Special Council

February 16, 2016

    
SPECIAL COUNCIL
Joint Meeting With Canyon County Commissioners & Caldwell City Council

Canyon County Commissioner’s Office, Caldwell, IdahoPRIVATE 


February 16, 2016
The meeting was called to order by the Canyon County Commissioners at 1:30 pm.
Clerk made note that Mayor Henry, Councilmembers Raymond, Bruner, White, Levi, Haverfield (arrived at 1:37 pm), and Skaug were present.
Nampa City staff that was also present were Planning & Zoning Administrator Norm Holm, Staff Engineer Daniel Badger, Community Planner Karla Nelson, and Communications Director Vickie Holbrook.

Canyon County Commissioners present were Steve Rule, Craig Hanson and Tom Dale.

Canyon County Planning & Zoning Director Patricia Nilsson, Canyon County Attorney Zach Wesley, Caldwell Public Works Director Brent Orton,  Caldwell Planning & Zoning Director Brian Billingsley,  and Caldwell Mayor Garrett Nancolas were also present.

Patricia Nilsson said the meeting was probably the first of several Area of Impact negotiations over the next few years.  

Meeting Goals

1. Review definition of area of city impact
2. Review proposed boundary adjustments and expansions
3. Decide if amendments should be sent to respective Planning and Zoning Commissions for initial public hearing
Nilsson said this was the very beginning of the process.  It was not to approve or disapprove any changes but to agree on taking something to the Planning & Zoning Commission and they would make a recommendation to their respective governing boards.
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What is an Area of City Impact?

IC67-6526(a): Subject to the provisions of section 50-222, Idaho Code, an area of city impact must be established before a city may annex adjacent territory.
IC67-6526(b): In defining an area of city impact, the following factors shall be considered: (1) trade area; (2) geographic factors; and (3) areas that can reasonably be expected to be annexed to the city in the future.
5 Basic Elements of an Agreement
· 1.  Define the area (map)
· 2.  What plans, ordinances or policies will apply?
· 3.  How do the county and city communicate land use/zoning activity?
· 4.  Annexation policy
· 5.  How do we renegotiate?
Renegotiation

· Governed by 67-6526(d):
· (d)  Areas of city impact, plan, and ordinance requirements shall remain fixed until both governing boards agree to renegotiate. In the event the city and county cannot agree, the judicial review process of subsection (b) of this section shall apply. Renegotiations shall begin within thirty (30) days after written request by the city or county and shall follow the procedures for original negotiation provided in this section.
·   Written requests should be addressed to the County Commissioners.  A joint meeting will be scheduled within 30 days unless both parties waive, in writing, this requirement.
Next Steps


Develop detailed template?


Additional data needed?


P&Z Training?


Any imminent renegotiations?


Other needs?

Review of Proposed Boundaries
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Requested Action
Need agreement to send the proposed amentings to the Planning & Zoning Commission for a public hearing.
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Nampa Planning & Zoning Administrator Norm Holm said he thought it was expedicious and beneficial to have all the parties meeting.  Area 5 and Area 6 are Nampa’s areas of expansion.  Areas 1, 2 and 4 are the “swap” areas between Nampa and Caldwell.  These are areas that were in the Caldwell Impact Area that we were swapped back and forth to equalize, in relationship to the Nampa and Caldwell Impact Area acreage.  This all started back in 2005.  This has been on the books for along time.

The total area of the expansion and/or swap is in Nampa’s case, 3,895 acres.  That is the area on the map with the red “cross hatches”. 
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This is currently in Nampa’s Impact Area but it splits a parcel.  The desire is to bring the entire parcel into the Nampa Impact Area so that the owners deal with with only one entity.  That is a 36 acre piece.
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This is another situation where the existing boundary splits parcels and leaves a gap in between Caldwell and Nampa areas.  It is also an area that is in the Nampa Urban Renewal area.  It is approximately 26 acres and it just makes sense to bring all of that into the Nampa Impact Area.
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Area 4 is an area that has been annexed into the City of Nampa and it needs to be brought into the Impact Area even though it has already been annexed.  That is 33 ½ acres.
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The main areas are Areas 5 & 6.  Directly to the west of Nampa on Midway is the existing impact boundary.  This is an area that was discussed and negotiated between the two cities back in 2005.  That line has been agreed upon and Norm Holm said we have formally been treating it in terms of how we look at land use and projects in that area as an area of our interest.  But it is not been formally negotiated with the County to establish that line as our expanded impact area.  That area has had several engineering and demographic studies that have been completed for the expansion of Nampa into that area.  In 2012 Nampa updated future land use designations for that area which are shown on the map.

Area 5 is an agriculturally designated area to the east of Lake Lowell.  That is an area that is close by, has Nampa subdivisions and city limits encroaching up to it.  
The total acre swap of all the areas is 3,779 ½ acres. 
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Impact area boundaries should not cut through the middle of properties.  They should follow property lines.  They should mostly follow roads, rivers, railroads and landmarks like that.  And agreement was worked out where the Area of Impact boundary will not go through the middle of any properties.
Area 7 is north of Lake Lowell on the south side of Caldwell.  The City of Caldwell already annexed several hundred acres of land south of Karcher Road, south of Caldwell’s Area of Impact boundary.  Caldwell already had sewer studies done in the area and are able to serve the area.  It is a very logical expansion of Caldwell’s Area of Impact to the south.  It goes from west to Farmway Road and south to Lonestar Road.
Sewer was recently extended into Farmway Village, Area 8 on the northwest side of Caldwell.  Water has been extended to the new RV park on Highway 20-26.  Caldwell has facilities in the area now and it just makes sense to expand the Area of Impact boundary into both of those regions.  

Mayor Nancolas thanked the City of Nampa.  It has been an exercise of two communities working extremely well together over a period of time.  The lines that were drawn were not drawn arbitrarily.  They were based upon engineering assessments of what was the easiest place to service with water or sewer.  This is a well thought out plan that has had lots of discussion over the years.

Councilman Raymond asked if there were any Urban Renewal areas in the Caldwell Impact Area.
Norm Holm said no.

Commissioner Rule asked if there were any questions.

Commissioner Hanson said that was the first meeting of that type that he had been a part of as a commissioner.  It is a clarification issue more than anything. 

Commissioner Dale said he thought the meeting completed the requirements of the law.  The meeting allowed for it to move ahead.  It has been a long drawn-out process.

Patricia Nilsson the Canyon County Commission’s next step was to send the amendment to the Canyon County Planning & Zoning for a public hearing.

After all the Planning & Zoning Commissions have met and made the recommendation, they can “huddle” and make see if there are any changes coming out of that.  The Cities of Nampa and Caldwell will act first.  Then the Canyon County Commissioners will have the final action.
Brian Billingsley said the land use plan for the northwest area has not been adopted yet.  The Area of Impact needs to be expanded first.  There are some preliminary plans put together.  The properties along Highway 20-26 will probably have an industrial land use.  The properties near the interchange will be commercial.  And the properties away from Highway 20-26 will probably have a residential land use.
Commissioner Rule asked how far towards Highway 44 did the City of Caldwell plan to go.

Brent Orton said that as far as utilities go, up at Purple Sage Golf Course, Caldwell does have a city will that is serving the Purple Sage Elementary School.  That was something that the city acquired in 2008 with the intention to just be prepared.  Some sewer master planning has also been done.  It goes beyond what they are proposing.

Mayor Nancolas said that with the new Highway 30 bridge that will go across the Boise River, just west of the Boise River and just a little south where the current location is, it is Caldwell’s goal to also bring services across the river at that point.  So they would not only be able to serve properties to the west of the interstate but also to the east of the interstate in the Canyon Hill area where Rio Vista acres is, the Exit 26 area.  They have had a developer with a proposed concept for a development in that area.  It is a commercial development.  Then across the interstate where the sewer has now connected to Farmway Village, there is a lot of activity going on right now.  That is all commercial in that particular area.  So that whole area has received a lot of attention since those services have been taken across the river.  He thought they would also get the same attention once they get services across the river where the old steel bridge is, the Highway 30 bridge. 
Councilmember White asked Patricia Nilsson asked what the time line was.

Nilsson said that typically the notices they provide, probably the soonest they can get to a hearing would be about six weeks. 

The meeting was adjourned at 1:59 p.m.
Passed this 7th day of March, 2016.

____________________________________

 MAYOR
ATTEST:
______________________________________
CITY CLERK  


