Public Hearing continued from February 19, 2026 for Rolling Hills (H-
2025-0040) by The Architects Office, located at 1560 Rolling Hill Dr.
(Parcel #R7555000032), 1520 Rolling Hill Dr. (Parcel #R7555000041),
1480 Rolling Hill Dr. (Parcel #R7555000050), 4270 E. Overland Dr.
(Parcel #R7555000015 and Parcel #R7555000025), 4240 E. Overland
Rd. (Parcel #R7444000022

A. Request: Annexation of 8.16 acres of land with the C-C zoning to
construct 184 vertically integrated residential units and 18,226 sq,ft.
of commercial space across four (4) buildings.

Lorcher: With that we will start with Item No. 3, H-2025-0040, Rolling Hill Subdivision --
Subdivision off of Overland Road for annexation and we will begin with the staff report.

Napoli: Good evening, Madam Chair, Members of the Commission. Next item on the
agenda is the annexation request for Rolling Hills. The applicant requests annexation of
8.16 acres of land with the C-C zoning district to construct 184 vertically residential units
and 18,226 square feet of commercial space spanning across four buildings. So, the site
is generally located at the northeast corner of Overland Road and Rolling Hill Drive. And
as shown on the screen the existing zonings for the six properties are R-1 in Ada county
and the FLUM designation is mixed-use -- mixed-use regional. So, in 2023 an application
was submitted for five of the subject six parcels with this application and the applicant
was requesting annexation, a conditional use permit with that application, for a mixed --
a mix of vertically integrated residential units and multi-family. In total they proposed 154
dwelling units across 5.89 acres of land. That application was denied by City Council due
to the creation of a county enclave, inadequate transition to surrounding areas, insufficient
integration particularly with the property to the east. That layout also created a narrow,
underutilized strip of land between the future road and the edge of the development. In
addition, the City Council discussed vehicular connectivity and traffic as a large concern
among several of the members. So, the new concept plan, the one that's in front of you
today, as depicted on the screen, depicts four vertically integrated residential buildings,
consisting of the 184 residential units and 18,226 square feet of commercial space. The
applicant has indicated the commercial tenants are envisioned to be gyms, personal,
professional services and offices. In addition, during the review process to address
comments from city staff the applicant did revise their plan to incorporate approximately
53,000 square feet of open space and amenities include a pickleball court, bocce ball
court, playground, fire pit, pathways to barbecue areas and a pergola with outdoor
seating, as well as a clubhouse. The number of parking stalls required was 272 spaces
and the applicant did provide 332 stalls, exceeding the UDC standards and they also
provided this exhibit showing which spaces will be different -- differentiating the parking
stalls between residential, commercial users and a mix of both that could be used by
either. So, the applicant submitted five building elevations, which do not meet the city's
architectural standards as they currently lie. As previously noted, a reason for the
previous application -- the previous denial of this application was due to the inadequate
transition to the existing county residences to the north. To address this the applicant
proposed elevations for buildings A and B, which would be on the north portion of the site,



to have three stories facing the interior of the site, with two stories facing the north.
However, the roof height for the building's remaining -- remains the same from both
perspectives, which is approximately 43 feet in height. The previous application had
buildings that were four stories in height, with approximately a height of -- with -- that were
approximately 40 feet -- 45 feet in height. And while staff understands the intent behind
the applicant's proposed transition, the overall height of the building has only been
lowered by two feet and staff is asking the Planning and Zoning Commission, City Council
to carefully consider whether this proposed transition is adequate. The current proposal
provides a single access point -- provides a single access point via Rolling Hill Drive. This
arrangement raises significant concerns from staff regarding safety, as Overland is
planned to be widened to seven lanes, which would limit access to Rolling Hill Drive to
right-in and right-out movements only. In addition, there is no established timeline for the
construction of the future collector roadway and that's why that's in red -- red tonight. That
future collector roadway would not be a part of the application that has been submitted.
More for visual conceptual purposes. So, staff had multiple -- multiple discussions with
the applicant regarding this concern and has encouraged them to be part of the solution
to -- for connectivity and traffic in this area -- within this area. Some of the ideas we have
discussed is coordination with adjacent developers to pursue that solution, as well as
constructing a portion of the collector on their property and exploring different alignments
of the collector road and signal, as well as putting money in a road trust. The applicant
has indicated they have reached out to the neighboring developer, but we were unable to
engage in productive discussions regarding coordination efforts to potentially work with
them or acquire the property. In addition, staff and the applicant explored other solutions
in -- in an effort to address this concern. However, the applicant was -- was either
unsuccessful or chose not to pursue certain options due to it not being financially feasible
-- financially feasible. While staff acknowledges that this present challenge -- this -- this
presents a challenging situation for the applicant. Without being part of the solution, that
-- this shifts responsibility of the collector roadway onto all the adjacent properties for
future development. The construction of the collector roadway is critical to providing
adequate connectivity for both this development and anticipate -- anticipated
redevelopment of the surrounding area to the north, as well as the Movado Subdivision
to the south and this would be the alignment of that future collector roadway and this will
show it a little bit better. This will be a signalized intersection at some point in the future.
So, without a clear -- without -- the construction -- without clear information regarding the
timing and construction of the collector roadway there is a risk that this may never be
constructed, which would be detrimental for this development, as well as future
developments in this area. In addition, the current design raises concerns about the lack
of connection to the adjacent property to the east. Instead of fostering continuity, the
proposed layout appears to create a physical functional barrier between this development
and the future collector road that would hinder integration with the surrounding property
and collector roadway in the future and that was the reason -- previous reason for denial
of the previous application is there is approximately a 40 foot strip of the land from their
property line to the actual collector roadway that would essentially be open space that
wouldn't be utilized for anything. So, as mentioned in my staff report, staff is supportive
of the proposed land use within the -- within the broader mixed-use regional area.
However, large concerns still persist regarding the project's timing and integration with



surrounding area. As a result staff is recommending denial due to safety concerns
regarding access, a lack of transition to county residences, a lack of integration with the
property to the east and the feature collector not having a clear timeline from the collector
and signalized intersection at Overland will be constructed. We have received testimony
in the form of eight letters. Two letters are in opposition citing traffic, too high of density
and safety concerns with additional trips on to Overland Road. We have also received
five letters in support of the project. Many of the letters are from property owners for the
land in -- proposed in this development and the letters support -- the letters of support site
private property rights, need for additional housing, low vacancy rates and allowing the -
- this area that -- this county subdivision to continue to redevelop such as it has to the
north. In addition we did receive another letter of testimony, which was both in support
and against the development at the same time. The support -- they support private
property rights. However, they think integration of the Pros project with the surrounding
area is not well thought out and | will stand for any questions you have at this time.

Lorcher: Would the applicant like to come forward?

Todd: And will | be in control of the -- the slides? Just the arrow on the side? Thanks,
Bill. Good evening, Madam Chair, Members of the Commission. My name is Chris Todd
with Green Mountain Resources and Planning. My business address is 12545 West State
Street, Suite 102, in Star, Idaho. Here on behalf of Rolling Hill and wanted to introduce
our -- our development team that's listed on this slide. Going through | will let you see
those that are here. All local professionals in our area. We also have some of the land
owners that are here, either in person or that have logged in online today to -- to view
the hearing. The Rolling Hill project is a thoughtfully designed mixed-use development in
a transitioning corridor of Meridian. We recognize that transition areas require careful
consideration and we feel that we have approached this project with the responsibility of
that front and center. A little timeline and history of the project. Some of you probably
remember the process for us began in 2023. The property moved forward and the
proposed development was, then, denied or recommendation for denial from planning
and zoning in late 2024, despite at that time having the City of Star -- or City of Meridian's
staff report. So, during that hearing the staff report was actually in favor of the project. In
the beginning of 2025 the project was reassessed and work began on modifying the
development. On the develop -- our development team has been fully engaged with the
subject property owners and the surrounding Rolling Hill community and the neighbors
within that. We have been forthcoming with all parties, held numerous neighborhood
meetings and employed transparency communication as we have been developing the
plan that you are seeing this evening. This evening plan represents a dramatic
improvement in the prior plan and responds nearly all prior -- or response to nearly all
prior comments and neighborhood feedback and we are going to run through that this
evening. | think Nick and Bill did a great job of -- or Nick did a great job of kind of
explaining the layout of what we have at Rolling Hill development. The changes to the
proposed project design and layout are deliberate choices corresponding with the city's
Comprehensive Plan. The site is located one third of a mile from a 25 year growth
bullseye, which is the Interstate and Eagle Road kind of interchange is what | would call
a bullseye. In this area, obviously, we have lots of employers, new and old, hospitality



services and commerce in every direction. Large economic and transportation corridors,
including Interstate 84, provide access. This is precisely where the city's Comprehensive
Plan encourages regional commercial, mixed-use and high density housing development.
We are extending -- excuse me. We are exceeding some of the city's requirements as
Nick hit on. We are exceeding the parking requirement by 60 spaces. We are exceeding
the bike parking by 76 spaces. The vertically integrated projects within the city do not
require open space, yet there is a proposed 50,000 -- or 53,000 square feet of it. Finally,
the vertical integrated projects, although they don't require amenities during the previous
round of the application and testimony from the Commission, and Council, the message
was heard about amenities and we listed those on this slide, so you can go through those.
But, basically, it's -- the design is -- is really looking inward at the clubhouse and, then,
kind of going from there. The clubhouse itself has office space, a dog washing station,
open room and kitchen to create even more amenities on the inside. The denial of the
2020 to 20 -- or excuse me -- 2024 Rolling Hill project -- in the 2024 Planning and Zoning
hearing Commissioner Sandoval motioned to deny the project based on a missing land
parcel in the center of the site that created a county enclave and a lack of building height
transition to the north of the site as it integrates with the existing single family homes to
the north, which this area, according to the Comprehensive Plan, is targeted as regional
mixed-use. The single biggest improvement to present this evening is the inclusion of
that enclave property into the project to make it whole. There is no longer a county
enclave. This was the core reason for the Commission's denial in 2024. Building height.
Another substantial improvement that has been made and -- that we are presenting this
evening is that we have reduced the amount of the building stories along the northern
property line. No longer will there be three stories of residences looking towards the
neighbors to the north. All buildings in the prior development were four stories tall. Now,
the northern buildings are two stories facing north and three stories facing south. This
creates a building set -- step transition as requested. To note the single family home sites
to the west have been sold and, then, are in the process of similar commercial
development. Transition and the building height transitions. The building pad elevations
of the existing single family home sites to the north are substantially elevated above our
building pad. To explain this we created and shared with the neighbors the diagrams
seen here this evening. To note the homes are approximately 270 feet almost, the size
of the BSU football field, away from this building and the humans line of sight will only
read approximately 20 feet of the roof -- roof height. Transition landscaping. To further
address neighbor concerns we agreed with them to add a line of fast growing evergreen
trees on our property line to the north that would be really close to the extension of the
Five Mile Creek pathway. By having these trees on the property line to the north our
buildings -- the idea was is to create a wall of greenery that is year long and we will add
visual privacy for those homes that are to the north. This adjustment was well received
by the neighbors. One neighbor was concerned the proposed buildings would shade his
property. To address this concern we performed a shade study and sent it to him with --
which alleviated his concerns, as it proved that the proposed buildings would not shade
his property. Along with the -- the two concerns that | kind of went through with the
Planning and Zoning Commission, there were also two additional ones from staff that |
wanted to hit on tonight. The first one is the landscape buffer to the east of our property.
This landscape buffer was not created by us. The issue was created when Movado Way



was planned in its existing location many years ago. Perhaps Movado Way could have
been planned to stub into Overland at a different location, such as what is common is a
common property line or even the existing Rolling Hill Drive. In understanding the current
situation we can't solve this issue, but also believe it is insignificant to total city planning.
To put this buffer in perspective, it's approximately 40 feet wide to the south near Overland
and reduces to zero feet as you approach the northeast corner of our property. We see
it as a nice additional open space, streetscape or buffer for future development that comes
in on our neighbor's property to the east. The Movado extension -- these notes that you
see on here is we have attempted to engage with Corey Barton Homes or Endurance
Holdings which owns the parcel to the east regarding partnering, working with -- but,
however, that owner is not interested in pursuing any agreements. Second staff concern
that | want to review this evening is the collector road of Movado and the lack of Movado
Way being extended to the north. While we appreciate this concern and hope Movado
Way extension is built soon, we object that it is -- that this project should be denied based
off of a road improvement on another property not affiliated with this project and on
separate private property. To be explicit -- explicitly clear, ACHD and the fire department
do not take any issues with the ingress and egress of our proposed project taking access
onto Rolling Hill Drive and they have -- they did not in 2024 as well. As seen on our site
plan, we are already planning a stub to the east for our site for future connection to
Movado Way once built. Finally and to hit on it one more time, it should be noted that we
have engaged -- been engaged with Endurance Holdings since 2023 in an attempt to
work with, purchase, partner, cost share with no meaningful response. We believe that
Corey Barton Homes wants our proposed project to fail, which will secure their control of
not only the subject properties within our subdivision, but also fourteen additional adjacent
properties in the Rolling Hill community. Property rights. ldaho holds property rights at
the highest of value. When multiple landowners voluntarily come together to plan
comprehensively and their planning is consistent with city policy and comprehensive
plans, | believe that that collaboration should matter. This project represents unified
planning and not speculation. A denial of this project limits the subject property owners
and numerous surrounding property owners to effectively one buyer. A denial prevents
a free and open market to exist, which will in principle drive property value downwards.
A denial consolidated control of the access and the development timing to a single
developer. The team's opinion is that a denial based on road improvements on a separate
property violates local land use law, especially when ACHD agrees that our proposed
ingress and egress are acceptable. Timing. There is no debate that the Eagle View
Landing, Eldorado and Silverstone complexes are huge draws in the community and have
significantly altered the fabric and makeup of the area and they continue to grow.
Concentrating mixed-use density along major corridors with existing infrastructures is how
cities manage growth responsibly. Recent approval -- or recommendations of approval
through the Commission are -- that are close to our site include the Revolution Concert
House approximately third of a mile to the northwest and the St. George project recently
approved off of Topaz and Overland, approximately a pitching wedge away to the west.
Market and timing. Vacancy rate. This -- these stats in the market reports that you see
in front of you are from Co-Star, which is a commercial land data clearing house, probably
the biggest one in the country. Vacancy rate within the one mile radius is steady at five
percent or less than five percent. Meridian leads the region in net absorption with 819



units leased in 2025. What you can see on these two tables is that there has been a huge
decrease in project deliveries over the last 18 months causing demand to rise. The
number of units under construction results in low future supply. Summary and conclusion.
Tonight's decision is about more than one development. It is not often that a project has
ramifications that if not approved would deny property owners the right for a free market
for the future of their property. The proposed project represents discipline, strategic
growth, togetherness in the right place at the right time for Meridian, brought forth by an
experienced and local development team that is in the audience this evening. If we say
no to well-planned corridor focused mixed-use projects that meet code and align with the
vision of the city, we ultimately push growth into less appropriate places. With that | stand
for any questions and ask for your approval.

Lorcher: | would like to make a note that Commissioner Perreault has joined us this
evening. | mentioned it earlier before you got here. Commissioners, do we have any
guestions for Mr. Todd before we open to public testimony?

Perreault: Madam Chair?
Lorcher: Commissioner Perreault.

Perreault: Can you walk us through the improvements that will be made to Rolling Hills,
obviously, on -- on your side of the -- of the street and, then, kind of how you envision
traffic flowing through -- coming in, coming out and especially making that left turn out
onto -- onto Rolling Hills.

Todd: Yes. As stated, ACHD and the fire department have not had issues with our
ingress and egress. There is approximately | believe of -- approximately 15 homes
currently off of Rolling Hill Drive. A couple of them are vacant that have sold recently. In
terms of improvements, this Rolling Hill Drive would be responsible for the improvements
along the western boundary. So, from View Circle down to the south to Overland, as well
as the right of way that is along Overland, the -- the future plan for expanding Overland
and the right of way that would be there would be dedicated with this property as well.
We have also provided a stub street to the east for future connection to the extension of
Movado Way when that does come through the city. The View Drive corridor that is to
the north, how we see that or how it's been pictured to us is you would have the -- Movado
Way would kind of connect into the View Drive and head to the west and, then, south of
that future collector would also be the Five Mile Creek pathway, which connects from
basically Cloverdale into Eagle View Landing. We are open for other improvements along
Rolling Hill. We have thrown out lights -- streetlights, because we had some testimony
about lighting on the street and it being dark. We are open to that. We are open to speed
bumps. We are open to signage. We have worked with and come up with a plan and
Wright Brothers, the building company, you know, any sort of construction, construction
traffic, storing of vehicles, materials, any of that would not be on any of the roads that
encompass this area and would all be held on site.

Smith: Madam Chair?



Lorcher: Commissioner Smith.

Smith: Two questions. One, when | -- | recall when this was first before the Commission
and we recommended a denial and transition spaces was a big focus, it appears to me -
- S0, | guess, one, could you confirm for me -- it appears from me looking at the two site
plans that the -- the buildings -- the actual units have -- have been moved in the plan
further and closer to the border with the adjacent properties and if that is the case | am
curious as to like, you know, you are talking about this kind of like felt height disparity et
cetera, why would you move -- you know, if transition space is a concern why -- what was
the intention behind moving the properties closer to the border with -- with neighboring --

Todd: Couple of reasons | guess we could get into in the transition there. So, looking at
the -- the first rendition that was denied in 2024, lots of parking, lots of vehicles along that
northern boundary. Not -- | would say in terms of open space, not a good use of open
space. In the revised enhanced plan that we have in front of you this evening we are
pushing some of that open space up towards the Five Mile Creek pathway area and, then,
in the middle of the subdivision -- well, middle of the project, excuse me, there would be
more open space that leads into -- call it a centralized amenity package. We feel that this
layout -- and by bringing that -- that -- the -- the enclave into the design in the layout of
this project we get to focus more on -- on where that clubhouse is located and having it
centrally located for all future residents and, then, we also have to accommodate the
parking. We did increase parking as well, but -- going back to maybe the parking plan.
Excuse me. Having the parking plan -- we feel that the layout and the design of this mixes
well for the vertically integrated product and the commercial that is say maybe push more
towards the end caps of the property. So, on the west side we have the end caps of the
commercial and that vertical integration being closer to the roads rather than trying to put
that commercial centrally located in those buildings. We are still, like | said, 270 feet from
the single family homes to these buildings. That includes the green space, the pathway,
a future road and, then, the front yards of those single family homes. In terms of
architectural speak, | could probably have David Ruby, who is here today as well with the
architect's office speak a little bit more, too, why we laid it out that way, but coming from
me they are just -- the -- the overall feel and look of it -- it feels like it's more of a cohesive
development, especially going for a mixed-use type of development in a transition area.

Smith: Thank you. And, then, could you speak to staff's discussion of -- regarding the
height. | know you are showing here that, you know, we have reduced the -- the actual
stories, but in terms of the overall height to the -- you know, to the apex seems like that's
only come down two feet. I'm curious | guess we are kind of talking about height in terms
of stories as a change here and the actual vertical measured height hasn't changed much.
Is it really -- | guess could you -- could you speak to that and kind of help --

Todd: Yeah. | would say that the -- the majority of that height now has been with more
of a roof view and that's that 20 feet that the human eye would be able to see that's 270
feet away, instead of seeing three stories of apartments, that would be two stories. Now,
the roofline is -- is -- the roof is encompassing the building and some of the mechanical



and -- different mechanical aspects of that -- of that building and | would say that the --
the overall transition is we are knocking off -- or not knocking off -- we are reducing the
amount of apartments by a third that would have a visual towards the north -- towards the
north. But when we get into that line of sight study, | think that it really needs to be shown
the distance between the existing homes in a transition area, which | believe are three
homes off of View Circle and that -- that length of distance is quite significant and we have
significantly reduced the amount of apartments that would be seen and, then, we have
increased -- call it green -- green space or green buffering for the landscaping along the
property line and we have included that landscape plan with the application as well.

Smith: Thank you. And one last question, Madam Chair. Could you help me understand
-- could you articulate your -- your concerns that you mentioned around the legality or the
lawfulness of denial in the context specifically of an annexation, because it's my
understanding that the context of an annexation the city has a lot more leeway and so I'm
curious if you could kind of better articulate -- or more clearly articulate for me what
specifically you think the contention is here | guess from a legal standpoint.

Todd: I would say in layman's terms is to -- to require a landowner to build a road or deny
them the right to -- to annex into the city and -- and to do a development based on the
Movado extension, which is kind of the -- the big concern from the staff. We feel that that
is setting precedent that this property and the -- the five landowners that have come
together for this project -- are harmed because of something that is outside of their control.
Smith: If | can, Madam Chair, question for staff.

Lorcher: Go ahead.

Smith: | guess for legal. Did -- does that -- does that at all constitute a taking or anything
similar? Is there any concern from legal staff on that?

Breshears: Can you hear me? Can you hear me?

Lorcher: Uh-huh.

Breshears: Under the UDC one of the required findings is whether this annexation is in
the best interest of the city and it is permissible in your role to determine, based on the
facts in the record, whether it is in the city's best interest and so if timing is a concern it
doesn't constitute a taking.

Smith: Okay. Thank you.

Napoli: Madam Chair, if | may jump in real quick on that as well.

Lorcher: Okay.

Napoli: So, we are not requiring this applicant to construct that collector. We -- so, the -
- the alignment has to be on the property to the east as far as the actual intersection.



However, we are asking them to be part of the solution for the overall connectivity in this
area and as of right now that collector roadway is being pushed onto everyone else's
future development, whether they could jog on to this property, they could put the east-
west collector on the north portion of their site -- doesn't have to go north of the canal.
The Five Mile Creek. It does not have to go there. The master street map is not saying
concrete. There is different ways that this collector roadway could work here. The only
place it has to be is in alignment with Movado and that's because that's going to be a
signalized intersection. So, | wanted to make that clear that we are not denying this
because they are not constructing it, we need them to be part of the solution. That's part
of the reason for denials --

Todd: And I guess the -- the -- for the past few years we have extinguished a ton of effort
to try to be a part of that solution and there hasn't been any meaningful response or at
least a partnership in any form or fashion. The alignment that you see in front of you
here, although not perfect, with a -- a yellow dashed line, makes the most sense for
Movado to be extended into the site for future transportation planning. At the time in the
future when Rolling Hill turns into a right-in and right-out there will need to be a signal.
Was this Movado not planned properly or was there maybe an oversight? It could have
been. The city of Meridian doesn't necessarily do ACHD. That's more of a ACHD
responsibility. We are more than willing to keep working on any solution that the city
would like us to see fit based on us being approved, whether that's dedicating right of
way, whether that's looking at site improvements that would help. The -- the landscape
buffer and that -- that gap property that would be on the neighbor's property to the east
undoubtedly is going to be part of their open space percentage when they would come in
for a future commercial or a mixed-use development and | know just personally speaking
with those involved that they have extinguished every effort to try to be a good neighbor
and to work with, just like they have with the neighbors, that are not only a part of this --
this subdivision, but all of the ones along Rolling Hill Drive. Multiple meetings back and
forth with e-mails and correspondence, shade studies, line-of-sight studies. The amount
of collaboration and coordination with the neighbors has been very high.

Lorcher: Nick, can you reiterate some of the solutions that the City of Meridian has
suggested as far as the Movado Road improvements?

Napoli: Yeah. You know, we have had a lot of meetings on this application. | think we
are seven or eight probably in the -- the time we have had this in process and it's been
consistent from the beginning that this was a concern. We have explored, obviously,
coordinating with the adjacent developer to see either acquiring the land or partnering
with them. Obviously that's not going to work.

Lorcher: Right.

Napoli: But there is options to -- that collector doesn't have to be a straight line, it can jog
over. You could build part of it on the west boundary of the site -- or the east boundary
of the site. | apologize. They could build a portion of it on the north boundary of their site.
There are ways to do that and we have asked them to do that. It ultimately came to be



financially not feasible for them. So, it didn't pencil. We have also looked at a road trust
with ACHD. ACHD wasn't willing to accept a road trust for this. We looked at even -- we
had a conversation with ACHD even about potentially moving the signal to Rolling Hill.
Not going to be the best in the interest of the city or ACHD because of everything that's
south of Overland off Movado. We need all of those to have a signal as well. So, that's
really the key. And we talked about even opening the north portion of Rolling Hill and that
was part of another application to the north that Council was pretty clear on that they do
not want that opened until more properties on Rolling Hill develop. So, we have explored
quite a few options and either -- it didn't work out or it just financially didn't work for the
applicant. But ultimately pushing all of that onto somebody else is still an issue and that's
why it's brought up in the staff report as a large concern from staff and it has been since
day one when we talked with them. We have been consistent throughout this.

Todd: Yeah. And Movado -- | mean any of these collector roads that we are talking
about, the logical place for them is always on a common property line. That is the optimal
place, because it's a cost share between two owners. This is very close, but when they
planned it they shifted it, for whatever reason we don't know, about approximately 40 feet
to the east. The alignment that is shown here makes the most in planning sense to free
up the neighbor to the east to develop all of his property that he has and probably tie in
with the -- looks like a lay down storage type of use to his east and, then, it lines up with
View Drive, which is already a part of the region. By trying to align this or jog it into the
heart of this property when there is six small properties that are all together for this
application, I think we need to understand that as well is that this isn't just like one property
owner that has all of this, this is actually five individual owners with six pieces of property.

Gelsomino: Madam Chair?
Lorcher: Commissioner Gelsomino.
Gelsomino: A question for the staff.
Lorcher: Sure.

Gelsomino: Nick, could you clarify and elaborate just a little bit on your most recent
comment that due to feasibility it would shift the -- it would shift it on everybody else. Is
that cost -- would that shift responsibility and burden of cost on the surrounding area --
on the surrounding properties and owners? Is that my understand -- am |
misunderstanding that?

Napoli: Yeah. Madam Chair, Commissioner, yeah. So. yes, it's cost and land. So, you
know, | know the property to the east, you know, | understand, first of all, consolidating
six properties is always difficult when it's five different owners. So, I'm not -- just like |
said, staff is overall -- this development -- if connectivity was better and they resolved
some of the concerns from the previous denial | think staff would be supportive of it. But
this roadway and pushing that on to other developers, even to the east, it's a single
property that's in Meridian. The storage to the east of that is actually in the city of Boise.



So, that is really the boundary of Meridian. Then you have 40 feet, then, you have another
collector roadways probably going to be 48 foot street section. Potentially could be
reduced. So, a good portion of that property will be taken up by landscape buffers and
the collector, which is why it may never be developed, because it's encumbered by entire
of it. That's why finding a solution to where this developer could take a portion of that or
jog it onto their site. May lead into the future to that developing. Ultimately it's -- it's
difficult to tell, but you are correct, if -- if they don't put any of it on their site it does push
all the financial cost onto the development of the other properties, whichever developer
decides to do that in the future. That is correct.

Gelsomino: Thank you, Nick. Madam Chair, for a follow up.
Lorcher: Uh-huh.

Gelsomino: This one will be addressed to the applicant.
Lorcher: Okay.

Gelsomino: My question is as having had experience in project management was a
potential outcome or -- or understanding of the financial impact that -- and layout and
visual that Nick just gave us, taken into consideration and, then, also what -- what
percentage of a financial impact would it have on the cost of this project for the -- for you
and for the company to take on the cost that would -- gosh, I'm blanking on the word --
that would have pretty much cover all the bases?

Todd: To be honest we have never even got a price from the landowner to the east of
what they would want. We have -- we offered to purchase that property. We offered to
partner with them to build a portion or half of that property and we were -- we were met
with, you know, noisy silence | guess at the end of the day you would say and kind of
coming back to the cost of the road and -- and | have sat on a couple different
transportation committees in the cities that | have resided and in the state of Idaho and |
sat on the citizen's advisory committee for those cities with ACHD. | have helped with
five year integrated work plans and things like that. This area and this transition area
should be a part of -- of Meridian's kind of five year integrated work plan in terms of
working with ACHD, because that could help with the cost burden to the -- the eastern
boundary. The cost associated say with -- with this project, other than the -- the giving of
right of way and, then, the improvements of Rolling Hill -- when | get back up for my kind
of rebuttal after the public testimony | will sit with the team and try to come up with kind
of a number for you as well. | can't get you one off right now.

Gelsomino: Thank you, Madam Chair.
Lorcher: All right. Thank you very much.

Todd: Thank you.



Lorcher: Madam Clerk, who do we have first to testify?
Lomeli: Thank you, Madam Chair. We have Kim -- is it Boyack?
Lorcher: Hi. If you can state your name and address for the record.

Boyack: My name is Kim Boyack and my address is 4270 East Overland Road, Meridian,
ldaho.

Lorcher: Okay.

Boyack: And thank you for having us here tonight. My husband and | have owned and
lived on 4270 East Overland Road for 40 years and as you can imagine we have seen a
lot of changes over these past 40 years. We are right on Overland Road right across
from Movado Way on that corner right next to the Corey Barton property. That's our
place. And if you drive by there we have a couple horses there and we have always had
horses and raised our two kids there and we feel like, you know, everything's changing
so quickly that we are going to -- but we would really like to move. We would like to move
out away from all of the hubbub that we are used to. We both grew up in Star, Idaho, on
farms and so this development has kind of cramped our style if you will. We went through
the process of the widening of Overland Road. We lost half of our front yard in that
process, watching it going from the two lanes to the five lanes that -- that it is now and we
are not looking forward to seeing it being widened again or going through that whole
process. We went to a land use meeting back in 2017 where they talked about Movado
Subdivision and they were showing how they were going to have commercial in the front
and apartments and, then, the subdivision in the back. It's kind of interesting how the
commercial property has never come to fruition. That has just all been bare land there
and they have never been required to put the commercial property in there. Also at that
time they were projecting to put a light in there and | don't understand why they didn't put
that burden -- whether they put it in a trust for the future traffic light, why they didn't put
that burden on Movado Way when all that traffic comes out of there. They are going to
be developing that strip of land from Cloverdale over to Movado Way, so more houses
are going to come in there, so more property is coming up that side of the road. So, to
me it doesn't seem equitable to put that burden on this development on this side of the
road. | have also heard that it probably won't be until 2040 -- maybe that there has been
a change in that -- for the road to be widened. So, for this to be put on this development
and not on future developments it doesn't make any more sense than saying that they
shouldn't put the burden on someone in the future. We have been living in an emotional
roller coaster for the last five and a half years. We had two offers during the time before
we got this offer where our -- eventually our realtor said, well, you know, let's just not list
it, because -- is that my time?

Lorcher: Yeah. If you can finish up.

Boyack: Okay. We had two offers on our property and they were denied annexation by
the city and so, basically, our realtor told us that they already have decided that they want



this to be a part of the BVA Development, so you just as well take your property off the
market. Well, come November of 2021 we had a very persistent ambitious developer
approach us and so for the last four and a half years we have been working with this
development company to try and sell our property to them, but we have had -- gone
through the process of so many hurdles that they have overcome. You know, they have
all been mentioned. All the hurdles that everybody has mentioned and they have worked
very hard to resolve all of those issues, only to be told that there is another issue that they
have to resolve. To me this seems unfair. It feels like as a landowner that we are a pawn
in the middle of all of this. That we can't choose who we sell our property to, because the
people who are developing our property can't seem to please everyone and be able to
present a project that's acceptable. | will tell you right now if | were a person who wanted
to live in the city -- looks like a pretty nice project to me. | wouldn't be opposed to living
there and, you know, again, | don't see why the burden of this stoplight is being put on
this project when it should have been on Movado Way.

Lorcher: Okay. Thank you.

Boyack: Thank you.

Lomeli: Madam Chair, the next person signed up as Rick Boyack.
Lorcher: If you can state your name and address for the record, please.

R.Boyack: My name is Rick Boyack. Address 4270 East Overland Road. As my wife
mentioned that this project has been going on for four years -- over four years. Some of
the people that has been in the subdivision that's complained about this over the four
years, they have either died or moved out or got their places up for sale now, so | don't
see why this can't move on. One of the biggest things is is | would think the city would
want to do this, if nothing else just for the tax revenue that this is going to create, versus
the homes that are there right now. To my knowledge this company has done everything
that it's been asked, with the exception of putting the stoplight in. | don't see how you
guys can ask them to put that in on another person's property. You talk about it coming
in and making a sharp left onto the property they want to develop. | don't see how that
ACHD is going to allow such a sharp turn for them to suck up the property that they are
purchasing. In my opinion this is a very big ask. | have been to other city council meetings
that have dealt with the BVA development up there, Top Golf and all the apartments up
there. One of their concern was is getting all those people out of there safely. They
talked about bringing that road down along the Ridenbaugh Canal, cutting across my
property and over on Corey Barton's property. | thought it was one of the neighbors up
there that wouldn't sell, but I'm beginning to think that it was probably Corey Barton that
put the key -- kibosh to that. You guys were concerned about all the vehicles. They
figured that Rackham Road and Silverstone Way was good enough to move all those
people out of there, so | don't see why Rolling Hill wouldn't be enough for this small
project. My ask is small. | just ask that you approve this project and thank you for your
time. Any questions?



Lorcher: No. Ithink we are good. Thank you very much.
R.Boyack: All right. Thank you.
Lorcher: Thank you.

Lomeli: Madam Chair, no one else has signed up and | don't see any hand raised online.
And some people just raise their hand online, too.

Lorcher: Gentleman in the blue and, then, the lady in the pink. Hi. If you could state your
name and address for the record.

Mayoka: Chris Mayoka. 416 -- 4160 East View Circle. Madam Chair, Committee, thank
you for hearing my testimony. When | -- I'm probably the most directly impacted home to
-- for this project. When | spoke with staff two weeks ago they informed me that they
could not support this project, because it failed to address many of the fundamental issues
that doomed the last project, the one that was justly and unanimously struck down by
both Planning and Zoning and City Council. Two examples staff gave me. One, there is
nowhere to put all the traffic and, two, it does not transition into the existing community.
One staff member said imagine looking out and seeing a three story apartment building
in your front yard. They were right. We cannot imagine that. We believe that the applicant
realizes the intense impact that this project will have on the area. They have been honest
about that. They have also been honest that it needs to be this large, because this and
only this will pencil. That answer, while understandable, is extremely concerning. Many
things will turn a profit that ought not to be done. The city's long term planning map is a
servant that must be ruled by your wisdom. We believe wisdom requires that no more of
Rolling Hill Subdivision be annexed until the rest of our properties are purchased at a fair
market price. Were this to happen it would solve one of staff's main concerns, lack of
transition into the existing community. Though we -- though we cannot see how high
density projects like this can accommodate the traffic concerns until Overland is
expanded, as it is now during rush hour Overland is a parking lot for almost two miles in
each direction. | would like to go on the record and say that this applicant has conducted
themselves honorably and if this project did not have such a terrible impact on the
surrounding area we would otherwise support this investment group. | believe that these
are the types of people Meridian would want to do business with in the future if their
projects would only integrate better into the existing communities. Two last comments.
Staff mentioned that there were five letters of support. There are five landowners who
are selling. So, | just wanted to put that on record and | do acknowledge that this project
is an improvement over the last one. But the last project was -- was like putting the Empire
State Building in our front yard. So, to say that this project is better while true, may not
be as impactful as -- as -- as we are being told. Thank you for your time.

Lorcher: Chris, hold up for a second.

Mayoka: Yes.



Lorcher: So, you live on View Drive.

Mayoka: Yes, ma'am.

Lorcher: So, you face south.

Mayoka: Yes.

Lorcher: So, is it your front door that will face this or is it your backyard?

Mayoka: It's -- we -- well, it's myself and others who will literally have people looking into
our front yard. Now, | know the applicant has said -- the applicant has made
improvements and the applicant had -- everything that they said about talking to the
neighbors and all that is true. It's just an ill-conceived project from our vantage. If a
developer wants to come in and -- and do the same for -- for these fine people that they
would do for us we are willing to talk to them. | -- | think the plea of our neighborhood is
we are exhausted. We are -- we are open to people coming and saying, hey, this is part
of the long-term plan and -- and we are willing to talk. What's really sad is the two
properties right next door to me -- one of the owners | believe is here tonight. They were
on the market for about a year. These developers could have purchased those properties
for pennies on the dollar and -- and a lot of the -- a lot of the objection would have -- would
have gone away. We respect your decisions whatever they may be. We understand the
long-term planning. | just -- | think timing is a huge issue. So, yes, we are -- we are
directly impacted. Dozens of people would look down right into my kids playing and --
and -- and all that. So, it's a huge --

Lorcher: Okay. So, it's your -- it's your front drive and you don't feel that their landscape
buffer of -- of -- of conifers would be enough impact for you? Is that what you are saying?

Mayoka: Madam Chair, yes, it's -- it's -- it's not just -- yeah. | mean -- at the risk of
sounding arrogant, you just have to trust me that that -- that where we are living just
cannot support this. It just -- it just can't traffic wise and -- and your constituents, whether
it's this -- this project or projects around the county, are respectfully begging you to really
look at the long-term impact when | put in my GPS | need to go downtown, it sends me
all the way down Cole. | mean it could take me up to 35 minutes to get on the freeway
and | live a mile and a half from the freeway.

Lorcher: Right.

Mayoka: My son plays baseball for Mountain View and | have to plan 45 minutes. I'm a
mile and a half from Mountain View. So, the impact's real --

Lorcher: Right.

Mayoka: -- and | understand you have a tough job to do for sure.



Lorcher: Okay. Thank you very much.
Mayoka: Thank you.

Lorcher: There was another woman who would like to speak? Hi. If you can state your
name and address for the record.

Eastman: Alicia Eastman. And I live at 1485 Rolling Hill Drive --
Lorcher: Okay.

Eastman: -- and | see Chris' house out my kitchen window caddy corner like this. This
project -- and thank you very much for listening to me. This project is going to be directly
across the street from me and everything that Chris said | echo, because it's this
monstrosity going to be in front of me. | -- | know it's about it -- you know, tax dollars and
in the growth and you are going to do what you need to do, but right now even if you
approve it, the -- the traffic, you know, when you think about right-in, right-out, the
nearest grocery store is east, not west. If you -- if you have to turn right you are directed
right on to get on to the freeway, how do you even get around to get anywhere? | mean
you are going -- putting people in the wrong direction. | did contact a while back Kent
Goldthorpe, and said how come we don't have lights painted there at the end of our street
and he says | will get right on it, which they did and they put up signs to not block the
intersection. That did help. And | think that right there if they just printed in the street
keep clear, we would be able to get in and out. At least that would help. And the -- the -
- the developer has done a really good job of working with all the rest of the neighbors.
They just keep leaving me out and recently | -- | get letters from the other neighbors and
they -- they cut -- showed me that when they said the meeting was well received, | didn't
even know about it. But, you know, that it -- they really were working with the other
neighbors about it though. So, thank you for listening to me.

Lorcher: All right. Thank you very much. Is there everybody else in Chambers? Sir?
Mleczko: Hello.
Lorcher: Hi.

Mleczko: My name is David Mleczko. | reside at 1011 South Beechwood Drive in Boise.
| own the vacant lot at the end of View Circle. So, the cul-de-sac turns around. | happen
to be somewhat in support of this project, but | kind of echo the neighbors' concerns. Like,
you know, I'm just -- want to make sure it transitions and in the way | look at the drawings
| -- | see the green space and the buffer going into View Circle and, then, expansion of
that road being left on those four property owners there. One of the issue, the -- the
FEMA mapping is highly inaccurate in the area. The floodway is on View Circle, you
know, so that's something needs to be kept in mind and that's all | have.

Lorcher: Okay.



Mleczko: So, thank you.

Lorcher: Thank you very much.
Perreault: Madam Chair?

Lorcher: Oh. Commissioner Perreault.
Perreault: Yeah.

Lorcher: David, hold on a second.

Perreault: Thank you. So, just pulled up a -- a Google map and | see that Rolling Hills
connects with Flat Iron to the north; is that right?

Mleczko: This is -- so, I'm at the end of View Circle. It's just a vacant lot. It's where they
show the collector road that --

Perreault: Yeah. No, | understand. I'm just --

Mleczko: Oh. Okay.

Perreault: -- just asking about kind of how you drive around your area.

Mleczko: Okay.

Perreault: So, since -- since Silverstone Way has gone in are you seeing yourself or any
of the neighbors driving up to Flat Iron and kind of heading back -- back west to hit the

light at Silverstone? Has that been a feasible option for all of you?

Mleczko: Oh. Yeah. And | don't -- like | said, | don't live there, so | don't travel those
roads often.

Perreault: | apologize. Okay.

Mleczko: Yeah. It's just a vacant lot. That's all it is.

Perreault: | see. | apologize.

Mleczko: But, you know, when they built those Iron apartments they put some bollards
in and whatnot at the end there. So, I'm not sure as far as how that connects. | believe
Silverstone is the main -- you know, that's where Top Golf is and all those businesses. |

have definitely been over there, but --

Perreault: Thank you. I'm sorry about that.



Mleczko: No. You are totally fine. Thank you.
Lorcher: All right. Thank you.

Napoli: Madam Chair. Just to clarify, Commissioner Perreault, that is emergency access
only for the property to the north. Yep.

Mleczko: Thank you, guys.

Lorcher: Anybody else who would like to testify? Would the applicant like to come back
and --

Lomeli: Madam Chair? Oh.

Lomeli: Sorry to interrupt. There are a few people with their hand raised online now.
Lorcher: Oh. Okay. Sorry about that. All right. Who do we have online?

Lomeli: | will start with Michael Blowers.
Lorcher: Allright. Michael, if you can state your name and address for the record, please.

Blowers: Yes. Michael Blowers. 1325 Rolling Hill Drive. | want to speak -- maybe clarify
to the last person that came and spoke. I'm not sure what Flat Iron Road is, so | want to
clarify that. But | want to -- one of the things | wanted to speak about is that person's
property is required in addition to Corey Barton's property in order to create this access
road. So, that's one of the things | wanted to just clarify to this thing. The other point |
wanted to make is ultimately at the end of the day, even though, obviously, no one would
want this in their neighborhood, we are tired of coming here and doing this every one to
two years. I'm one of the people that was referenced in one of the community comments
that our house looks like crap and it's because since 2017 we have had to be dealing with
this -- these developments. So, it wouldn't be prudent for us to invest in our properties.
So, in that respect we would hope that this gets approved. That being said, it would be
highly irresponsible | believe for the city to do this. The main reason being -- to get into
or exit this property requires crossing two lanes of traffic and a bike lane and when you
are doing that during peak hours or -- depending on the time of day, you are talking about
playing Carrie Underwood and she takes the wheel and, hopefully, you are not hitting
anyone when you are going across. And like -- | say that as a joke, but I'm -- | can't count
how many times that we have been lucky we haven't been hit. That's only with 15 units
on this property and you are talking about adding another almost 200 with businesses. |
wanted to clarify the other reason why | wanted to speak today -- | didn't plan on doing it
-- was | believe staff said something about a right-in, right-out only. Okay. That just can't
happen. There is -- the two elementary schools are east of this place. | don't know what
anyone would expect -- what route they would expect us to take to get over there,
including the gas station, including the nearest grocery store. The other point | wanted
to make -- and | don't want to like disparage Movado in any way. Movado has about six



or seven ways you can enter that property. | don't know why a light there is necessary,
although, obviously, it would be great for them to have. | don't understand why city and
ACHD can -- can -- you two work together to get Rolling Hill and those apartments -- to
get the light there. That would alleviate a lot. That seems like one of these problems that
people talk is a problem and it really shouldn't be. It's an obvious solution. We shouldn't
have to be dealing with it. The developer has a much better plan than last time. Like can
you guys deal with that? And, then, the other issue is to open up this road we were told
2,000 a day traffic unit. It would exceed it to open up this road, so it has to be closed off
to the Silverstone Apartments and so is that something that's set in stone? What would
require us to go around out? What -- because our concern is -- well, if we want to develop
our properties, which is why we are ultimately in support of this reluctantly, are you going
to deny us once you approve this, because traffic is going to be insane coming into here.
Like what -- we -- we need some definitive action, because doing this every one to two
years is a waste of everyone's time.

Lorcher: All right. Thank you very much.
Lomeli: Madam Chair, the next person is by the name of Amy.

Waddles: Hithere. My name is Amy Waddles. My address is 1360 Rolling Hill Drive. |
just want to share my comments about, you know, the development -- it is great. | feel
so badly for the homeowners down there having to deal with two years, two and a half
years of this. | know we have recently put our house on the -- on the market just to be
done with it like. Nobody wants to sit through year after year after year. The concern,
however, that we are facing is, again, those apartments were built on the south -- or on
the north end of Rolling Hill. These will be on the south end. And we still have a corridor
of homes that are sandwiched in between and so what has happened to Rolling Hill --
one of our neighbors compared it to the apartment dwellers using it as a Greenbelt. That's
essentially what's happening. People are up and down the road on dirt bikes. The roads
are black -- or dark at night. You can't see anything. Random traffic at all times. Amazon
-- any delivery service is using Rolling Hill and parking at the end of Rolling Hill to do
deliveries to the apartments and that's just on the one end. Now we are compounding
that on the south end of the road and, yet, again, you know, the question while we are
looking at these developments is who is dealing with the consequences of these
developments and it's the homeowners time and time again. You know, was that last
year that we had that high speed chase that ended up on Rolling Hill Drive. | understand
things change, but now we have a concert hall going in proximity to Rolling Hill Drive.
Compounding with these apartments here. | did some counting of parking spots at the
Aaron Apartments on the north end. On average there are 65 cars parked on the streets
surrounding that complex. We sat through hearings where we heard, oh, we have plenty
of parking. There is -- we have more than enough what -- that's required. But yet 65 cars
on average, that's a lot of cars and in this situation with this development they are going
to end up along Rolling Hill Drive and | know, again, the developer has been great about
listening to feedback and all of that, but when we are combining that with the concert hall
we have a serious problem here and | just -- I'm super frustrated that we are in this
situation and I'm like my other neighbors, whatever we have to do to get out of here is



what we want to do and if that means we approve a development that doesn't coincide --
| mean | don't have the answer. | guess I'm turning to you guys to find an answer here to
get these last homes bought out and a solution happening, so we are not all just stuck in
this perpetual stalemate. It's just frustrating.

Lorcher: All right. Thank you very much for your testimony.
Lomeli: Madam Chair, the next person is Gary Rainey.

Rainey: Good evening. Thank you, Madam Chair and Members of the Commission. I'm
going to try to be brief. A lot of the other comments --

Lorcher: Gary, can you state your address, please?
Rainey: I'm sorry. Gary Rainey. We own the property at 1480 Rolling Hill. So, we are a
potential seller.

Lorcher: Okay. Thank you.

Rainey: So, | could talk about the condition of the property and the best use and the need
for space and -- and all of that, but what | really want to spend my time on is the Corey
Barton property. So, from another developer, totally unrelated to this project, but who
tried to buy this, told me that Corey Barton said -- same thing. I'm not interested in selling
and his quote was | have a ten to 20 year plan. So, if he is only going to develop the
property to the east, he doesn't need a ten to 20 year plan. But it's clear to me is that the
ten to 20 year plan is to -- to choke point all of the properties from everybody that is
speaking tonight, except the ones that live directly on Overland, and be able to control
those until the values go down and, then, he can buy them up and do his own
development. Denying this property would effectively give him the keys to everybody on
Rolling Hill and no commercial development there unless he is in control of it to put his
road in. So, | hope you consider the value of the property. These are properties where
the -- some of the wells are starting to dry up and there has been a number of illegal RV
storage and motorcycle repair and different things that go on. 1 think this is a good
opportunity for Meridian to have housing, which we desperately need, next to the
development of Eagle View and the last note -- the mention about the light moving to
Rolling Hill. 1 don't know if that's feasible at all. 1 would only point out that there is actually
a Rolling Hill on the south side of Overland, not just on the north side of Overland. Maybe
that's a potential idea. | don't know. Thank you for your service. Thank you for listening.
| hope you approve this project.

Lorcher: Thank you, Gary. Anyone else in Chambers? Okay Now would you like to
come back up and -- Chris, would you like to answer some of the comments, please.

Todd: Madam Chair, Members of the Commission, | don't have to reset my address, do
1?

Lorcher: You are good.



Todd: Okay. | was writing as fast as | can. It's kind of a lost art these days; right? So, a
couple of things --

Lorcher: As long as you can read your own handwriting.

Todd: Yeah. So, | just wanted to try to go through as many of the comments and try to
provide some answers for the testimony that you heard this evening. One of the mistakes,
though, that | did make talking with Commissioner Smith in the transition area was the
previous application was for the -- in 2024 was for the four story buildings throughout and
I'm might have misrepresented saying that there was three story. So, | just wanted to
clear that up. As Planning and Zoning Commissioners a lot of times you are seeing these
transition areas and -- and maybe different areas, you know, where economic agriculture
maybe hits sprawl. This transition area is a little bit different. It's where economic
corridors are meeting mixed-use development and there is still some county ground that
is developable within that area. | think a lot of the comments that you have heard this
evening or at least one of the themes that -- that | heard was the developer of the project
is great. The transportation sucks. But I'm looking to sell. And | think that's a -- a good
theme to think about is that this is a transition area that is going through growth. 1 think
that we have seen that with the last two applications that the Commission has
recommended for approval in this area and | think that it will continue to have good growth
in the area. | think Mr. Rainey hit on it a little bit. There are some rentals, some
dilapidation along Rolling Hills that would be key properties to redevelop with approval of
this project. But one gentleman that wasn't here today that did submit a letter -- and | just
wanted to hit on this, because | heard it in Nick's testimony was the letters that were in
the -- or maybe even it was Mike's testimony whereas all the letters are from the owners
that are a part of this application. There was another letter that was submitted this
morning. It was an e-mail from David Ellis that should be in your packet as well. He
actually owns two properties on Rolling Hill Drive and he is in favor of this project. Going
into the individual -- | don't want to go -- this is not personal in any way, I'm just trying to
put the name with the comments, so that | can address them. Chris was talking about
the transition area, making sure that -- that the -- that the -- the buildings are -- are -- are
having a -- a green -- or a screen in the privacy. By -- by bringing those stories down to
two stories -- and maybe if we could bring up the PowerPoint presentation again for the
line of sight. Within that transition area and when we are looking to the north in terms of
the building height, we are looking at the 270 feet, but we are also looking at the -- the
view shed would be to the -- call it the -- the upper story of the -- or the upper floor or the
second floor. These folks would not be looking down on Mr. -- Chris' property. These
properties also off of View Drive we are talking about driveways and front yards. We are
not talking about people looking in the privacy of somebody's backyard. We are following
the Comprehensive Plan. We feel like we have -- we have extinguished so much effort
to bring the best plan forward to the city of -- of Meridian. Some of the comments -- | don't
know if | agree that city staff should be sharing some of their personal comments like to
Chris when he comes in to talk to him and those should be held for maybe internal
discussions or for the actual staff report. We are following ACHD's road map when it
comes to where Movado is. There has been a lot of discussion on that this evening. This



is from ACHD's future road use map and so that's where this alignment's coming from.
Looking at comments about swinging the property -- or swinging the road back into our
property, it doesn't solve the issue that the intersection would still be on private property,
so there is still a coordination effort that would have to go forward that we have hit a dead
end on. David, who was up here, owns the vacant lot, says he supports the project. We
are familiar with the floodplain. Alicia -- Alicia Eastman. Neighborhood meeting notices.
We have given out neighborhood meeting notices to all and mailed those out. | don't
know why she didn't get those. We had -- | was at a neighborhood meeting in the
beginning of even February and we had great attendance from all the -- the neighbors
that were there as well. A lot of the comments, too, talking about properties that are on
the market that can't sell. That is a direct representation of kind of the challenges that we
are trying to -- to help be a partner with the City of Meridian to solve. We are not here to
try to slam a project into a space that doesn't -- or can't accommodate it. See if | have
missed anybody. I'm sorry. Michael made a comment about opening up Rolling Hill to
the north. | -- I don't know if | can comment on that, but I'm looking at just transportation
planning in general anytime you can open up a road that is currently closed, whether it's
emergency access or limited access, it will help with your circulation pattern. Michael
mentioned that it's a better plan. We appreciate that. A lot of neighbors are for the project.
Talked about David Ellis and the two properties that he owns and the letter that he wrote
in support. Amy's comments said that we were great. Thank you, Amy. The development
is great. Thank you. She is trying to sell and | do notice that her listing is directed more
towards developers and so getting back to that, you know, this is a -- a transition area
and these are the comments that come in those transition areas and we feel that the
project that you have in front of you follows city code, follows the Comprehensive Plan.
We have ACHD and the fire department's support and we would like to move forward and
start building this project out with the local team that we have here today. Commercial
Northwest Property Management is here for the client. They are a professional property
management company that also manages -- my memory -- The Buddy, which is an
apartment complex that this group has done in Boise. Commercial Northwest was helping
us out with some of the market studies. | know that they would be great at making sure
Amy's concerns on parking, deliveries, making sure that the property is just professionally
managed. In order for this property to be successful it has to have professional, efficient
management. Appreciate Gary's candid conversation. | couldn't agree more. And | stand
for anymore questions.

Smith: Madam Chair?

Simison: Commissioner Smith.

Smith: So, I -- | did hear some people tonight say, you know, | wish they would reach out
to purchase my property or things like that. I'm curious. Obviously, the property to the

east is -- is one thing, but --

Todd: Yeah.



Smith: -- have you looked into extending the acquisition north and west to expand the
development? What does that look like?

Todd: A hundred percent. It would be something that this group, as well as other
development groups, not just the one that's involved with this, would be interested in these
properties. But a lot of these developers are looking to see what happens with this
property. With approval of this property, as a real estate professional | have no doubt
that these folks' property will increase in value with the approval of this project. | think
that that's undeniable. Now, would we purchase it? | hope so, but it could be that
somebody comes in and -- and maybe offers them more or their appetite for a different
style or -- or type of development maybe fits into the -- the overall plan better and in the
mixed-use world there is lots of different mixed-use that people are doing. | have a couple
that we are doing even in Star and they are very popular. The ones that | have off of Star
Road and State Street currently are a hundred percent occupied.

Lorcher: So, this is a development with three -- two and three story buildings; correct?
Todd: Yes. Correct.

Lorcher: The northside would be two stories and the internals would be three stories.
Todd: Well, there is -- there is four story buildings along Overland.

Lorcher: Okay.

Todd: Because they are back -- this is a great exhibit showing kind of those stories and
-- and how they are -- how they are stepped away from the north. So, we would go from
two stories on the north. The -- the south side of that building is three stories. Same
roofline. Same view shed. And, then, the properties -- the buildings that would be on the
south side along Overland would be four stories.

Lorcher: Okay. And are these all rentals or are they any ownership?

Todd: These would all be rental properties for market -- market rent.

Lorcher: And one, two, three bedrooms | assume?

Todd: Correct.

Lorcher: And what kind of price point were you just looking at? And it -- I'm not going to
commit you to anything. Just ballpark.

Todd: No. | believe that the median price for a two-bedroom, two bath rental property in
Meridian right now is fluctuating between 1,650 to 1,750.

Lorcher: Okay. Okay Any other questions?



Perreault: Madam Chair?
Lorcher: Commissioner Perreault.

Perreault: So, with all due respect to our staff who has worked so hard on this and -- and
yourselves and the work that you have done and -- and Mr. Barton, | feel like that if -- if
Mr. Barton wanted to be here to defend his property and to advocate to not have the road
go through his property he has certainly had ample opportunity to do that and, you know,
he is -- he is the -- he is in a -- | mean as a -- as a Planning and Zoning Commissioner |
can't say that because of what he does he should know better than another neighbor who
would just be an individual there. However, he has had many opportunities to come and
say, hey, | don't want this road. | want to share this road with the neighbor. | -- | will --
you know, we will cover half the cost or can we -- can we move -- can we talk to ACHD
about moving this farther west. There has been plenty of opportunity to do that and |
have no doubt he is fully aware of the risk that he takes by having the entirety of that
section on his property and -- and what it might do to the value and the -- the issues of
future use. So, | -- | just -- | appreciate the staff's desire to see that this goes well. | love
that that -- that our staff does that. But, frankly, if he had an issue with it, then, he needs
to come to the table and have a conversation with this applicant and with the city about
it. What | would have hoped to have seen from you is more focus -- not on what you
didn't want to be doing, but more focus on Rolling Hill and how could -- that could be
improved in a way that would be really beneficial to this and to the neighbors. So, for
example, | would like to have seen what's the distance between your exit on Rolling Hill
to the Overland intersection. How do you see those vehicles exiting. Was there any
consideration of potentially picking up some right of way, so you could have a left turn
lane putin? Would that be an improvement that the developer will be willing to do? What
is stacking going to look like for those. | assume you have done study on, you know, the
-- the challenges that any commercial user is going to come in here and have coming
back on to Rolling Hills, making a left, making a right onto Overland, not being able to
make a left onto Overland because of traffic. |imagine you all assessed all of those things
before you made these decisions. But | would have liked to have heard more about all of
those things and I'm -- and -- and I'm kind of surprised that there wasn't more explanation
-- exploration as to Rolling Hills connecting to Flat Iron, because it seems to me like it's a
little bit farther away, but that gets people out to the light on Silverstone. So, it's not a
criticism of what you all have done. | know you have limitations. Just having heard
hundreds of applications that that's what I think would have been beneficial for me to help
make the decision. So, I still -- still thinking about this one, but that's something that |
think would have -- would have been beneficial for us to see how -- how you could have
envisioned that working well with what you already have.

Todd: And we will work with ACHD in terms of that access. That's what we presented to
them that they have approved off of the -- the rolling hills into the subdivision. But if during
the construction drawing phase, the platting process, what they are looking at -- or,
excuse me, the development phase is that they are looking to swing that a little bit north,
because they see that that would be an issue. We would be more than open to doing



that. We do not take it lightly and that's why we worked with a lot of the land owners along
Rolling Hills -- or Rolling Hill Drive and trying to figure out, you know, if -- we have offered
speed bumps, we have offered signage. Lighting. We pushed for -- | mean it would be
beneficial for our project if Rolling Hill Drive was opened up, but maybe it's a part of the
transition of -- as these properties grow and develop that that finally, with some help from
Meridian staff, is saying that it is time now to open this road and I think that that's kind of
a natural maturation of -- of Rolling Hill, too.

Perreault: Madam Chair?

Lorcher: Commissioner Perreault.

Perreault: | -- | understand the neighbors would not be likely in -- in favor of opening
Rolling Hill to Flat Iron for obvious reasons, because they already have enough people
coming and going down there. However, you know, there has been a lot of comments
about not being able to make a left onto Overland Road and it would allow those -- those
neighbors to just have easier access around their neighborhood. Maybe not make them
feel as much rush to sell, because they -- they are -- the struggle the pinch to -- to access
their properties from the Rolling Hill-Overland intersection may be alleviated a little bit.
So, anyhow, we are here now and --

Todd: Thank you.

Perreault: -- I don't -- | don't know if -- if what I'm saying will change the conversation, but
-- yeah.

Todd: Thank you.
Perreault: Wanted to investigate that.

Lorcher: Obviously this application goes to City Council as well, so | would encourage
you to give ACHD a call again after you have the results of this meeting and maybe that
opens another discussion, like Commissioner Perreault said, to possibly look into a left-
hand turn lane or like Ms. Eastman said maybe the words keep clear on that section, so
that there is more accessibility and having that discussion during City Council of those
ways of being able to move through Rolling Hills. Because, obviously, you can't do
anything to the east because the landowner is not cooperating. So, any other questions
or comments for the applicant before we close the public hearing? Any final thoughts?

Todd: No. Thank you for your time.
Lorcher: All right. Thank you. May | have a motion to close the public hearing, please?
Gelsomino: So moved.

Smith: Second.



Lorcher: It has been moved and seconded to close the public hearing for Rolling Hill
Subdivision. All those in favor say aye. Any opposed -- any opposed? Motion carries.

MOTION CARRIED: FIVE AYES. TWO ABSENT.

Lorcher: Well, it's a lot to pack in -- into -- to one thing. | have to be honest, I'm on the
fence. One of the things that | appreciate about the City of Meridian is that every
application is evaluated individually and regardless of whatever concert venue is across
the street, whatever is going on at Silverstone, you know, they are there and we take a
look at that in its entire context, but your application is reviewed based on its merit and
the way it is right now. | appreciate the fact that you have tried out to reach to the -- to
the east land holder and they are not willing to participate. But | also understand that
there is a lot of changes that's going to be happening to Meridian -- excuse me -- Overland
Road and adding 184 more units to an area that's super congested already gives me a
little bit of pause. | think this plan has been well thought out. | do not prefer the transition
from the north regardless of the road and the distance and the houses. The fact that
those houses are still there needs to be acknowledged and appreciated, because maybe
those landowners won't sell and I think there is nothing worse than when you have land
in Meridian and that your backyard you have a big sign that says for future road use and
you are like, well, this is my land, I'm not going to sell this quite right yet. So, in-fill is
always tough to be able to fit this into this area at this time | think is challenging. |
appreciate that you are making an entrance onto Movado, but you are not financially
contributing to Movado. That that would collect to View Circle or View Lane, although |
would encourage you to look into the road improvements of Rolling Hill. So, I'm interested
to hear what the other Commissioners have to say before | render my vote on this.

Smith: Madam Chair?
Lorcher: Commissioner Smith.

Smith: | think what sits at the heart here is -- is what do you do when the short and
medium term interest and a long-term interest of the city and its residents are in conflict
or intention. | think it's -- | think it's really clear from the testimony tonight that the
developer is -- is pursuing this project in good faith and doing everything they can to make
it a really quality project and if you put this in a vacuum, if you look at just this -- this
development, | think -- | think it's a great -- great development. | think they are -- you
know, maybe there are some things | would tweak with trying to increase the buffer to the
west or things like that for existing residents there, but -- but really the -- the -- the critical
guestion mark is this feature collector and | don't think | -- I'm trying to be diplomatic with
my words. | think on one hand | don't think it's in the best interest of the city to approve
this without having certainty on that collector roadway. On the other hand, | question the
long-term benefit to the city to send a message that -- and I'm not -- I'm not trying to say
this is anyone's intention, but this is, in effect, what's happening. | don't -- | wonder what
the long-term benefit to the city and its residents is if we send a message that you could
theoretically hold an entire, you know, area of the city hostage by acquiring land that
contains some critical future infrastructure. We are a quasi- judicial body. [ think there



might be a legislative need to -- to look at this, you know, from -- whether that's City
Council or whether that's, you know, looking at Title 67 and LLUPA or something like that.
| -- 1 think where I'm at currently -- and I'm like you, I'm kind of on the fence, | -- | don't
know that | can approve this now. | --I'm -- but if there is this -- this aspect where this --
it's in the city's best interest to see this area developed in the long term and that's all
being, you know, encumbered by this one small strip of land, again, from -- from a
layman's perspective -- I'm not a lawyer, but I'm thinking is -- is eminent domain a path?
You know, are -- but | don't think that the solution is here tonight.

Lorcher: Right.

Smith: So, | think, you know, | also have the pleasure of sitting on the Transportation
Commission. I'm going to send an e-mail to Caleb to ask him to, you know, loop in
Movado for consideration on the next year's integrated five year work plan discussions
and | think that's something that, you know, any movement that can happen from the city
-- I mean we can try to take it, but, you know, to -- you know, to take the progress we can,
take the steps we can, but | think there is this -- there is just this Gordian knot that sits
right on the eastern boundary and | don't know what the solution is, but | don't think it's
here tonight and so that's my disposition. | don't think | can approve this --

Lorcher: Okay.

Smith: -- and that -- that causes me to stress. | feel for the applicant. | feel for the -- the
landowners. This is -- it's not a great situation. It's an awful situation, honestly.

Lorcher: Right.
Smith: But I don't know that that fix goes through this body.
Lorcher: Okay. Commissioner Perreault.

Perreault: So -- and -- oh, there we go. I'm not a huge fan of the design of the whole
project in terms of where the buildings sit. | would love to have seen smaller buildings
and -- but | know that they went through this design with staff over and over and over
again. The recommendation was made that there be central amenities and that required
the applicant to modify essentially what they had designed prior. | -- | don't love seeing
this massive asphalt parking lot. | don't think it's visually appealing, but it's necessary if
you are going to have commercial use coming in. So, it's not my job to redesign these. |
don't -- | don't like how it looks and -- and -- and how | think it will feel, but -- but that for
me is not as much of a factor as just being able to accommodate the flow of traffic coming
in on Rolling Hills. So, I -- I would like -- I -- I am not in opposition to this application. |
think it needs some more work, but I'm not going to recommend that we continue it at the
Planning and Zoning Commission level. | think a lot of that can be done before City
Council. Having been a City Council member | have a pretty good idea what's going to
be asked and what conversation is going to be had. So, I'm in favor of moving it forward
to -- to City Council to -- to see their thoughts on -- on what's going to happen with -- with



that collector and would just encourage the applicant to -- | know you are taking notes.
Encourage you to keep in mind all the things that we discussed and maybe just see how
it could be just maybe a little more visually appealing if possible.

Gelsomino: Madam Chair?
Lorcher: Commissioner Gelsomino.

Gelsomino: | will echo Commissioner Smith and -- and the Chair Woman. | -- I'm on the
fence. As someone who as of -- up until five -- four years ago was a resident in an
apartment complex that was facing on a very congested road, | recognize the -- the safety
concerns and | recognize a lot of the traffic concerns, especially -- especially because the
exit that | had to take in that apartment complex had no -- had no signal light either. It
was just me playing Frogger. If | had made it | made it. If | didn't | didn't. So, | do see a
lot of the efforts by the applicant to, you know, improve upon the -- the items that were
the cause of denial in the previous revision of this project. But, again, | am -- | am a little
bit on the fence, because | do believe that there are those safety concerns that the -- on
the transportation side and the infrastructure side that could be improved upon.

Lorcher: Thank you. Commissioner Sandoval, do you have any other comments?

Sandoval: Madam Chair, | will keep this really short and sweet. Same concern on the
collector road here. | don't think it's ready to approve. That's my position.

Lorcher: Okay. Thank you. | guess we are ready for a motion. | think you should take
these notes. Again this goes to City Council. We have -- we have heard a lot of things
today that could possibly add to your presentation to them, but I'm going to say after
considering all staff, applicant and public testimony, | recommend to deny City Council H-
2025-0040 for the hearing date of March 5th, due to the transition between the north and
the -- the -- and the property due to the collector road issues and the congestion on
Overland Road. And if | don't have a second, then, someone else can make a motion
and the motion dies. All right. No second. Anyone else for a motion?

Smith: Madam Chair, | know this was mentioned a couple meetings ago and | know this
was mentioned as something that's rare, but | think in this instance | don't think this is a
product of a divided Commission, but I think it's because there is -- the wealth of the
Commissioners are -- are severely on the fence.

Lorcher: | am.

Smith: So -- so, with that | think -- personally I think that there is -- part of the discussion
is also a legislative component. | think that is something that | can't recommend one up
or down to City Council at the moment and so | don't think there is anything we continue,
so with that | will be making a motion that is not on here necessarily. So, after considering
all staff -- thank you. After considering all staff, applicant and public testimony, | move to



forward File No. H-2025-0040 as presented for the hearing of March 5th, 2026, with no
recommendation.

Lorcher: So, when you say forward --

Smith: Without a recommendation.

Lorcher: So, you -- when you say forward you mean approve?

Smith: No. |--1--1 move to send this to City Council without an official Commission
recommendation.

Perreault: Second.

Lorcher: Legal, are we allowed to do that?

Breshears: It's my understanding that you need to have an approval or a denial.

Smith: Madam Chair?

Lorcher: Commissioner Smith.

Smith: | believe this was due to us not having -- the risk of not having votes to send one
way or the other to Commission -- | believe Kurt mentioned this was something that we
could do. I don't -- you know the law better than | do, obviously.

Breshears: If that's what you have decided to do you have the power to do that.

Smith: Okay.

Lorcher: | don't know. That would be a first for me after six years. So, staff, have you
ever heard of a forward?

Smith: | guess not. Okay.

Lorcher: They are all -- they are all shaking their head no. It's going to go forward no
matter what; right? Whether -- whether our comments are approved or denied.

Parsons: Madam Chair, Members of the Commission, | can give you some more context
if that helps you.

Smith: That would be great. Thank you.

Parsons: Yeah. | will let you -- what decision you want to go with this evening. So, |
think you heard a lot of information about transportation and I think we all agree Overland
is heavily traveled. | drive it consistently as well and | understand that as -- as well.
Looking back at when that apartment complex went into the north of this development --



so, when Rackham East developed this body was concerned at that time and you actually
asked the applicant at the time -- you -- you commissioned a study from them to study
the intersection of Silverstone Way and Overland, because you were concerned about
the traffic. They did that as they transitioned from your body -- from the Commission to
City Council. Part of that -- that study did confirm that no matter what approvals are in
place that intersection will continue to fail. It was doomed from the beginning, because
of all the -- just the way the area is set up and so at that point, though, the applicant was
willing to close off Rolling Hill with that emergency access in favor of continuing to let that
intersection degrade. So, regardless of what we do here tonight, whether we approve it,
deny it -- staff would feel more comfortable with your -- a recommendation. | know City
Council would as well. That's why they appoint you to these positions, because they are
looking for your feedback. But, ultimately, we all know whatever happens with this
collector road everything is funneling to Overland Road no matter how many roads tie
into Overland, because that's just how the area is set up. There is no connectivity to the
east to Boise and there -- we have Eagle Road with a major interchange that's occurring
in there. So, the best we can -- that's why for us and this application, another signalized
intersection is critical and regardless of -- the other part of it is that DA says the city and
ACHD can look at reopening that road to Flat Iron and allow other -- other means of
egress from this development, so -- but, again, you are funneling more traffic through
apartments, through ICCU through a mini roundabout to a signalized intersection that's
already exceeding ACHD's thresholds. So, really, that's kind of the dilemma we have
here tonight is this is all going to redevelop at some point. It's mixed-use. It's a smaller
mixed-use project. The comp plan has policies that say look at the whole -- the area
holistically. It's hard to do that when you have just a small piece and we have a major
component controlled by one landowner. So, again, you can see all of these discussions
that we have had with the applicant. Now you know why we have had eight meetings
with the applicant --

Lorcher: Right.

Parsons: -- and we all agree that timing is -- is the concern here and -- and, unfortunately,
that's where we are at this evening. So, just at least wanted to let you know that -- some
of that previous history and let you know that Overland will continue to have increased
traffic on it.

Smith: Madam Chair, | would like to withdraw my motion.

Lorcher: Okay. Thank you very much.

Perreault: Madam Chair?

Lorcher: Commissioner Perreault.

Perreault: | chose not to second the motion that was made for denial is because | didn't

-- | didn't believe it should be denied for those reasons. But | would be happy to try
another motion --



Lorcher: Sure.

Perreault: -- that may be for reasons that | think denial should be considered. After
considering all staff, applicant and public testimony, | move to recommend denial to the
City Council of File No. H-2025-0040 as presented during the hearing of March 5th, 2026,
for the following reasons. | believe the applicant has not done sufficient investigation and
research into the impact that traffic will have on Rolling Hills and that in -- in terms of
considerations of traffic that exists on there from current homeowners and the impact of
-- specific impact of traffic that will come from the development itself and | -- | would -- |
believe that we should deny it for that reason. Does that make sense?

Lorcher: Yes. Do | have a second?
Sandoval: Second.

Lorcher: It's been moved and seconded to deny File H-2025-0040. All those in favor say
aye. All those opposed?

Smith: Madam Chairman, aye.
Lorcher: Okay. And none opposed? Motion for denial carries. Thank you very much.
MOTION CARRIED: FIVE AYES. TWO ABSENT.

Lorcher: Let's take a five minute break before -- and, then, the next two applications will
be combined together.

(Recess: 7:55 p.m.to 8:03 p.m.)



