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Technical and Steering Committee Meeting 
Thursday, April 10, 2008  
10:00 A.M. to 12:00 P.M.  

Meridian Police Department 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

I. Consent Agenda (10:00-10:05 AM) 
a. Approval of the March 13, 2008 Meeting Notes (pages 3-6) 

The minutes were approved without discussion. 
 

II. Discussion Items 
 

a. Transportation and Land Use Integration (TLIP) update – Chris Danley (10:05 – 
10:15 AM)  

Chris gave an update on the projects on which they are working. ACHD is getting those wrapped up and 
conducting an internal review prior to distributing to the land use jurisdictions for their review. After the 
land use jurisdiction review, the public involvement portion of the project will start. Chris cautioned that 
this step is a bit in the future.  ACHD is working on an implementation strategy to roll out the plan. They 
will share more at the next meeting and will provide specifics of when and how they will move forward. 
 
Chris said that modeling is another issue that is being considered and reviewed at the moment. ACHD is 
developing their own in-house modeling capabilities. They will have models ready soon.  
 
Finally, Chris asked for ideas on how to create a public outreach strategy for TLIP. Michael 
recommended getting some photos to illustrate level of service.  
 

b. Transit Ready Mixed Use Subcommittee – Gloria Parkvold (10:15 – 10:35 AM)   
 
Gloria provided a PowerPoint and facilitated a group session on Development Barriers. The full 
presentation is attached. She said that COMPASS has been working to develop an implementation guide 
for developers; Valley Regional Transit (VRT) is assisting with the rollout of this effort.  A survey was 
conducted recently to identify transit ready and mixed use development barriers. 
 
She said the overwhelming majority of developers who responded to the survey feel the approval 
process is unpredictable and there are powerful financial, market, and political barriers as well.  
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In a group meeting following the survey, selected survey respondents generated some possible solutions 
to these barriers.  VRT will use those suggestions to generate a report to share with selected groups.   
VRT will use this information when they meet with neighborhood groups, financial institutions and 
planning and zoning commissions and in final discussions with local officials. Gloria said the over-arching 
goal is education about transit ready and mixed use development barriers.   
 
The conclusion of this discussion involved small subgroups of the Steering/Technical Group discussing 
barriers.  Gloria distributed a handout showing the top barriers that developers face. The BGG attendees 
broke up into groups and discussed solutions to the barriers. After meeting for five minutes, the BGG 
participants finished their subgroup discussions and Gloria gathered the written recommendations. She 
will incorporate the BGG feedback into the barriers report. 

 
c. Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance Update - Michael Lauer (10:35 – 11:50 AM) 

(pg. 7-48) 
Michael gave an update on the APFO with a PowerPoint presentation.  The full presentation is attached. 
He asked participants to give him comments by the end of April. He will continue to refine the documents 
and add graphics this month. He has not been adding the names of those who submitted the comments 
next to the changes, but will begin doing so at the request of attendees. 
 
Michael’s focus this month and the first part of May will consist of creating the application forms and 
instructions on how to apply and negotiate the APFO process. Also, he’ll work on sample comprehensive 
plan language. A schedule was presented as follows: 
 

May 16            Products for review 
                        Revised APFO for Transportation APFO 
                        Revised ILA for Transportation APFO      
                        Sample application forms and procedures           
                        Revised synthesis report  
                        Sample APFO provisions for water, sewer, fire, school 
                        Sample Comp Plan Language for APF 
                        Supplemental memo on implementation needs 
 
May 30            Comments due to Planning Works 
 
June 12            Final consortium/committee meetings  
 
Adoption process – timing contingent on: 
1. refinement of COMPASS transportation model 
2. modeling of Community Choice/Trend for 2015 
3. adoption of TLIP street typologies and variable levels of service 
4. adoption of interlocal agreements and APFOs 

 
 
Michael indicated that he won’t recommend adoption of the APFO until he is comfortable with the 
incorporation of the TLIP principles, including varied levels of service and constrained corridors. 
 
Peter said that often it is easier to get the “simple developments” approved than developments with more 
complex plans and phasing. Perhaps that is the reason why many communities have “look-alike” 
subdivisions. He was worried this plan might encourage more simple, “look-alike” plans and discourage 
complex developments. Nicole shared that concern.  Michael said keeping mitigation flexible will help 
control that occurrence. He said the committee may want to start thinking about minimum density 
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requirements.  
 
Attendees added that they need to work on real examples, not abstracts. Michael said he would like to 
run an example test case.  He requested participants to forward examples that could be utilized.   
 
The question was raised whether it would be a wiser course of action to adopt some of those good things 
from the APFO rather than full APFO implementation.  Attendees agreed that there is some hesitancy on 
full APFO adoption and implementation of some of the APFO “parts” may be more palatable. After some 
discussion, Michael suggested that without the requirement of having to meet the level of service, the 
rest of the implementation measures were rendered meaningless. Michael volunteered to create a list of 
what BGG has implemented in conjunction with developing the draft APFO template to illustrate the 
positive things that have already been processed.  
 
Karen proposed meeting in May to discuss APFO implementation and public involvement.  Attendees 
agreed. 
 

d. Update of Open Space Subcommittee – Deanna Smith (11:50 – 11:55 AM) 
Deanna provided a verbal update on the activities.  The final draft should be ready in the next few days. 
The deadline is the end of April.  Then the group will move forward into the public involvement phase. 
 

e. Agriculture/Farm Land Preservation  – Josie Erskine (11:55-12:00 PM) (pg. 49) 
Josie provided a verbal update on the subcommittee status. The subcommittee has created working 
definitions. She explained the working definition of farmland and agriculture operations.  Brief discussion 
was held regarding the mapping criteria tools of 1) Lands that qualify for Ada County Agricultural 
Exemption; 2) Farmland 5 acres or more; 3) Tillable ground and dry grazing; and 4) Best soils. 
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Adequate Public Facilities Michael Lauer, AICP
Planning Works

www.ourplanningworks.com
mlauer@ourplanningworks.com 1

Agenda

Status Report
Comments from Attorney’s/Developers
Next Steps

Status Report
Draft APFO and Agreement Templates 
prepared – graphics, examples and other 
edits to be added in April
Forms/manuals and plan language to be 
drafted in May
Presentation of final templates in June
Missing pieces include:

Variable levels of service
Revised TIS thresholds and submittal 
requirements and review procedures
Development monitoring system
Agreement to participate

APFO Review Process
Development
Application

Development
Application

TIS RequiredNo TIS
Required

City Review
& Decision

If inadequate
capacity, see

next page

City/Cnty
Action

ACHD 
Fndg & Recs

ACHD Prep/
TIS Review

Record to
COMPASS

Record to
COMPASS

*

*
Can TIS be 
reviewed 

concurrently 
with City/County 

Action?

Mitigation Process

City/Cnty
Rev/Action

Notice of 
Intent to Wait

ACHD
Rev/Action

Mitigation
Proposal

Inadequate
Capacity

Proceed w/o
APF Review

Wait 5 years

Paths for Review

Subdivision or 
Site 

Development

Comp Plan or 
Zoning Map 
Amendment

Capacity must 
be funded in 
next 3 Years

5-Yr Wait Option

Local Gov’t
considers CIP 

as a factor

No Wait Option

Attorney Concerns - Mitigation

Mitigation agreement is acceptable, though 
development agreements are only specifically 
authorized with with zoning changes
There may be constitutional issues if 
agreement promises long-term public 
financial obligations
Proportionate share provisions and options 
for reimbursement are important
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Adequate Public Facilities Michael Lauer, AICP
Planning Works

www.ourplanningworks.com
mlauer@ourplanningworks.com 2

Attorney Concerns - Applicability

Site Plan based review has two potential 
problems

No specific authorization to invoke APF
Zoning implies commitment to serve

Will review potential use of Special Use 
permit if mitigation or TIS is required
May consider zoning as a trigger for 
commitment of capacity if that commitment 
expires

Attorney Comments -
Participation 

Two-tiered impact fees seem to provide a 
viable tool to address participation

Local component of fee increases to fill 
capital gap if APF is not adopted
Regional component remains constant

This requires further discussion

Attorney Comments – LOS 
Changes

LOS review/modification process is a vital 
element, particularly to address changes in 
external demands
Local decision to increase LOS (decrease 
allowable congestion) must address funding 
need created by the change

Developer Comments – Funding

APFO w/o adequate funding will have unintended 
consequences

Reduce LOS
Increase infill land prices
Promote leapfrog
Increased use of APFO to subsidize impact fees

Ordinance and agreement should include a strong 
commitment to increase funding if funding is not 
secured prior to adoption

Developer Comments – Process

Integrate TIS with application review
ACHD findings/recommendations not 
required for City/County to act
Application should vest with City/County prior 
to or concurrent with TIS application
Agreement should include the scout’s motto –
trust is an issue

Developer Comments – Wait 
Period

Intent to wait should not be a requirement to 
wait if capacity becomes available
5-year wait should include:

Vesting to develop under existing comp 
plan
Clearly identify what rules can/can’t 
change
Protection from local invocation of APF 
related transportation improvements
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Adequate Public Facilities Michael Lauer, AICP
Planning Works

www.ourplanningworks.com
mlauer@ourplanningworks.com 3

BGG Discussion Items

Use of SUP process if TIS/Mitigation required
Allocation of capacity w/ rezoning
Consequences of

Non-participation
Repeatedly overriding ACHD findings and 
recommendations
Amendments to LOS standards

Next Steps

April - Comments on drafts from staff
May – Consultant Provides

Forms 
Plan amendment language
Template for other essential facilities
Guidance on outstanding issues

June – Public Workshop and presentation of 
final templates
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Developer Survey Results Developer Survey Results

• Top Barriers to Transit Oriented 
Development
– Approval Process

– Financial and Market Barriers

– Politics

– Regulatory Practices

Developer Survey Results

• Approval Process
– Over 90% indicated review and approval process 
was unpredictable

– Over 90% viewed citizens and neighborhood 
groups as a “barrier” or “strong barrier”

– Almost 90% indicated approval process was too 
long

– Almost 85% indicated variances/exceptions 
were excessive

– Over 70% said neighborhood opposition was a 
“strong barrier”

Developer Survey Results

• Financial Barriers
– Over 85% indicate that public‐sector 
incentives are not identified

– Over 85% indicate that there is no financing 
mechanism to assist TODs

– Over 80% indicate that lenders are reluctant 
to finance non‐traditional development

• Market Barriers
– Community Preference Survey

Developer Survey Results

• Politics
– 80% said local governments were a barrier

– 75% said State Legislators were a barrier

– 70% said highway districts were a barrier

– Almost 85% indicated there was insufficient 
information/knowledge of any recent, 
successful projects.

Developer Survey Results

• Regulatory Practices
– 97% indicated wide street requirements 
were a “barrier” or “strong barrier”

– 80% indicated prohibitions on mixed‐use 
development as a “barrier” or “strong 
barrier”

– Over 80% indicated that limitations on 
mixed‐used development & height 
restrictions were a barrier

11



Where do we go from here?

Other Comments, please contact us…

Today Spring Summer Fall

12



 1 

Policy Subcommittee 
April 16, 2008 
 
Suggested Policy Framework 
 
I. Food Security 

• Why is this important 
 

• Who’s doing it (here and elsewhere) 
 

• Who needs to be involved (city/county/interest groups??) 
 

• Recommended policy(ies): 
 
II. Economic development-type policies 
 

• Buying local 
 

• Local processing 
  
III. Farmland preservation 
 
IV. Small-producers 
 

• Policies to allow small-scale ag activities 
 
V. Community gardens 
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Existing Authority in Idaho State Statutes: 
 
67-6502.  PURPOSE. The purpose of this act shall be to promote the health, safety, and general 
welfare of the people of the state of Idaho as follows: 
    … 
    (e)  To encourage the protection of prime agricultural, forestry, and mining lands for 
production of food, fibre, and minerals. 
 
67-6508.  PLANNING DUTIES. It shall be the duty of the planning or planning and zoning 
commission to conduct a comprehensive planning process designed to prepare, implement, and 
review and update a comprehensive plan, hereafter referred to as the plan. The plan shall include 
all land within the jurisdiction of the governing board. The plan shall consider previous and 
existing conditions, trends, desirable goals and objectives, or desirable future situations for each 
planning component. The plan with maps, charts, and reports shall be based on the following 
components  as they may apply to land use regulations and actions unless the plan specifies 
reasons why a particular component is unneeded. 
    
    (e)  Land Use -- An analysis of natural land types, existing land covers and uses, and the 
intrinsic suitability of lands for uses such as agriculture, forestry, mineral exploration and 
extraction, preservation, recreation, housing, commerce, industry, and public facilities. A map 
shall be prepared indicating suitable projected land uses for the jurisdiction. 
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Review of Phase 1 Blueprint for Good Growth Phase 1 Report 
 
Page 2, Agriculture. The retention of agribusiness and agricultural land uses is a cultural, 
economic and fiscal issue. Escalating land prices, development encroachment, increasing traffic 
congestion and the disappearance of agricultural support infrastructure limits the potential for 
large-scale agriculture in Ada County. While agri-tourism, community-based agriculture and 
other small scale operations are likely to be the remaining face of agriculture in Ada County, 
large-scale operations have greater potential in Canyon County. Major issues are how much and 
what types of agriculture can be sustained and how to provide economic support to farmers to 
help them realize as much gain from retaining agricultural lands as they would from land 
development. 
 
Page 5, We will protect the natural resources we value. 
• The natural resources we value most are our clean air and water, our trees, the 
Boise Foothills, the Boise River and floodplains, Lake Lowell and agricultural 
lands. 
 
Page 6, Long-term retention of viable agricultural operations in the Treasure Valley. 
The combination of land prices, remaining land quality, residential encroachment 
and lack of support infrastructure has reduced the viability of large-scale 
agricultural operations in Ada County. However, due to the economic benefits of 
the regional agricultural industry (primarily in Canyon County), the Steering 
Committee cited coordinated agricultural preservation strategies as a future BGG 
initiative. 
 
Page 26, Open Space Objective: Within two years of adoption of the BGG, develop a 
countywide open space and greenway plan to facilitate the establishment of a coordinated system 
that helps achieve the open space and natural resource goal. This plan should: 
 
• Involve diverse stakeholders including irrigation, recreation, conservation, agricultural, 
transportation, flood control, development, neighborhood, and fish and wildlife interests. 
• Recognize and integrate open space, trails, and pathway planning completed by each 
community and the county to date. 
• Recommend non-regulatory and regulatory tools such as conservation design subdivisions, tax 
incentives, transfer of development rights, and wildlife mitigation strategies to achieve open 
space protection goals. 
• Establish context-sensitive natural and active recreation open space standards. 
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 Existing Policies in Ada County 
 
Ada County Comprehensive Plan (2007) 
Chapter 5:  Land Use 
 
Rural Areas – Agricultural Use: 
 
Goal 5.9:  Ada County will continue to support the agricultural industry and preservation of 
prime agricultural land in areas designated as Rural on the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use 
Map. 
 

Policy 5.9-1:  Support the continued operation and maintenance of gravity flow irrigation 
systems and drainage systems as a long-range economical method for irrigation water 
delivery to and drainage from agricultural lands. 
 
Policy 5.9-2:  All development currently served by an irrigation system must preserve the 
irrigation capability and water rights of the land unless such development is exempted by 
the appropriate irrigation authority.  Encourage the use of pressurized irrigation systems 
or other efficient irrigation systems for lands that are converted from agricultural to non-
agricultural use. 
 
Policy 5.9-3:  Development should not be allowed to disrupt or destroy irrigation canals, 
ditches, laterals and associated rights-of-way. This does not apply to privately owned, 
self-contained systems. 
 
Policy 5.9-4:  Drainage from new development should not cause negative impacts to any 
irrigation systems or drainage systems. Preservation of existing drainage systems, on-site 
retention of drainage or other alternatives are encouraged. Drainage into an irrigation 
system or drainage system in excess of predevelopment flow should not occur without 
the review and approval of the irrigation or drainage authority or other owner and 
operator of the irrigation or drainage system. 
 
Policy 5.9-5: Encourage protection of agricultural land on prime agricultural lands zoned 
for rural residential use through buffering, fencing, anti-nuisance requirements and laws 
and other strategies. 
 
Policy 5.9-6: Protect agricultural activities from land use conflicts or undue interference 
created by existing or proposed residential, commercial or industrial development. 
 
Policy 5.9-7: All non-agricultural development occurring adjacent to agricultural land 
should be required to install and provide for continued maintenance of fences or other 
appropriate barriers to prevent intrusion of people and/or domestic animals onto 
agricultural land. 
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Policy 5.9-8: Allow for schools, churches and other public and quasi-public uses to be in 
rural areas provided such uses primarily serve the needs of the rural community. Such 
uses should be encouraged to locate on land not classified as prime agricultural land. 

 
Policy 5.9-9: Encourage agricultural-related industries, including those related to the 
production, processing, and sale of food and fiber, to locate in the rural areas on land not 
classified as prime agricultural land. 
 
Policy 5.9-10: Limit development requirements for agriculture-related activities and 
construction to those needed to provide for the public health, safety and general welfare. 
 
Policy 5.9-11: Dust, noise and odors normally associated with agricultural pursuits are 
considered acceptable in rural areas. Non-agricultural development should not restrict 
adjacent agricultural operations. 
 
Policy 5.9-12: Allow permanent housing in rural agricultural areas to meet the needs of 
farm families and farm workers and establish criteria that would allow for additional 
temporary and/or permanent farm residences for farmers, immediate relatives and/or farm 
workers. 
 
Policy 5.9-13: Recognize part-time farming as an appropriate and acceptable use of 
smaller parcels of agricultural land. As land prices rise, specialty farming operations may 
become more appropriate and viable agricultural uses. 
 
Policy 5.9-14: Activities in conjunction with a farm that provide additional income to the 
farm operation may be allowed through conditional use procedures in those areas of the 
County that remain rural in anticipated use and do not interface with either planned 
communities or rural transitional uses. 

 
Policy 5.9-15: Where appropriate, allow for the one-time division of a 40-acre or larger 
agricultural parcel to provide for a residential home site for a family member or farm 
worker. 

 
Implementation Action: Establish preservation standards and incentives that protect the long-
term use of land with prime agricultural soils, used for existing agricultural operations, and 
designated for Rural use. 
 
Implementation Action: Establish incentives and regulations that provide opportunities for and 
encourage small-scale or specialized agricultural operations in rural and rural transitional areas. 
Address community supported agriculture in rural areas and areas of impact. 
 
Implementation Action: Update County zoning regulations to establish criteria for allowing 
development of schools, churches or other quasi-public uses in rural areas. 
 
Implementation Action: Update County zoning regulations to establish criteria for allowing for 
permanent farm-worker residences in rural areas. 
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Implementation Action: Review and refine the siting standards and regulations for Confined 
animal feeding operations. 
 
Chapter 6: Natural Resources and Hazardous Areas 
 
Hydrology: The Boise River irrigates 354,000 acres of land in Ada County and the Treasure 
Valley. 
 
Prime Farmlands: Prime and unique farmlands are found in Central Ada County.  Prime 
farmland is that which has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for 
producing food and other agricultural crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, 
and labor, and with minimal soil erosion.  Much of the County’s farmlands are being converted 
to urban or rural residential development as the County’s population grows. 
 
Issues:  Protection of land with prime agricultural soils.  Much of the County’s prime farmland 
has been lost to residential development or other uses during the last two decades.  Future 
population growth will continue to put pressure on agricultural land and business.  Concerted 
efforts to protect this resource will be needed if opportunities for future agricultural operations is 
a county priority. 
 
Chapter 13: 
 
Implementation Actions for Goal 5.9: Ada County will continue to support the agricultural 
industry and preservation of prime agricultural land in areas designated as Rural on the 
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map. 
 

- Establish preservation standards and incentives that protect the long-term use of land with 
prime agricultural soils, used for existing agricultural operations, and designated Rural 
use. 

 
- Establish incentives and regulations that provide opportunities for and encourage small-

scale or specialized agricultural operations in rural and rural transitional areas.  Address 
community supported agriculture in rural areas and areas of impact. 

 
- Update County zoning regulations to establish criteria for allowing for permanent farm-

worker residences in rural areas. 
 

- Review and refine the siting standards and regulations for Confined Animal Feeding 
Operations. 
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Boise City Comprehensive Plan 
Growth Management Objective 4 
Assure that regional growth is addressed through cooperative planning and actions with local 
governments and public agencies in Ada and Canyon counties. 
 
Policy 3) Actively pursue a regional comprehensive planning strategy, including, urban growth 
boundaries, preservation of farmland, distribution of jobs and housing, and management of 
traffic. 
 
Eagle Comprehensive Plan 
Natural Resources, 7.9 Goal 
Special concern and attention should be given to the preservation of fish, wildlife, water 
resources, air quality, agriculture, open space and recreation/nature areas when implementing 
planning and zoning decisions. 
 
12.4 Implementation Strategies 
a. Establish and maintain development patterns and design criteria in keeping with the rural 
transitional identity of Eagle. 
b. Discourage or preclude the establishment of other City centers with the Area of City Impact. 
c. The City limits shall be that area as defined by ordinance of the City of Eagle. 
d. Preserve the floodway in its natural state for such uses as greenbelt, wildlife habitat, 
recreational open space agriculture. 
 
City of Kuna 
Rural Community Goal: Enhance the rural environment. 
Objective 8. Encourage the City Council to create a Right to Farm statement for the City of 
Kuna. 
 
City of Star 
Natural Resources 
Encourage preservation of agriculture, open space, wildlife habitats, and fish habitats in the 
administration of any land use decisions. 
 
To greatest degree possible the 100 year floodplain should be used for farmland, open space, and 
wildlife habitat. 
 
City of Garden City 
4.2 Objective: Promote community gardens. 
Action Steps: 
4.2.1 Amend the Land Use Code to allow for development of community gardens in all land-
use districts, and allow community gardens to be used as a means for meeting landscape 
standards. 
4.2.2 Promote the establishment of a seasonal farmers market on vacant Expo Idaho property 
or Ladybird Park. 
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Other Examples of Farmland Preservation Policies 
  
Lake County, Illinois 
4.8 Goal: Preserve select remaining farmland. 
4.8.1 Policy: Promote new and expanded farming activities, including equestrian 
operations and businesses that provide fruits and vegetables, landscaping 
materials, and other agricultural products directly to consumers. 
4.8.2 Policy: Create a public-private task force to develop the concept of the model 
“working” farm that incorporates the heritage of farming in Lake County as well 
as the latest farming methods. 
4.8.3 Policy: Invite a broad range of persons and businesses involved in the growing 
and raising of agriculture products to analyze the impacts of County regulations on farming 
operations. The main purpose would be to identify County 
regulations that make it difficult to start, expand, or continue agriculture 
operations. 
4.8.4 Policy: Develop a working relationship with conservation trusts and open space 
preservation organizations to potentially establish partnerships to protect farmers 
who want to keep farming but need financial incentives. 
4.8.5 Policy: Study other alternatives as time and resources permit to help retain the 
farming, open space, and scenic vistas for future generations. 
4.8.6 Policy: Commit more park planning, land acquisition, and residential 
development planning to accommodate equestrian interests. 
4.8.7 Policy: Lake County will consider providing funding for farmland preservation. 
 
Chester County, Pennsylvania 
Objective 1.3: Rural Landscape 
Preserve the open, rural character of Chester County, supporting agriculture as the primary land 
use while enhancing villages to accommodate future development. 
Policies: 

• Encourage agricultural preservation, with priority given to areas with prime 
agriculture soils and Agricultural Security Areas.  

• Encourage cluster development on non-prime agricultural soils which maintains 
open space and retains the overall rural character.  

• Influence development by providing necessary sewer and water services to 
existing rural centers and villages while restricting these services in agricultural 
areas.  

• Limit economic development efforts to agriculturally related activities and other 
businesses which are compatible with the rural environment.  

• Direct development in rural areas to rural centers.  
• Locate businesses, institutions, and public buildings within rural centers.  

• Encourage new development in or adjacent to villages to be compatible with the 
existing character of the village.  

 




