we have imposed on 
this Application: 
 

• Density has been significantly reduced per the County Commissioners’ prior direction in 
connection with the Farmington Heights application.  County procedure does not allow us to 
submit a preliminary plat at this time; however, the Applicant has agreed to a condition of 
approval that limits density to no more than 1.3 dwelling units per acre.  This is precisely 
consistent with existing development in the area.  Per the Planning and Zoning Commission’s own 
findings: “The average lot size for the five (5) platted “R1” zoned subdivisions located on the 
adjacent boundaries is 1.32 acres.” (P&Z Recommendation, at Page 3). 
 

• The Applicant has agreed to do a community well system at Staff’s suggestion.  A community well 
involves more cost and far more stringent review, including at DEQ and SWDH, as well as ongoing 
monitoring and oversight of consumption.  It will be deeper than a traditional well and will be 
located at the center of the property in order to minimize impacts on neighbors.  It will also be 
limited to in-home use.  The existing surface water right through Black Canyon will be used for 
outdoor irrigation.  Water usage has been studied and we have confirmed that there is adequate 
water for the use and that our consumption will be less intensive than the current ag use. 
 

• The Applicant will require sprinkling of all homes in order to limit the impact on emergency service 
providers. 
 

• Middleton School District has identified a path forward for a new elementary school through state 
funding.  Nevertheless, the Applicant retained its commitment to pay a “mitigation fee” to MSD 
in the amount of $1,500 per lot. 
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• The Applicant is continuing its commitment to improve Duff and Lansing Ave. as part of this 
project.  The Applicant will adhere to HD4 requirements for both the type of improvements and 
the timing for them.  Neither ITD nor HD4 have otherwise indicated any objections to the 
Application.   

 
It should be noted that Duff and Lansing Ave. are existing deficiencies; in other words, this project does 
not create the need for those improvements.  Because the deficiencies are pre-existing, these 
intersections are not impact fee-eligible, thus requiring private sector participation.  The improvements 
to Duff and Lansing Ave. are in addition to payment of MIDSTAR impact fees, which will contribute to 
improvements in areas to the north of the property (including along Purple Sage Road), which are impact-
fee eligible. 
 

Conclusion 
 
Again, the Application is supported by the planning.  The County has this project planned as residential.  
The Applicant is supported by existing uses.  There are dozens of residential projects in the area and three 
R-1 projects on the property’s border.  And, finally, the Applicant is prepared to condition the Application 
to ensure its impacts are addressed.  As shown above, these commitments are far and above what is 
typical. 
 
We respectfully request the Commissioners’ approval of this matter at hearing on July 28, 2026. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
T. Hethe Clark 
 
THC/ 
 
cc:  Client 
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Existing Conditions



Area Zoning



Prior Application (Farmington Heights)

• Property is 1,000 feet from City Limits

• Proposed 12,000sf lots consistent with pre-annexation 
agreement and urban public services

• Denied Due to Lot Size

• Property Removed from Middleton Area of Impact



Planning Remains Residential



Existing Conditions Include Significant 
Residential Use

• “… significant residential development on all sides of the 
property…”

• “… average lot size for the five (5) platted “R1” zoned 
subdivisions located on the adjacent boundaries is 1.32 
acres…”



Proposed Conditions Limit Impacts

•Density capped at 1.3 dwelling units per acre

• Precisely consistent with existing R-1 development 
adjacent to the property



Proposed Conditions Limit Impacts

•Community well requirement

• Requires additional IDEQ and SWDH oversight
• Deeper well
• Center of the property
• Limited to in-home use (existing irrigation right for 

outdoor use)
• Results in overall reduction in consumption



Proposed Conditions Limit Impacts

•Sprinkling of all homes

• No indication in record of inability to serve
• Provides additional protection for homeowners



Proposed Conditions Limit Impacts

• Middleton School 
District 
contribution



Proposed Conditions Limit Impacts

•Improve Duff and Lansing intersections

• Existing deficiencies that are not impact fee-eligible
• Will adhere to HD4 requirements for timing/design
• No other ITD or HD4 objections
• Project will generate significant impact fees to pay 

for impact fee-eligible improvements (Purple Sage)



Proposed Conditions Limit Impacts

• Density capped at 1.3 dwelling units per acre

• Community well requirement

• Sprinkling of all homes

• Middleton School District contribution

• Improve Duff and Lansing intersections



Thank You & Questions



• Executed 
Memorandum of 
Understanding 
with Middleton 
School District 
confirming $1,500 
payment

• Paid by Lot, 
required with each 
final plat (in 
advance of 
residents)

Schools
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