MEMORANDUM
TO:

Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Sarah Schafer, Design Review/Historic Preservation Manager

DATE:

September 12, 2017

RE:

DRH17-00182 / Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts

Request
A staff-generated proposal to modify the Design Guidelines for Residential Historic
Districts to allow for an increase in the allowed lot coverage maximum from 30-percent
to 35-percent and to exclude front porches from the lot coverage calculations.
Recommendation to City Council
At their May 22, 2017 hearing, the Historic Preservation Commission took into
consideration all written and oral testimony. At the public hearing the Commission
recommended that maximum lot coverage be maintained at 30-percent but allowed
that front porches shall be excluded from the lot coverage calculations.
Background
The Historic Preservation Team proposed changes to the Design Guidelines in November
of 2016 on several topics.
• Allowing more options for window materials, as long as historic dimensions and
profiles were maintained.
• Increasing the maximum lot coverage from 30-percent to 40-percent, and
removed front porches from the lot coverage calculation.
• Allow embossed fiber cement siding (previously required to be smooth).
• Modify level of review to allow more staff level approvals.
The intended purpose of these changes was to address standards that have been the
subject of HPC appeal hearings over the past several years. These proposed changes
were sent to the affected neighborhood associations, the State Historic Preservation
Office, and Preservation Idaho for review and comment. From meetings with these
organizations and written feedback, it was determined a more scaled down version of
the proposal should move forward as the proposal to the Historic Preservation
Commission, as follows:
• No changes to the windows would be proposed as the Design Guidelines allow
for non-wood windows. The planning staff will work with the Commission on
enforcement of the guideline.

•
•
•

Increase the maximum lot coverage from 30-percent to 35-percent, and remove
the front porches from the lot coverage calculation.
Instead of allowing for the embossed fiber cement siding, through contractor
education show why the embossed fiber cement is not appropriate.
Maintain the existing levels of review.

The revised information was sent out to all of the previous organizations for dissemination
to their organizations and members. The Historic Preservation team attended meetings
at the neighborhood associations to explain the changes and the reasoning behind the
requests as well as to receive feedback.
The main feedback heard from the residents of the districts and the neighborhood
associations was that exceedance of the 30-percent lot coverage is already often
allowed by the Historic Preservation Commission. They were concerned that raising the
maximum coverage in the guidelines would result in even larger lot coverage
exceedance approvals than have occurred in the past. The current exception range is
as high as 41% and they were concerned it could go to 50%.
Some residents did support removal of porches from the lot coverage calculation. There
was also some sentiment to support raising the lot coverage limit in the historic districts to
35%, but only if additional exceedances could not be granted beyond that level.
Designers and developers in the historic district strongly supported the changes,
expressing the concern that lot coverage has been a major hurdle for their clients as they
have sought to improve the modern livability of their properties. For example, main floor
master bedrooms are commonly sought by older clients looking to remodel and stay
within the existing neighborhoods, but the lot coverage limitation often precludes this
design feature.
Overall, the Commission received more testimony against the proposal than they did for
and the request to make whatever percentage arrived at a true limit versus a sliding
scale was heard several times in testimony.
Conclusion
The Planning Team supports the recommendation of the Historic Preservation Commission
with adherence to the 30-percent lot coverage but allowing front porches to be
excluded from the calculation. Retaining the 30-percent lot coverage will still allow the
HPC to approve additional lot coverage if other properties in the area already exceed
that percentage.
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feasible, a dormer addition can augment headroom in an attic and enhance use of a space in
the building. Careful attention should be taken
in designing and constructing these additions.
Dormers that historically did not exist should be
placed at the rear of the house and as much out
of view from the street or public right-of-way as
possible. They should be designed in proportion to the roof area and to other windows in the
house. Special care in design may be required for
corner lots, which may have two dominant elevations. The introduction of new dormers, when
required for the habitation of heretofore unused attic space, must be designed to minimize
damage to the historic roof forms of the existing
building.

It is Generally Appropriate to:
4.1.1

Design a new addition to preserve the
established massing and orientation of
the building and character of the block.

4.1.2

Set back a new addition from the primary façade of the original building to
maintain original proportion, massing,
size, and scale. For example, setting back
a wall plane a few inches.

4.1.3

Relate rooflines, the pitch, and orientation of the new addition to the primary
building.

4.1.4

Use windows visible from the public
right-of-way that are congruous with
those of the original building. For example, use a consistent wall-to-window
ratio.

4.1.5

Use similar materials as found on the
original building.

4.1.6

Retain compatibility with the original
foundation through maintaining similar
height and in matching materials.

4.1.7

Consider ground or basement additions
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before the addition of dormer(s). Under
unique circumstances driven by site
constraints, dormer(s) additions should
be designed in proportional scale to
the original roof and should not visually
compete (see Figure 4.1).
4.1.8

Use a dormer in character with the style
of the house and of typical form such as
gable, hip, or shed (see Figure 4.2). 4.1.9
Maintain proportional lot coverage as
found on the neighboring properties of
the same block; maximum lot coverage
of all buildings should not exceed 30%
35% of the total lot area. Front porches
are not included in the lot coverage
calculation. Minimum open space
should be 40% of the total lot area (see
Figure 5.3.2). Any exceptions to these
percentages will be closely scrutinized.
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5.4 Orientation and Lot Coverage
Policy: New buildings should be oriented parallel to the street and provide visual continuity
with proportional lot coverage similar to other
buildings on the same block.

D

Appropriate
Figure 5.4.1
Appropriate orientation of the front elevation with the street and proportional lot
coverage consistent with neighboring
properties.

The principal facades of new buildings within
the district should be oriented to the street. Main
entryways should be located along these principal facades. This is a consistent pattern throughout the district which should be preserved to
maintain the prevailing visual continuity. When
this pattern of primary facades and entryways is
moved from the street side of the building, the
activity along the street is lost and the character
of the district changes.

Note, there are no garages facing the
front elevation or in view of the public
right-of-way.

General proportions of buildings-to-lot areas
should remain consistent with their historic appearance. Lot coverage should be similar in proportion to the lot coverage of neighboring lots.
Side and rear setbacks, as governed by zoning
regulations, limit the minimum spacing between
buildings; however, the overall proportions of
building-to-lot area should remain consistent
from lot to lot along the block.

It is Generally Appropriate to:
5.4.1

Orient the primary façade of a new
building parallel to the street (see Figure
5.4.1).

5.4.2

Provide primary entrances on the street
façade (see Figure 5.4.1).

5.4.3

Enhance the primary entrance through
steps, functional porches, stoops, porticos or other design features appropriate
to the architectural style of the building.

5.4.4

Maintain proportional lot coverage as
found on the neighboring properties of
the same block; maximum lot coverage
of all buildings should not exceed 30%
35% of the total lot area. Front porches
are not included in the lot coverage
calculation. Minimum open space
should be 40% of the total lot area (see
Figure 5.4.2). Any exceptions to these
percentages will be closely scrutinized.

5.4.5

Subordinate the accessory dwelling unit,
accessory building, or garage to the
primary residential building on the site
by placing the structure to the rear of the
lot (see Figure 6.1.1). Otherwise, consider
locating the accessory building, dwelling
unit, or garage to the side as long as it is
set back substantially (see Figure 5.4.1).
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6.1 Accessory Buildings, Accessory Dwelling Units, or Garages
Policy: Accessory buildings augment the livable
space of the existing building and preserve the
overall character of the district through a detached and secondary appearance and position.
The outbuildings of today include garages,
accessory dwelling units, sheds, and carports.
The siting and design of any new accessory
dwelling unit requires careful evaluation of both
specific site conditions and its relationship to the
primary structure. This careful attention is necessary since there is such a wide range of accessory
dwelling units found throughout the district.
With variation comes realization that not all
types are appropriate for all sites and the design
solution must be tailored to the site.

building on the lot or does not occupy the
entire back-yard (see Figure 6.1.1).
6.1.3 Subordinate the accessory dwelling unit,
accessory building, or garage to the
primary residential building on the site
by placing the structure to the rear of the
lot (see Figure 6.1.1). Otherwise, consider
locating the accessory building, dwelling
unit, or garage to the side as long as it is
set back substantially.
6.1.4 Use the same roof form as the existing
primary building.
6.1.5 Use similar materials used on the primary
existing building.

It is Generally Appropriate to:

6.1.6 Match rooflines; vary rooflines as long as
the variation is not significant.

6.1.1 Use similar architectural characteristics as
seen throughout the district. For example,
a basic rectangular form with gable, hip,
and shed roofs.

6.1.7 Design garages so they are alley loaded.

6.1.2 Maintain a proportional mass, size, and
height to ensure the accessory building or
dwelling unit is not taller than the primary

D

Appropriate

6.1.8 Maintain proportional lot coverage as
found on the neighboring properties of
the same block. Maximum lot coverage of
all buildings should not exceed 30% 35%
of the total lot area. Front porches are not
included in the lot coverage calculation.
Minimum open space should be 40% of
the total lot area (see Figure 5.3.2).

Figure 6.1.1
Appropriate fenestration follows rhythm set by neighboring buildings. The windows are patterned after existing styles in the center house example.
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☐
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☐
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TED VANEGAS: As you recall we went through a couple of work sessions with you and
did some outreach to the neighborhoods, neighborhood associations and public in
general to talk about some changes to our guidelines. What you see on the screen is
what was our original proposal was and not the proposal we are doing now. As you can
see this is a little more extensive allowing alternative options for window materials and
increasing maximum lot coverage from 30 to 40-percent and, to remove porches from
that calculation. Allowing false grain or embossed cement fiber siding which is currently
required to be smooth. Also modifying the level of review to allow more applications to
be reviewed at administrative level. However, through public feedback and feedback
from the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) we decided to pull back on this
proposal. In meetings with various groups we’ve decided to go forward with a far-scaled
down approach which is before you now. This is to increase the maximum lot coverage
from 30 to 35-percent and keep the removal of front porches from the lot coverage
calculations.
As far as the text reads in the Guidelines, this is going to be the major change and the
language throughout our Guidelines whenever lot coverage is mentioned. The
underlined/cross-out is the 30-percent with 35-percent added and the language on front
porches excluded from that calculation. New construction has to come to the
Commission anyway so the intent of 35-percent lot coverage is to provide more flexibility
to homeowners in the historic districts. Typically, when a property owner wants to addon to their home or construct a garage on their home as long as it meets certain
parameters it is an administrative level review. However, if a homeowner wants to add
a garage to their property or an addition and it kicks them over the 30-percent threshold
significantly then they go before the Commission. Some of these lots are already pretty
high on lot coverage so anything somebody does to their lot whether it be a small
addition or modest garage it would kick them into a Commission approval. The intent
was to provide that flexibility for homeowners and again, new houses are already coming
through to the Commission and those lot coverages are also being reviewed by the
Commission.
We want to encourage construction of porches on homes in the historic districts and
further encourage construction of front porches where appropriate on existing homes as
well. As it is, front porches do count as lot coverage. We’ve seen this on some new
City of Boise
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homes where they either do not include a front porch but, might include a small entry
instead. When you’re counting the front porch as lot coverage people tend to want to
use the lot coverage for living space rather than a front porch. This is to encourage the
construction of full front porches. We’ve seen a few come through where they are barely
front porches, are very small, not as functional and, don’t provide as much or as good of
a street presence to the neighborhood and street.
I went through some applications and this obviously depends on the size of the lot and
the size of the various structures found on the property as well. Typically, full front porches
that encompass most of the façade of the home I have found we calculate 4 to 5percent lot coverage for full front porches. This is not including a wrap-around porch, but
a full usable front porch. Partial front porches which are about half of a façade of a
house are 2 to 3-percent of the overall lot coverage so once you get 2 to 3-percent or 4
to 5-percent that can at times make a difference if a property is going to have to scale
back or do something different. Again, this is showing you in general what that
percentage point does to the property.
Then we have the small covered entries. Porches aren’t always appropriate on a house
depending on the design of the house. Sometimes the smaller front entries are more
appropriate for the design of a house and typically those are less than 2-percent. I’ll
show you some examples. You’ve seen these. These are houses which have come
before the Commission. This is obviously a full front porch with 4 to 5-percent lot
coverage. This is a partial front porch around 3-percent. This is a covered stoop or
covered entry to a home. Again, these are at most 1 to 2-percent but, usually about 1percent.
We did receive a good amount of comments on this proposal. Generally, there is
concern about increasing from 30 to 35-percent with general support for the porches
being removed from those calculations. The problem we’ve heard in a few letters is that
the increase to 35-percent in combination with removing the porches from the
calculations is actually a higher increase. You saw the percentage points shown on what
a full and partial porch would take up. 3 to 5-percent may be on top of that. Those were
the concerns brought up to staff.
Another one is increased lot coverage will encourage an influx of homes that are
incongruous with the historic neighborhoods and further encouraging gentrification. In
general, encouraging large homes which may not be compatible with the
neighborhood or the historic district as a whole.

City of Boise
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There is concern that existing language in the guidelines is too vague and does not
establish appropriate direction or process when maybe some of these thresholds are
exceeded. The last sentence says, “Any exception to these percentages will be closely
scrutinized” so this has been questioned what does that mean…closely scrutinized? Staff
has considered that and discussed what that means. There has been thought of our grid
that tells us what is going to be approved at staff level and what is going to be approved
at the Commission level. We don’t have lot coverage on that grid and that is an option
for the Commission to address. The issue that our guidelines are vague on how we
address those thresholds of lot coverage. However, as I previously stated, not having the
hard-line has provided some flexibility in when somebody adds a modest garage or a
property owner adds an addition to the rear of their home…a modest addition that
maybe kicks them over to maybe 31 to 32-percent. At that point, do we force them to
come to the Commission for approval for something that is a modest and uncontroversial
addition. That is one thing to consider. We did hear from several commenters that not
having the assurance of that process of when a house or a project goes over that 30percent or 35-percent. However, that language isn’t being added or changed and is
currently in our guidelines and is not something that we are changing or adding. That’s
current language.
There is some support for the lot coverage increases. Again, that points to the added
flexibility and houses which would attract today’s young families that want larger homes
and want to live in the East or North Ends.
There is a letter in your packet from SHPO. As I mentioned, SHPO reviewed our first
proposal and they had some major concerns with that. We scaled it down to what is
before you now. In SHPO’s letter you’ll see they are okay with the 35-percent increase
but, they do put the caveat in there that they don’t want to see anything go any higher
than that and that the City should draw a firm line at 35-percent.
With that, staff recommends approval of DRH17-00182. The action for the Commission
would be a recommendation to the City Council.
SARAH SCHAFER: I have a quick summary. I also have the names of the people who
have submitted documentation and I’ve pulled out any additional comments that may
differ from what has been part of past testimony or any of the comments Ted pulled out
as specifics so you have any of the new information.

City of Boise
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-

Ted did refer to the item from the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
dated May 17, 2017. They called for strict adherence to the 35-percent coverage.
Otherwise they were in agreement with the modification.

-

We received documentation from Bonnie Krupp dated May 18, 2017. She is
opposed to the changes for porches and also has concerns with the height of 1½story homes and that the height is not designated. Accessory dwelling units aren’t
included. In addition, questions about developers being allowed to go to 40percent coverage and what they would have to address and, designs of the
homes are not being discussed as part of this.

-

Melissa Pratt provided documentation dated May 17, 2017 noting they are
opposed to the changes.

-

We have a signed petition. You have received copies of the petition. We have
additional signatures so what you have in your packet includes the additional
signatures to that petition.

-

We’ve received documentation from Amy Cook dated May 19, 2017. She is in
favor of the proposed changes. She likes the idea of removing the porches from
the lot coverage. She believes the 35-percent lot coverage should become a
true cap and there should be very little reason to go over the 35-percent lot
coverage.

-

Documentation from Zachary Arnstam dated May 19, 2017 in favor of the
changes.

-

Derek Hurd dated May 19, 2017 against the changes. He again talked about 30percent should be 30-percent. We’ve gone over those in the past and he sees
that if moved to 35-percent it would be the same thing.

-

Bridget and Jim Baker dated May 19, 2017. They are opposed and believe it
creates a loss of green space and allows for greater size, scale and massing of
construction. Also stated loss of natural light with the larger structures.

-

Josh Unger dated May 22, 2017 is opposed to the changes.

-

Eva Kean dated May 22, 2017 is in support of the changes saying it allows for
greater flexibility to obtain that master bedroom on the first floor.

City of Boise
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-

Timothy Neville dated May 22, 2017 submitted documentation for another project
but, also included comments in regard to the Design Guidelines for the districts.
He is opposed for many of the same reasons already stated. If the porches aren’t
already included in the calculations, it is just that much more increased.

That is a summary of the documents you have in front of you.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: Do you know about what percentage the garage is…like you
did for the porch? If we had a house already at 28-percent lot coverage and wanted
to add or remodel a garage so it was larger what percent would that kick them into?
TED VANEGAS: We can look into that but, it depends on the size of the lot. Is it a standard
lot or super substandard or something like that? We can look into that during the
testimony.
PUBLIC TESTIMONY
STEPHEN LORD (East End Neighborhood Association): I do not live in a historic
neighborhood or district but, in a home which is an intact 1907 home. I appreciate Ted’s
optimism of somehow this will allow flexibility. I have a quick comment about the notion
of flexibility and the historic neighborhood protection and that is, every time we talk
about flexibility we talk about techniques for altering the historic fabric of the
neighborhood. It is extremely important to note that when the East End Neighborhood
District was created I was the Vice Chairman of the Historic Preservation Commission and
the primary mover for getting that and the expanded North End Neighborhood created
as districts.
The open space was just as much a feature of each historic district as was any particular
architectural feature of a structure. It is very important to remember that the open space
was a critical reason why the East End which had a fairly small percentage of contributing
structures was still characterized as something eligible for classification as historic. Once
you start impairing that open space between existing structures you significantly
deteriorate the historic fabric of the East End Historic District. The same is true with the
Warm Springs Historic District which is also in the East End Neighborhood.
Unfortunately, in my opinion someone who is a historic preservation advocate and
someone who used to be sitting in the same position where the five of you are sitting
tonight the question being asked by the proposed guidelines is what can we do to make
City of Boise
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the district less historic in their historic feeling. I don’t know why the question is being
asked. I think it might be because staff struggles with the pressure from the developers
and with the pressure from the neighbors and homeowners who don’t understand or
don’t know what the requirements are for being in a historic district and, why the historic
districts when they are left alone and not allowed to mansion-ize, have their own added
value. People don’t need to have 24 by 24-foot garages. If they do, they might want to
consider whether they really do or don’t want to live in a historic district. If they want to
live in a house in a historic district with a 24 by 24-foot garage, then they should be very
careful about making sure they buy a parcel that’s adequate to allow for that size of a
garage. It’s really not complex and the truth of the matter is not everybody needs a twocar garage. The other truth is as close as it is to downtown Boise as the East and North
Ends are we’d really like to encourage people to have fewer cars parked, fewer cars
driven, more walking and more bicycling from these historic neighborhoods to other
places where people need to go. I understand Boise is a car centric neighborhood. I’m
almost 63 years old. I grew up here, I was born and raised here. I’m very familiar with
exactly how car centric Boise is.
I also understand and see many of my neighbors here. I’d like to submit to you something
we put together. Unfortunately, it is in tiny print and I’m not very good with Google
documents. We had about 40 or so comments and only three of them supported the
proposal. 30 of them were clearly in opposition and the rest were not clear whether they
support it or were in opposition over it but, they did generally support historic preservation.
I want to make this part of the record. I’m also concerned about the comment allowing
porches not to be considered and that porches should be encouraged or by themselves
historic. Opposed due to loss of open space. Submitted documentation stating only
three people in support (Exhibit 1).
Not every Bungalow in the East End has a porch. Porches by themselves being added
when they weren’t there originally those don’t contribute to the historic fabric. Those are
quote, Garrison Keillor, “We improved it and improved it and improved it until it was more
historic than it ever was before.” That’s not historic preservation. That’s historic imitation.
That is not a good quality in and of itself.
One of the things that happens when you decrease the space around historic homes is
you decrease side yards. Side yards contribute just as much to livability, walkability and
neighborliness as front porches do. So, the notion that somehow a front porch is the thing
that is the primary contributor to a feeling of neighborliness and a walkable
neighborhood…this just isn’t true. The things that create the feeling of neighborliness and
walkability in many of these historic neighborhoods is the detached sidewalk and the
City of Boise
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fact there is a lot of space and well-groomed mature trees. Those are critical elements
and in fact the feel of each block face is a critical component of the historic feel of each
neighborhood. That is what contributes to neighborhoods and the feeling of closeness
and proximity when people are in their yards. One of the other things I noticed from the
9 to 10-year tenure I had on the Historic Preservation Commission was that porches
become living space. Once somebody says, I have this really nice roofed structure and
a nice solid foundation under my front porch so I’m going to get permission to add a
bedroom, living room, den or a study and enclose that porch. Unfortunately excluding
porches from the percent calculation simply means you get this ballooning effect with
no limitations especially if you have a wrap-around porch. All of a sudden that becomes
three new added rooms because someone eventually will want to move in and say, let’s
enclose the porch, heat it, insulate it and put glass around it. You’re pretty much stuck
not being able to say no to it because it is a structure that is already and these are just
minor improvements and this is just someone adding a sunroom or adding a bedroom or
something else.
For those reasons and it is important to remember the East End Historic District in particular
and also the Warm Springs Historic Districts were both created with the space between
homes being an important part of the fabric. Eliminating the 30-percent guideline by
increasing it to 35-percent and eliminating the porches from that percentage both have
a deleterious and negative effect on historic preservation and we encourage you to
reject this proposal.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: I can’t remember if you had written a letter that was in your
packet talking about how the setback was once 7-feet and now it is 5-feet.
STEHPEN LORD: In the East End Guidelines we wanted to make sure there was always at
least a 7-foot side setback. This was something we specified in the guidelines that were
unique to the East End. What we find however is that staff and applicants treat the zoning
standard of 5-feet as if it is a historic preservation standard when it isn’t. There is a default
bump to the zoning standard for the R-Districts of a 5-foot setback and everybody seems
to ignore the guideline for preserving the historic side setbacks.
BARB DAWSON: In addition to the various objections that have been voiced by the letters
and e-mails you have received I offer the following for your consideration:
−

Who brought on the City the pressure to increase the lot coverage? Who benefits
from this increase? Certainly not the residents of the historic districts.

City of Boise
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−

With the demolition of older structures and building of new our tree canopy has
changed. Many large mature trees are lost because they are in the way.

−

You’re not just looking at a 5-percent increase in lot coverage. If you do the math
it is a 16-percent increase in lot coverage. You take 5-percent and you divide by
the existing 13-percent and you’re looking at over a 16-percent coverage
increase. It is a proportional increase in the carbon footprint of the new structures.

−

Adding more space increases more use of energy to heat and cool the home.
More bedrooms equal more inhabitants ergo more automobiles and vehicle trips
on our streets. Newer taller structures or additions will not only impact the natural
air ventilation in the existing homes it will have a significant impact on the ability
of the existing homes to utilize solar power by tower over the smaller homes.

−

If approved, I suggest that this expansion of the lot coverage is only the camel’s
nose under the tent. Higher and higher lot coverages will be suggested, requested
and perhaps approved.

DAVE FINLEY: I am a homeowner so I’m not representing an association, realtors or
anybody other than myself. I support the change from 30 up to 35-percent. I don’t think
that it is going to significantly change the historic character of our neighborhood. I would
also point to the letter you got from SHPO who concurs with that finding. When I walk
around my neighborhood and I really can’t tell you which houses are at 30-percent, 35percent or even 40-percent. It is a historic neighborhood, it is wonderful, the houses look
great and, I don’t think we’re doing any damage whatsoever to the neighborhood by
changing from 30 to 35-percent. I do however, like the idea of 35-percent becoming a
true cap. I’m not sure I agree with 35-percent becoming a guideline so now we’re in
the business of approving 38-percent or 40-percent. At some point we will begin to feel
the impacts of those higher lot coverages and it will change the flavor of the
neighborhood. I would support the 35-percent being the true cap. Eliminating the front
porches from the calculations…I have mixed feelings about that. If it were simply the
front part of the house and the area occupied by a porch in front of the house and
eliminating that from the calculation, I’m probably okay with that but, while talking I hear
now about wrap-around porches that can go down the sides of the house and if you’re
eliminating all of that area from the calculation then pretty soon you’re up around 50 to
60-percent and there is no limit on how big a porch can be so I think if you take up the
entire side yard with porches then the gentleman is correct when he said, “Side yards are
important and they add to the feeling of the historic character of the that neighborhood.

City of Boise

Page 9 of 21

CITY OF BOISE

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION MEETING
MINUTES ● May 22, 2017
City Hall – Council Chambers

6:00PM
DRAFT

I support the change. I don’t think you’re going to do any damage to our neighborhood
by approving it and please do.
LYNN BRADESCU: We have a petition signed by over 35 people who oppose this
application. We were able to secure those names in less than an hour. Imagine if all of
the neighbors had been noticed and we wonder why we weren’t considering how this
impacts everyone. Not everybody reads the Statesman’s back page. Let’s be frank.
The people who support this application are:
−
−
−
−
−

City of Boise
Builders
Designers
Architects
People who can afford to build a home in the most expensive areas of Boise.

The people who already live in these historic districts will be the ones who are impacted
negatively. The guidelines were designed with protections and they are not meant to
be changed because the area has become the “hotspot” to live. Comparing our historic
districts to Seattle or Portland’s building codes is just wrong. There was a letter in the
packet submitted comparing us to those cities. We are talking about historic districts and
not just random neighborhoods. The schools in the historic districts are already at max
and accessory dwelling units allowed to be built on a home that will cost well over
$600,000 most likely is not going to be used as income or to provide affordable housing.
As a realtor, I know the historic district well. More building in the North or East Ends will not
bring prices down. It will however raise property taxes. Is the City going to mandate that
ADU’s be rented at affordable rates? I think not. The argument that larger homes brings
benefits is frankly laughable and distressing at the same time. There is a home just listed
today for $824,900 in the North End with 3,600 square feet with an art studio above the
garage which is not rented. That is over $229 per square foot. Out of reach for most and
only within the reach of a few. We ask that the City respect the rules of the historic districts
currently in place and keep the lot coverage at 30-percent. Folks that want to live in our
historic districts must understand and accept the ramifications of buying or living in a
historic district. Mayor Beiter’s mantra is, “Making Boise the most livable City in America”.
That includes protection of our charming historic districts. Allowing this increase will
change the fabric so drastically we could easily become anywhere USA. We implore the
Commission to deny the City’s application to increase lot coverage.
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BRIDGET BAKER: I am a homeowner and I adamantly oppose the increase from 30 to 35percent. As I believe someone else mentioned earlier this is not just a 5-percent increase
it is actually a 16-percent increase. For people who believe this is not going to affect our
neighborhoods please reconsider. It is going to change the fabric of our neighborhoods
if we allow a 16-percent increases at this point going forward for additions, new
construction, etcetera.
The increase will dramatically impact our neighborhoods by
losing greenspace, open space and by allowing greater masses of construction on
existing lots. The biggest problem I have with this proposal is the lack of limitations on
porches and the ambiguity in the language presented. Who is going to be scrutinizing
these proposals for exceptions? What is that process and why aren’t people that are
impacted by this being notified on a greater scale? We’d like to see our historic
neighborhoods preserved and protected ensuring the unique nature and character of
these neighborhoods is retained for generations to come. If that means people are not
going to be able to increase lot coverage by 16-percent, then maybe they ought to
consider living in a different area of the City. Again, I am adamantly opposed to this.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: Can you go over the 16-percent?
BRIDGET BAKER: If you take 30 to 35-percent, that is a percent to total increase which is
16-percent jump.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: From 30 to 35-percent?
BRIDGET BAKER: Correct. Do you remember Barb Dawson came up here? That’s what
I’m referring to, that increase. It is not just a 5-percent increase as it seemingly looks like
on paper. It is a much larger increase percent to total.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: Are you referring to the front porches being included within
the lot increase? I’ll ask Barb Dawson to explain the 16-percent figure. I’m not following
how she arrived at 16-percent.
BARB DAWSON: They are asking for the lot coverage to go from 30-percent to 35percent. The difference between 30-percent and 35-percent is 5-percent, correct?
Mathematically speaking the difference between 35-percent and 30-percent, you take
the 5-percent increase and you divide it by the 30-percent existing and that is where you
get the 16-percent increase. It is an effective increase of 16-percent.
COMMISSION RICHTER: Within the 30-percent. We’re looking at it within 100-percent.
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BARB DAWSON: 5-percent is 16-percent of 30.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: I think what Barbara Dawson is saying is that the house is going
to increase 16-percent but, the lot coverage is going to stay…inaudible.
SHEILA GRISHAM: The following is from the Historic Guidelines. “The purpose of the Design
Guidelines is to provide direction preserving the integrity of the community’s historic
resources through congruous new construction and alteration. Congruous focuses,
attention on mass, size, scale and, architectural features that characterize both the
immediate setting that surround the project and the whole historic district”. The lot
coverage percentage going from 30 to 35-percent will not help keep the historic district
congruous. Massive builds do not belong next to small bungalows and the like. EENA
has recently started a historic preservation subcommittee and is in the process of taking
a survey to find out if the fight for the historical preservation is worth it. We’ve had 100
responses so far. 70 are in favor of preservation, 13 were not and the rest were in the
middle. The comments made on the survey were:
-

-

I strongly encourage that the Historic Guidelines do not compromise. This was said 17
different times in 17 different ways.
Times change but, we can still preserve architecture and cultural.
I’m appalled at the amount of old homes being torn down.
One size does not fit all.
Each home is different and allows for green space.
Historical preservation helps ensure the historical value and its retention.
Massive builds are not wanted and they raise taxes.
Remodels are okay so long as they are within keeping of our historical guidelines.
I’m an urban planner and City developer and historic districts are critical to protecting
the history of our downtown core. Powers that be have lost touch with the overall goal
of historic preservation. Historic districts are irreplaceable and you cannot replace
them. Once they’re gone they’re gone. People move here because of our historic
districts. With all the homes being torn down I feel unprotected in my historic district.
I’m a realtor and this is blatant overbuild. Already the 30-percent lot coverage is not
being followed. Please get onboard and protect our historic districts.

People not in favor of keeping the historic districts preserved complain about the Historic
Guidelines. Mind you, there are only four of these comments versus the 33 comments to
protect them. The complaint regarding Historic Guidelines, to me, is ridiculous. Almost
every subdivision today has CC&R’s. The Historic Guidelines are the same thing except
we’re preserving history. The North End and the East End have been able to maintain
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their value even when other markets have failed. This is a sign that people want to keep
and maintain our historic districts. Please help us maintain the historic preservation of our
neighborhoods and please do not accept the 35-percent.
DWAINE CARVER: I am a designer with CTY Studio and Architecture. I also have a project
or two before you this evening. I wanted to take a moment to testify in favor of the
increase. I want to point out that I am an architectural historian and I have contributed
to a couple different things in that regard and have taught architectural history. I’m a
strong advocate for a built material culture that we collectively take care of. I’m asking
that people consider that many of our most cherished neighborhoods across the country
as well as here already exceed a 30-percent coverage. Many of our outstanding
examples of historic structures in the North and East Ends are a much tighter footprint.
The 35-percent increase, I believe, will encourage construction of front porches and
other characteristics. I don’t believe it will negatively impact the character but, will
positively impact the character in terms of new construction and perhaps in terms of
additions. I want to state that the 35-percent won’t affect height and setback restrictions
and, massing and so forth. Theoretically, I suppose massing could be increased but, the
height and setback restrictions will stand. I do believe in all likelihood this will contribute.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: Did you find it difficult to design within the current guidelines on
the projects that you’ve recently been involved with?
DWAINE CARVER: Generally speaking, no. I would say it is already a given at the very
beginning of the design process with a client. We’re not trying to break it. Forthrightly it
has never been a deal breaker but, in my experience both directly as well as
observationally and indirectly I would say that staff’s comment that likely eliminating a
feature like a front porch or the depth and having a real front porch instead of a lack of
a front porch is real. Those are real considerations that you get this 2-foot or 3-foot deep
thing because it is counting against the project in that regard. I don’t know…I was going
to pivot something else.
MICHAEL JOBES: I reiterate Mr. Carver’s comments. Having gone through the process
and the design process…we’re on the agenda tonight. I do feel there’s compromises to
be made. The 35-percent lot coverage will allow a little more emphasis on the porches.
It is kind of a massage when you’re designing homes especially on tight lots in the North
End. We’re trying to design homes that have the historic flavor but yet they have floor
plans that are open and meet today’s standards of the way people want to live. Having
some flexibility with that increased lot coverage and more emphasis on the porch would
definitely help get into that 35-percent.
City of Boise
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BONNIE KRUPP: What it comes down to is we have guidelines versus clarified limits. We
have contractors, architects, builders and, everybody around that wants to push the
envelope. We need to find a way to make it difficult for them. I don’t know how we do
that but, there is a real reason to do it at this point. Whether it’s fees, more neighborhood
input…I think we need more neighborhood input. Like the architect who spoke who said
cities across the country have higher than 35-percent limits. But, he failed to mention a
single city. I’d like to know that answer. Especially since, as I understand it, they (Idaho
Historic Commission) recommend that the limit should be 35-percent for a historic district.
The other thing is I’m unsure about handing our neighborhoods over to five unelected
people. That is how I feel. I know that is probably difficult for you because you’re all well
qualified, etc. It’s my feeling that you are dealing with whole neighborhoods and
hundreds of people. Not all of them came out to speak. Half of them or 99-percent
probably don’t even know about what is going on. I want to emphasize that point. You
have a very difficult decision. I don’t know what else to say about it. Our neighborhoods
are changing and I realize that. In the East End I notice we have a lot of new buildings
going up. Very big and very high. Recently I walked by one builder who obviously
decided he was going to take over…he wanted 5-feet and less than five-feet and he
has recently had to realign his forms for his home. He had actually cut into the neighbor’s
tree and had taken up half the root ball. This is the type of constructor we’re getting.
Literally he just cut it off right there. The tree looked like it was going to fall over. Someone
caught it apparently before he poured the concrete. This is the type of thing that goes
on in our neighborhoods with developers. They just don’t heed the restrictions. I don’t
know how you’re going to make them. The more leniency we show the more they seem
to want to take as far as what they can do. I’m concluding things like the non-smooth
cement board. That doesn’t fit any type of house in the North or East End.
TIMOTHY NEVILLE: My home was built in 1909 and I’ve been there quite a while and I
have a good feel for the North End. I’m asserting the objections to increasing the lot
coverage to 35-percent. I have submitted written testimony to that regard. I object to
the proposal which would allow greater size, scale and massing on new construction or
additions to existing structures allowing them to be incongruous with the neighborhood.
I object to the proposal which would thereby create the corresponding loss of natural
light for structures and adjacent neighbor’s structure with larger allowable structures on
each lot. I object to the ambiguity in the new proposed guidelines that would include
limitations on the size of front porches. Increasing lot coverage would negatively impact
all four residential historic districts. 5-percent in lot coverage does not include front
porches in the actual lot coverage greater than the proposed 35-percent. This creates
a loss of great space in the neighborhood.
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DENISE CARUZZI: I live in a house built in 1905. I also oppose the proposal as stated which
is not to say we don’t need to consider changes. I do appreciate the math lesson that
means that the 30-35 is 116-percent of the current proposed lot coverage. I’m also
concerned about the lack of specificity about porch size because I do believe as a
number of people have testified and made very valid points about that. The things that
we are preserving that are the character of these neighborhoods is certainly design
aesthetic. It’s green space and our trees. I oppose the proposal as written. I do believe
we should…in fact I just built a single-car garage because that is all I had room for on my
lot. I appreciated the process I went through and that somebody actually made me
conform to the lot size and design and, that I had inspectors out there on a regular basis
to do that. We don’t have homeowner’s associations in the North and East Ends. We
bought into this historic ethic that the Commission preserves for us. Thank you for your
service and thank you doing that.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: Would you be willing to share with us what your lot coverage is
and do you know?
DENISE CARUZZI: It is just less than 30-percent with the new garage. I actually have one
of those smaller, not larger…not a substandard lot (whatever that is?).
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: Is it a relatively modest garage? Just enough to get your car in?
DENISE CARUZZI: Yes, single-car garage.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: And, why did you feel you needed a garage?
DENISE CARUZZI: To protect my car from…this outrageous winter we just had. Literally, I
just finished the construction of it as soon as I could get it done. It is also to put my garden
tools and bicycle in. It is the only outdoor space I have for protection.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: I just wanted to hear.
DENISE CARUZZI: It is my second house in the North End. The original cottage was a 1920’s
and it had a two-car but, it still conformed to the lot coverage requirement. But, if I
wanted a two-car garage and three bathrooms I would have moved to Eagle (audience
applause).
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STAFF REBUTTAL
TED VANEGAS: I have the garage percent you asked for. We did a quick calculation on
the standard size lot for the zone and a 24-ft. x 22-ft., two-car garage. That would be
about 7 to 8-percent on standard size lot. Obviously, like I mentioned before, that would
fluctuate on the size of the lot. Many lots are substandard or as I call them, “Super
Substandard” or very small. The only other thing I wanted to address is if this was to be
approved with the porches being excluded from the lot coverage…that is the front
porch. Covered patios would not be counted and big wraparound porches that go
along the side are side porches. This is front porches so the front porch would be
calculated in lot coverage. If somebody had a front porch and were compliant with the
lot coverage and came back and wanted to enclose that porch and turn it into living
space, we would then have to look at that lot coverage as well. If that went over the
allowed lot coverage percentage, then that would have to be reviewed by the
Commission so we do have some controls over enclosing porches into living space. Like
I said, porches aren’t appropriate for every design of home. What we’re trying to get
away from, as was mentioned, the truncated porches that are more for an aesthetic
than actual use.
PUBLIC PORTION CLOSED
COMMISSION DELIBERATIONS
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: I appreciate how many people have responded and spoken
their feelings both ways on this matter. It has seemed to bring a resurgence in people
caring about what is going on in our historic districts and people coming and speaking
before us and that’s important because if we don’t hear you we don’t know that there
is a problem. I really appreciate the time everyone has put in to gathering their thoughts
about the application. I feel that I’m in agreement with no matter what number we
come to so we have a hardline and having guidelines that are clear, easy to follow and
understandable to builders, homeowners, us, staff and, City Council and the Mayor. I
would be in support of raising it to 35-percent but, keeping it a hard 35-percent and not
having any exclusion of front porches.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: That is a great solution. It is a very difficult and conflicting
decision we have before us and I can see both sides of the issue. I want to say that
everyone on this Commission takes their job very seriously and I’ve not once see anyone
be a pushover for a developer. For the members of the audience in attendance tonight
who don’t come every week there are often cases where we shoot down developers
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who are trying to build these “McMansions” because that is not appropriate for our
historic neighborhoods. Making this decision I’m left to reference what I believe historic
neighborhoods and the Historic Commission is about. I feel that is to keep congruity and
make sure that the plans we approve assimilate properly to the neighborhood. It is the
historic neighborhoods who have (inaudible) around the architecture. However, I’m not
convinced that the increase to 35-percent ruins that historic flavor of the neighborhood.
It is a 5-percent increase. It is important to have green spaces and make sure it is not
(inaudible). I think the appropriate decision is what Madame Chair proposed and that
would be to increase the lot size to 35-percent but, exclude porches. That does make
sense to me because I see the porches as kind of a loophole.
COMMISSIONER WEAVER: I echo your thoughts on everybody coming out here and
everybody that wrote letters. It is great to hear everything. I see this a little bit differently.
I don’t actually like the idea of making a hardline. This is the absolute percent and you
can’t go over it. I feel every time when I’m reading a case it is cut and dry and then
there is always something to it that is a little bit different and I have to think about each
differently. I like the fact our guidelines are called guidelines and not called rules. I feel
if they were rules we could make hard lines to everything but, as a guideline we have a
little bit of leeway to help work within the existing conditions, the neighbors and the actual
particular design of the structure. So with that and hearing the testimony I would not be
in favor of raising the lot coverage to 35-percent. I’d rather keep it at 30-percent and
that would give us, in my mind, a little bit of leeway to go a percent or two here and
there as needed to work with whatever comes up within that particular case. I’m a little
on the fence with porches. I feel we get a lot of designs that come and they are a little
out of scale, proportion and they have a compromised design because they probably
should have a porch. I feel like porches are an added cost to the project and I don’t
think we’re going to see people coming in with these extraordinarily large porches just
because they can. I could probably be persuaded to allow the porches to not be
counted in that but, I would prefer to keep 30-percent lot coverage.
COMMISSIONER RICHTER: I would like to echo what Commissioner Weaver has to say
about it. Listening to the testimony and listening to the importance that people hold on
not taking up more open space and not increasing the massing of buildings in the historic
district and also in listening to Mr. Carver’s testimony of finding it to be no problem to
design within that 30-percent restriction. Those right there made me believe that I don’t
think it should be increased. As Commissioner Weavers says, it also gives us the leeway
to make decisions based on application to application where we’re not just hard-lining
something. Like Commissioner Weaver said, they are guidelines. They are not rules or
laws just guidelines. I think if we did increase it to 35-percent what about 37, 38 or 40City of Boise
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percent. I don’t see by increasing the lot coverage to 35-percent…it’s not going to stop
there and I don’t see it stopping there. If we can restrict that as much as we possibly can
and keep it at 30-percent it would be in the best interest of not only the neighborhood
associations and historic neighborhoods that reside within the city limits but, to the City of
Boise as a whole.
COMMISSIONER GISLER: I would like to echo the sentiments of Commissioners Richter and
Weaver. I do feel that in a lot of the situations we’ve encountered there is a little flexibility
needed from time to time in regards to lot coverages by establishing a true cap on what
we can do in creating a hardline changing from guidelines to rules. I do feel we need to
consider the human aspect. This is not pure numbers. There are sides to houses that you
can’t quantify specifically with just the percentage of lot coverage. I do feel that
opening the door to 35-percent opens that door to further lot increases and sets a
precedent that could potentially be dangerous. In the future I will no longer be on the
Commission and the Commission will change over time but, as we are not able to have
a say on lot coverage that could potentially increase. I do feel that flexibility should be
in place but, lot coverage shouldn’t increase over 30. In regards to porches I am on the
fence. I would love to hear more from my fellow Commissioners on porches and were
we stand.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: I have a hard time seeing the difference between 35-percent
and porch included. 35-percent is your limit with your porch and 30-percent but, your
porch can be whatever. Can you help resolve that or suggest something like a cap on
porch percentage because why not have another percentage.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: That is another good suggestion. Perhaps a guideline for
porches. These are guidelines and we’re humans. We’re not robots and we’re not going
to decide things on strict rules. This is why you have the human condition and that is why
you can appeal these decisions. Although I appreciate the testimony from my fellow
Commissioners I’m not convinced that moving the guidelines up to 35-percent is a bad
idea. I’m interested in hearing more discussion on porches because I can see people
using that as a loophole which I am more concerned about than increasing the guideline
from 30 to 35-percent.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: The way I read these proposed changes it is both for the case
where you’re trying to add a garage which we see a lot but, we don’t typically approve
or see too many applications to add a porch on the front. The porch numbers as Ted
told us was 3 to 5-percent or 8…I can’t remember. The area where I would like to see
more flexibility in the guidelines is allowing people to create more density in the North End
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not height and light…not restricting open space or tearing down trees but, keeping it an
active and vibrant neighborhood and community. It’s tough for us because if someone
wants to build a garage or house that takes up 40-percent of the lot you’re going to have
people complaining about parking being on the street. I feel like we can never win and
we can never please everyone. What I like about the proposal is that it does give some
flexibility but, I don’t want to start approving 40 or 50-percent. We aren’t moving that
open space guideline and we aren’t changing out height restrictions. We’re merely
talking about how much space on a lot the house is able to cover. We still have to
unpack the close scrutiny issue and the clarity. I don’t know if a motion might be some
proposed language that would be changed. I think that is what staff is looking for that
we can recommend to Council.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: I would be in support of this proposal if the 35-percent
excluded porches or if the 30 percent including porches. I’m trying to split the baby here
and seeing how it’s a tough decision I hope everyone realizes that these are guidelines
and more often than not…obviously it is a case-by-case basis but, I’ll say I haven’t seen
many applications denied because they are at 33-percent instead of 30-percent. I will
say that I have seen some applications denied because they are at 40-percent or 42percent. When you walk the historic districts you’re going to see a lot of houses that are
in excess of 30-percent when the Commission didn’t exist 40 or 50 years ago. My
suggestion would be to either include porches in the 30-percent because you’re going
to get to 33 to 35-percent anyways and you’re going to encourage these front porches
or to strike the porch “loophole” and suggest we increase the guideline to 35-percent.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: To add to that I’m not sure that the sentence about exceptions
to the percentages…I don’t think that sentence even needs to be there.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: I agree.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: Ted, I don’t know if you want to put up the language on the
screen.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: That just invites more people and applications trying to toe the
line. The guideline is 35-percent and I like how it says not exceed 35-percent. It is a
guideline and you’re going to have some applications a little bit higher and some lower.
These are taken on a case-by-case basis and I’m happy to hear what everyone else’s
thoughts are but, I believe that is my decision.
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COMMISSIONER GISLER: I echo the sentiments of Commissioner Shallat. I do feel that
having a line within our guidelines that suggests there would be flexibility with lot
coverage invites somebody to push that line. By excluding that, it would infer that there
are not but, in the case that somebody pushes against these guidelines in the thought
that they have no other option it does allow us to make that human decision.
COMMISSIONER WEAVER: I’m still not in favor of raising it to 35-percent. No matter what
we say, “should not exceed” it’s still going to, at times, exceed that. I prefer to stick to
the 30-percent. I’m okay with porches being not included in the lot coverage. As we’ve
heard they are typically 1 to 5-percent in addition to the lot coverage and they usually
add to the attractiveness of the design and at times are an important part of the project.
If we exclude them, we’ll see a lot of the designs we currently see with the tiny little
covering over the front door. I’m fine with taking out the last sentence as well.
COMMISSIONER RICHTER: I’m still rowing the same boat as Commissioner Weaver. As far
as the last sentence we can probably take it out or change the word scrutinized to
reviewed.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: It looks like the scrutiny part is in…we have three blocks of text.
The first part is in general. The second part is the section specifically about lot coverage
and scrutiny is mentioned there. It is not in the third section with accessory buildings.
Typically, you wouldn’t put a front porch on an accessory building or a garage or
dwelling unit either. I don’t know if we want to look at the paragraph a little bit more as
well.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: I would like to make a motion and then comment. After
hearing everyone’s thoughts on this and revisiting my own thoughts, because it is a
guideline and we’re not tied to 30 or 35-percent I like the idea of keeping it at 30-percent
because I can often see us approve applications in excess of 30-percent. In a weird way
raising it to 35-percent and adding a clause that it shouldn’t be exceeded limits us as a
Commission even more. My mind has changed and I’m okay with keeping it at 30percent but, I would strongly encourage and lobby for the front porches to be excluded
from that portion and calculation.
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MOTION:

COMMISSIONER SHALLAT MOVED TO APPROVE DRH17-00182 WITH
TERMS AND CONDITIONS CONTAINED IN THE PROJECT REPORT
STRIKING, THE LANGUAGE REGARDING THE INCREASE IN MAXIMUM
LOT COVERAGE AND INCLUDING THE PORTION REGARDING THE
EXCLUSION OF FRONT PORCHES FROM THE LOT COVERAGE
CALACUTION AND, STRIKING THE REFERENCE, “ANY EXCEPTIONS TO
THESE PERCENTAGES WILL BE CLOSELY SCRUTINIZED”.

CHAIRMAN CLARKSON: To clarify you are motioning no change of lot coverage with
inclusion of porches and exclusion of mentioning exceptions and how they’ll be
handled…because there is already a process in place to handle those.
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT: No change to the percentage, inclusion of the front porch
sentence with revised text and striking the text after Figure 5.3.2, “Any exceptions to these
percentages will be closely scrutinized”.
CHAIRMAN CLARKSON:
recommendation?

Have we covered enough for you to go forward with a

TED VANEGAS: Yes.
SECONDER:

COMMISSIONER GISLER

ROLL CALL VOTE
COMMISSIONER SHALLAT

AYE
☒

COMMISSIONER RICHTER

☒

☐

☐

COMMISSIONER LASSEN

☐

☐

☒

☒

☐

☐

COMMISSIONER MONTOTO

☐

☐

☒

COMMISSIONER MORONEY

☐

COMMISSIONER GISLER

☒

COMMISSIONER CLARKSON
COMMISSIONER WEAVER

City of Boise

☒

NAY
☐

☐
☐
☐

ABSENT
☐

☐

☒
☐

RECUSE
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
☐
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DRH17-00182 | Parties of Record
Pete O’Orange / SHPO / pete.lorange@ishs.idaho.gov
Bonnie Krupp / bjkrupp33@gmail.com
Melissa Pratt / Warm Springs Historic District Association / melissap@aplaceformom.com
Barbara Dawson / bdawson@groupone.com
Dave Finley / wyokath@gmail.com
Lynn Bradescu / lynn@boiserealtygoup.com
Bridget & Jim Baker / bridget.w.baker@gmail.com
Sheila Grisham / sheilagrisham@gmail.com
Dwaine Carver / dcarver@ctystudio.com
Jenna Whitlock / jenna.whitlock@gmail.com
Michael Jobes / michael@2northhomes.com
Tim Neville / timneville77777@gmail.com
Amy Cook / amy@aacarchitecture.com
Zachary Arnstam / iconcnr@yahoo.com
Derek Hurd / dhurd@gravitaslc.com
Josh Unger / joshunger1@gmail.com
Eva Kean / eva@evakean.com
Catherine B. Scott / cbs@catherinebscott.com
Randi Beth Albrechtsen / randi.albrechtsen@gmail.com
Stephen Lord / 801W. State Street, #201 / Boise, ID 83702
Steve Kerr / 918 N. 22nd Street / Boise, ID 83702
Danielle Brunk / 908 N. 22nd Street / Boise, ID 83702
Lowell & Stephanie Stewart / 906 N. 22nd Street / Boise, ID 83702
Drew & Deloris Harold / 807 N. 21st Street / Boise, ID 83702
Mark Dettmer & Sheri Overholtzer / 1201 N. 22nd Street / Boise, ID 83702
Mark & Shawnee Kinney / 1000 N. 21st Street / Boise, ID 83702
Ron & Lisa Kerr / 905 N. 21st Street / Boise, ID 83702
Barb Kerr / 918 N. 22nd Street / Boise, ID 83702
Gloria Shirley / 915 Harrison Boulevard / Boise, ID 83702
Nancy Dewitt / 919 N. 20th Street / Boise, ID 83702
Jan Allen / 2222 S. Dorothy Avenue / Boise, ID 83706
Nancy Day / 3829 N. Woody Lane / Boise, ID 83703
Chandra Murphy / 2447 E. Heathfield Court / Eagle, ID 83616
Moddie Stone / 1006 E. Washington Street / Boise, ID 83712
Emma Blake / 2219 W. Idaho Street / Boise, ID 83704
Resident / 509 W. Thatcher Street / Boise, ID 83702
Julie Wright / 2314 W. Smith Avenue / Boise ID 83702
Drew Todd / 1017 N. 5th Street / Boise, ID 83702
Sherrol Simard / 1514 N. 12th Street / Boise, ID 83702
Alison Blake / 727 E. Jefferson Street / Boise, ID 83712
Cathy Moose / 337 W. Thornberry Drive / Boise, ID 83702
Leslie Wright / 2654 Mesa Verde Court / Boise, ID 83712
Laurie Reiprich / 1015 N. 28th Street / Boise, ID 83702
Nancy DeWitt / 919 N. 20th Street / Boise, ID 83702

To Mayor Beiter
City Council Members

September 1, 2017
RE” DRH17-00182

Regarding the Historic Preservation Commission recommendation to maintain the lot coverage in our
Historic Districts at the 30% level. Unfortunately, I am not able to attend the hearing on September 12,
however, I have a few things to note.
The proposal for an increase to 35% is not merely a 5% increase. Let’s look at the numbers:
A typical lot in the historic district is 50 x 127, or 6350 square feet of space.
30% of that allows for lot coverage of 1905 sq ft. Subtract 400 sq ft for a garage and you have 1505 left
for the residence footprint.
35% of that allows for lot coverage of 2225 sq. ft. Subtract 400 sq. ft for garage and you have 1822 left
for the building footprint.
This is, in fact, an increase of 21% (317 difference divided by 1505 ) The impact on the neighborhoods is
much more significant than a mere 5%. The size and massing of the new homes that are displacing the
smaller homes in these neighborhoods have typically had both a basement and a second story (or halfstory). The 900 square foot non-contributing home becomes the 3000 square foot mega-mansion.
I urge you to support the commissioners that you have appointed. Having served for 10 years on this
very commission, I have experienced the pressure that they are subject to. Let these fine people do
what is in the best interests of our Historic Districts. Listen to your constituents and maintain the 30%
lot coverage guideline.

Barbara Dawson
523 N Locust
Boise, ID 83712

Ted Vanegas
Subject:

FW: Proposed Increase in Lot Coverage in the Historic Districts

From: randialbrechtsen . [mailto:randi.albrechtsen@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 5:38 PM
To: tvanegas@boisecity.org; TJ Thomson <TJThomson@cityofboise.org>; Ben Quintana <BQuintana@cityofboise.org>;
Lauren McLean <LMcLean@cityofboise.org>; Scot Ludwig <sludwig@cityofboise.org>; eclegg@cityofbosie.org;
Maryanne Jordan <MJordan@cityofboise.org>; Mayor Bieter <Mayor@cityofboise.org>
Subject: Proposed Increase in Lot Coverage in the Historic Districts

Dear Mayor and Members of the Boise City Council,
I live at 1209 East Washington Street in a very small home which was built in 1910. This neighborhood is a
treasure and needs to be preserved as a representation of how things used to be.
Small homes on lots that have flowering bushes, large trees and maintain the character our past generations
worked so hard to create.
Three doors down from me a home was scraped to the ground and a new one put up. The new home is almost
property line to property line and does not fit in with the surrounding homes at all. This is
happening in other locations in my East End neighborhood.
Although not in the historic east end, close by a home was build that in no way matched the surrounding
history of the neighborhood. You know it well, the "castle". It is so unattractive and ridiculous that
the owners who insisted on building this house have put it up for sale. You who approved this should be
ashamed. Really.
The goal of historic neighborhoods is to “Maintain the character of historic districts by
recognizing their unique amenities and natural features, encouraging appropriate infill
development, and allowing development in adjacent areas that does not negatively impact the
existing neighborhood.”
An increase in lot coverage would negatively impact all four residential historic districts.
The added 5% in lot coverage does not include front porches, making the actual lot
coverage greater than the proposed 35%. This creates a loss of green space in
neighborhoods. We support the idea of making front porches easier to add as they
1

contribute to a sense of “neighborliness” but they should be limited along with all other
structures contributing to the overall lot coverage calculation or managed in some way
as to not encourage greater loss of open space.
There will be a greater likelihood of increased size, scale and massing of new
construction, and possibly on existing structures, making them incongruous with the
neighborhood. This is already evident with the number of new 2‐story homes that
overwhelm their neighbor’s homes.
A loss of natural light due to the large size of most new homes has already been
experienced with several newly constructed homes. Because many of our historic
homes were built with the local climate in mind the environmental component of our
neighborhood is impacted by reducing view of the sky and cross‐ventilation when
windows are open.
Blue Print Boise states that “Boise residents value the safety, quality, and character of
their neighborhoods and the accessibility of parks, open space, and basic services,” and
one of the many goals is to protect stable neighborhoods and protect the city’s historic
resources.
Historic Districts are not opposed to changes, improvements or growth, and we expect
and wish to see our neighborhoods evolve, but we must ensure that our protected
neighborhoods receive such measures to ensure that the distinguishing characteristics
that draw so many to live here are retained.
The use of the term "scrutiny" is very vague. The city increases the lot coverage to 35%
including front porches‐which we all like the idea of) but then will look at requests
asking for more than 35% and will just have HPC give them "scrutiny". We have all seen
how that works out. It is almost always approved because the guideline is vague and
open to interpretation if the developer or homeowners pushes back.
2

Garages and back porches are included in the 35%. Garages are also a nice option for
older homes if there is room and doesn't encroach on the neighbors. Also, Ted
references that the new builds/remodels would have to be congruous with the
neighborhood but we can show many examples in the historic districts where they are
not.
Overall, the language is too vague and “scrutiny” and “congruous” are to loosely defined
to offer guidance and protections.
It is very, very important to conserve and preserve our historical architecture and the flavor of our neighbor
hoods. These neighborhoods can not be replaced. They are a finite commodity and an important part of our
city.
Thank you very much for you attention to this matter,
Randi Beth Albrechtsen
1209 East Washington Street
Boise, ID 83712
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May 10, 2017
Boise City Historic Preservation Commission
Ted Vanegas- Associate Historic Preservation Planner
tvanegas@cityofboise.org
150 N Capital Blvd
PO Box 500
Boise, ID 83701-0500
RE: DRH17-00182 Amendment to Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts
Dear Ted,
Preservation Idaho opposes the proposed amendment to the design guideline referenced above
for the following reasons:


The added 5% does not include front porches. We support the allowance of front
porches for appropriate homes but not at the expense of even less open space for historic
neighborhoods. We would support discussion of allowing front porches if the lot
coverage was kept at 30%. Front porches contribute to a positive neighborhood look
and encourage interaction among the community.



Increased lot coverage encourages larger homes overall, especially with new 2-story
homes overwhelming their neighbors and cutting off light, airflow and sky view to
those existing homes that have enjoyed those attributes for decades. If new homes and
remodels were required to utilize basements and single-story construction to add square
footage, this negative, dwarfing effect would not be as much of as issue. Look at 1418 E
Bannock. It was built in 2008 and offers large square footage with modern amenities
without negatively impacting its neighbors or the overall look of the street.



The use of the term “scrutiny” is very vague. If the city will allow lot coverage of 35%,
but consider requests for larger lot coverage, then the guidelines are useless and are at
the mercy of a well-funded developer or a homeowner who makes an emotional plea.
Any increased lot coverage decisions come at the expense of the direct neighbors and
neighborhoods.
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We are reasonably skeptical of how “congruous” current new builds/remodels will be.
It is our opinions that many currently approved home are not congruous so increasedsized homes with unfortunately incongruous design take our historic districts even
further from their founding criteria and further from Blue Print Boise and The
Comprehensive Plan.

We, and residents of the four historic districts, have watched with great concern as the basic
founding tenets of the historic neighborhoods has been eroded with City Council and HPC
decisions that seem to contradict the city’s role and responsibility as a CLG. We ask that the city
respect the rules of the historic districts that it has agreed to and keeps the lot coverage at 30%.
Discussion of other changes, such as front porches and garages, should be managed separately
rather than given any kind of carte blanche with language that can be interpreted and
misconstrued to the detriment of our city. We try to be “practical preservationists” but we must
be diligent as well with regard to changes to existing rules.
Regards

Paula Benson
Board President
On behalf of Preservation Idaho
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May 13, 2017
Boise City Historic Preservation Commission
Ted Vanegas- Sara Schafer
tvanegas@cityofboise.org
sschafer@cityofboise.org
150 N Capital Blvd PO Box 500 Boise, ID 83701-0500
RE: DRH17-00182 Amendment to Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts

I am opposed to the City of Boise application to increase the lot coverage in ALL of our Historic Districts
for many reasons, some of which I have outlined below.
We have seen too many older homes razed, badly remodeled or lost forever to the increase in large
buildings all over these fragile neighborhoods. This proposal is in direct conflict with the standards
outlined in the Guidelines.
I strongly support the DENIAL of DRH17-00182
Lynn Bradescu
919 N 21
Boise, ID 83702

•

The goal of historic neighborhoods is to “Maintain the character of historic districts by
recognizing their unique amenities and natural features, encouraging appropriate infill
development, and allowing development in adjacent areas that does not negatively
impact the existing neighborhood.”

•

An increase in lot coverage would negatively impact all four residential historic districts.
•

The added 5% in lot coverage does not include front porches, making the actual lot
coverage greater than the proposed 35%. This creates a loss of green space in
neighborhoods. We support the idea of making front porches easier to add as they
contribute to a sense of “neighborliness” but they should be limited along with all other
structures contributing to the overall lot coverage calculation or managed in some way
as to not encourage greater loss of open space.

•

There will be a greater likelihood of increased size, scale and massing of new
construction, and possibly on existing structures, making them incongruous with the
neighborhood. This is already evident with the number of new 2-story homes that
overwhelm their neighbor’s homes.

•

A loss of natural light due to the large size of most new homes has already been
experienced with several newly constructed homes. Because many of our historic
homes were built with the local climate in mind the environmental component of our
neighborhood is impacted by reducing view of the sky and cross-ventilation when
windows are open.

•

Blue Print Boise states that “Boise residents value the safety, quality, and character of
their neighborhoods and the accessibility of parks, open space, and basic services,” and
one of the many goals is to protect stable neighborhoods and protect the city’s historic
resources. This increase does not protect those goals, in fact it is detrimental.

•

We must ensure that our protected neighborhoods receive such measures to ensure
that the distinguishing characteristics that draw so many to live here are retained.

May 5, 2017

By E-Mail
Ted Vanegas
Assoc. Historic Preservation Planner
City of Boise
150 N Capitol Blvd
Boise, ID 83702
tvanegas@cityofboise.org
PDSTransmittals@cityofboise.org
RE: Proposed changes to Historic Preservation Design Guidelines - DRH17-00182
Mr. Vanegas:
This letter provides comment from the North End Neighborhood Association (NENA) on the
proposed changes to the Historic Preservation Design Guidelines in Item DRH17-00182.
I.

The Proposed Changes Defined

It is NENA’s understanding that the proposed changes would affect Guidelines sections 4.1.8,
5.4.4, and 6.1.8 (Proposed Changes). The Proposed Changes are as follows:

NENA is unaware of any changes other than those reproduced above. To the extent any additional
changes are proposed, NENA requests the opportunity to comment.

II.

NENA Supports Increased Leniency for Porches, but Not the Language of the
Proposed Changes, Which Are Ambiguous, Violate the Due Process Clause, and
Would Lead to Needless Litigation

NENA appreciates the city’s effort to make it easier for homes in historic districts to have more
substantial front porches. NENA, in general, would support textual changes to the Guidelines that
would facilitate larger front porches.
NENA is also generally supportive of increasing the lot coverage from 30% to 35% of the site.
The reality is that the average size of the American home is increasing substantially—up from
1,660 sf in 1973 to 2,687 sf in 2015—and a modest lot coverage increase makes it possible for
historic neighborhoods to retain competitiveness in light of market needs.1
However, NENA does not support the Proposed Changes because they are needlessly vague and
ambiguous, and thus violate the Due Process Clause and would ultimately only lead to lax and
erratic enforcement, much less litigation that the City would surely lose. Moreover, while
increasing the lot coverage without porches makes sense, the Proposed Changes create confusion
as to the size of front porches that would be permitted.
a. Applicable Legal Standard
In Voyles v. City of Nampa, 97 Idaho 597, 599, 548 P.2d 1217, 1219 (1976), the Idaho Supreme
Court held:
The due process clause of the fourteenth amendment to the Constitution of the United
States requires that a city ordinance must be definite and certain in its statement of
prohibited conduct to enable a person of ordinary intelligence who reads the ordinance to
understand what activity is proscribed and govern his actions accordingly. E.g., Grayned
v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 92 S.Ct. 2294, 33 L.Ed.2d 222 (1972); Papachristou v.
City of Jacksonville, 405 U.S. 156, 92 S.Ct. 839, 31 L.Ed.2d 110 (1972). The Constitution
of the State of Idaho also requires that city ordinances demonstrate a definiteness and
certainty sufficient to permit a person to conform his conduct thereto. Idaho Const. Art. I,
s 13; City of Lewiston v. Mathewson, 78 Idaho 347, 303 P.2d 680 (1956). See also State
v. Evans, 73 Idaho 50, 245 P.2d 788 (1952); State v. Musser, 67 Idaho 214, 176 P.2d 199
(1946). An ordinance which fulfills the requirements of certainty and definiteness still may
be constitutionally infirm if its prohibition is overbroad, restricting constitutionally
protected conduct. E. g., Grayned v. City of Rockford, supra, Zwickler v. Koota, 389 U.S.
241, 88 S.Ct. 391, 19 L.Ed.2d 444 (1967).
A leading municipal law treatise further defined the rationale for this requirement:
The basis for the rule, as in the case of the requirement of definiteness and certainty in
statutes, is the necessity for notice to those affected by the operation and effect of the
1

U.S. CENSUS, 2015 CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW HOUSING, Median and Average Square Feet of Floor Area in New
Single-Family Houses Completed at 345 (2015), https://www.census.gov/construction/chars/pdf/c25ann2015.pdf.

ordinance. . . . An ordinance which either forbids or requires the doing of an act in terms
so vague that persons of common intelligence must necessarily guess at its meaning and
differ as to its application violates the first essential of due process of law.
§ 15:23.Definiteness and certainty, 5 McQuillin Mun. Corp. § 15:23 (3d ed.).
b. Application To the “Close Scrutiny” Exception
The Proposed Changes state that they would permit exceptions to the lot coverage standards under
“close scrutiny.” This standard fails to announce at least the following: (i) who will engage in
this review; (ii) how interested persons would challenge or appeal the review; (iii) the nature of
administrative or judicial appeal of the review; (iv) the applicable standard of review; and (v) any
timeline associated with the review. For these reasons, it is almost certain that this provision will
be applied erratically. Any project sponsor that felt aggrieved by an application of this standard
would almost certainly have a case against the city for a violation of due process. Similarly, since
neighborhood associations and preservation groups also have an administrative interest in the
general applicability of these Guidelines sufficient for due process to also attach to them, these
entities could also easily sue the city for violations of due process. This is a senseless exposure
for the City. The City should, instead, announce standards of review for exceptions that are not
vague and ambiguous.
c. Application to the Lot Coverage Provisions
The wording of the lot coverage provisions is unnecessarily vague and ambiguous. For instance,
the provisions appear to indicate that a project sponsor could have a porch that was anything in
excess of the 35% so long as the porch plus the house was not more than 60% of the entire lot
since 40% must be retained for open space. On a 5,000 ft.² lot (50’ x 100’ lot, as is typical in the
North End), that would mean that the house could occupy 1750 ft.². With 40% required as open
space that means 2000 ft.² must be reserved. That means 3000 ft.² are available for house plus
porch which means the porch could be 1250 ft.², which seems to be excessive for a porch, even by
historic porch standards. While other requirements may potentially limit such a large porch, that
is inapposite because those provisions mandate only discretionary application.
Also, the Proposed Changes do not indicate whether a front porch, which has living area above it,
would count as lot coverage or be regulated within the flexible coverage permitted for porches.
Instead, NENA requests that the city make clear the potential size of the porch in a manner other
than as the outer limit of open space required.
Finally, the use of the word “should” in respect to the open space is unnecessarily vague and
ambiguous. If the City intends for it to be a mandate, then it the code provisions should use the
word “shall.” If the City is intending to provide for the potential of an exception to those
provisions, then the City should state now the exceptions that would apply in the use of the term
“should.”
III.

Concluding Remarks

NENA suggests that the staff address the above before sending to the Commission for approval.
In the alternative, NENA will plan to appeal any approval of the Proposed Changes as above
without further clarification because the vague and ambiguous wording needlessly invites
litigation and threaten the public fisc, especially since attorney fees are available to attorneys that
vindicate due process claims against local governments.
A note on process. In the first effort to change the Guidelines, Planning staff came to NENA with
a one page bulleted list asking for general input without providing NENA the actual text of the
proposed changes. It was only when NENA filed substantial comments illustrating the inability
to comment on the general list that the staff provided NENA what was apparently always available:
the actual text of the numerous proposed changes. The staff should have provided the actual text
comments to NENA for review from the very beginning. Second, in this latest change effort,
which is at issue here, Planning staff made no outreach to NENA to explain the changes, but
instead NENA received just a general notice of the proposed changes. Planning staff should have
come back to NENA to explain why it was abandoning its prior proposals and why these new
proposals were going forward. A lack of transparency in governance makes the citizenry
suspicious—perhaps rightly, or wrongly so—and encourages a more adversarial approach between
residents and the city than would otherwise be necessary with proper communication.
Again, NENA supports the general idea of larger front porches, but just not with the vague and
ambiguous terms proposed here. To the extent that the city would like to consult with NENA on
wording for the Guidelines that would meet due process standards, NENA is ready to assist.
Very truly yours,

Stephen R. Miller
Board Member
North End Neighborhood Association

cc:
North End Neighborhood Association Board Members
board@northendboise.org
Tricia Canaday
Idaho State Historical Society
Tricia.Canaday@ishs.idaho.gov
Tiffany Robb, President
East End Neighborhood Association
tiffanyarobb@gmail.com

Ted Vanegas
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sarah Schafer
Tuesday, May 9, 2017 1:02 PM
alison@alisonblakegroup.com
Ted Vanegas
RE:

Alison,
Thank you for taking the time to send in a response. We appreciate the information and will make sure your comments
are included in the packet to the Historic Preservation Commission.
Sincerely,
Sarah M. Schafer
Manager, Design Review & Historic Preservation
Planning & Development Services

CITY OF BOISE

Office: 208-608-7077
sschafer@cityofboise.org

Making Boise The Most Livable City In The Country

From: alison@alisonblakegroup.com [mailto:alison@alisonblakegroup.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 9, 2017 12:37 PM
To: Sarah Schafer <SSchafer@cityofboise.org>
Subject:

Hi Susan, I am writing in to tell you I would love to preserve the historic areas of the north and east end. I
would like the city of Boise to not increase the lot coverage. I live in a small bungalow in the East End and do
not want to be dwarfed by houses that cover 35% of the lot. This reduces our space, our natural light and
general feeling of these neighborhoods.

Alison Blake
(208) 409-7606
alison@alisonblakegroup.com
Click here to search for listings!
Click Here to Download My MOBILE APP for FREE
Click here to know the price of your home!
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Ted Vanegas
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Julie Ekedahl <julie@visipc.com>
Friday, May 5, 2017 5:41 PM
Ted Vanegas
Sarah Schafer
Opposition to increasing lot coverage in the historic district

Hi there,
I am not sure who to contact but I would like to register my opposition to changing lot coverage in the History District to
35% from the current 30%. This would change the character of the neighborhood in an unfavorable way that is not
consistent with the historic proportions of house and garage to lot. I also don’t think it is a good idea to not include
porches from counting towards the lot coverage. When I compare my neighborhood (Brumback Addition) to the newer
developments in Harris Ranch, I don’t think that style of packing bigger houses on small lots close together would fit in
what we have in the North End. In the past it has been hard to tear down and build new houses and I truly hope that we
are not headed towards a trend of tearing down old homes so that large houses can be built on small lots. That is just
not the character of the North End and I really hope that we don’t go that way. We bought into the historic district and
all that it entails for a reason.
If I should contact someone else, please let me know.
Thank you for your time,
Julie Ekedahl

1

To Whom It May Concern:
I strongly oppose the increase of lot size coverage from 30% to 35% in the Historic Districts of
Boise. I grew up in the East End and have been a part of its community for over 20 years. Over
this course of time, I have recognized that many people are coming into the area and buying
smaller sized bungalows and are being allowed to add on and create monster houses. (For the
record, I grew up in a 3000 square foot home on East Jefferson built in the 1900’s, this is not
about standing original homes, this is geared towards smaller bungalows being converted into
larger homes.)
Primarily, I believe that this encourages gentrification of areas of Boise as many people are
coming in and either tearing down non-contributing houses and building monster houses, or
adding on to contributing small bungalows and dwarfing the remaining bungalows. If the
buildable area increased from 30% to 35% more and more smaller homes in the Historic District
will be added on to and eradicated.
Secondly, I believe that the increase of lot size coverage is unsustainable for the environment.
Larger homes require more electricity, gas, and water to function, which goes against the
Historic District Preservation Guidelines on Sustainability. Larger homes are also for larger
families which will cause more street traffic, and parking issues (since most historic homes do
not have huge garages, we rely on street parking). Also, the loss of natural light and ventilation
that occurs with larger homes being built next to smaller bungalows is very detrimental to home
owners.
Overall, the massive amount of building of additions and new homes are incongruous with the
original standing homes. Areas such as the East End and North End are slowly being converted
to areas that host larger and larger homes. Smaller bungalows are being dwarfed by larger,
renovated homes. This creates a dichotomy of homes, rather than a harmonious variation.

Thank you,
Emma Blake

Nicki Heckenlively
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ted Vanegas
Friday, May 19, 2017 2:50 PM
Nicki Heckenlively
Sarah Schafer
FW: Lot coverage increase

Hi Nicki,
Here is another public comment letter for DRH17‐00182.
From: Amy Cook [mailto:amy@aacarchitecture.com]
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 2:45 PM
To: Ted Vanegas <tvanegas@cityofboise.org>
Subject: RE: Lot coverage increase
Hi Ted,
I’m very much in favor of removing porches from the lot coverage calculations and also, with one caveat, raising the lot
coverage limit in the historic district.
Porches add much to a home, without visually increasing its mass. I’ve had more than one client who deleted a front
porch in order to put more space into the house—much to the detriment of the aesthetics and the neighborhood.
Studies have shown that front porches help greatly with community building, and owners shouldn’t have to choose
between having enough room in their home and interacting with their neighbors.
In researching Portland and Seattle’s zoning codes, I found that their lot coverage limits are much higher than ours.
Seattle sets no limit at all for single‐family homes (other than limiting structures to the setbacks) and their tandem
housing lot coverage limit is 50%. Portland has a bit of a convoluted calculation for various lot sizes, but for lots below
3,000 s.f., coverage is limited to 50%. And for a lot similar in size to a typical North End interior lot (6,100 s.f.), the limit is
39%.
Granted these cities are much larger than Boise, but Boise continues to grow—and grow quickly. Real estate is already at
a premium in the downtown core, which pushes lower‐ and middle‐income home buyers further out. I hate to use the
word gentrification, but that’s sort of where we’re headed. And all those car trips to bring people from Meridian and
Eagle to their jobs each day add up to lower air quality for all of us.
Given that property in the North End is already so expensive, it makes economic sense to allow a higher density to be
constructed on it. This would allow larger families to buy into the North End—where it’s currently difficult to find homes
that have four or five bedrooms. Lots of kids = good for our local schools. Expanded lot coverage would also allow more
ADUs to be constructed, bringing smaller, less expensive housing into our neighborhoods. And I personally would
advocate for allowing duplexes in the historic district, or reducing the minimum lot size, so that more homes can be
provided in the downtown area. The minimum size lot allowed for a single‐family home in Seattle is 2,500 s.f. In most of
the North End, the minimum size is twice that. Also, a larger pool of homes would alleviate the increasing cost of North
End property, as well as decrease the number of cars travelling into the city each day.
My caveat to the lot coverage increase is this: that the 35% cap becomes a true cap. Routinely, projects are allowed to
exceed the 30% limit if the surrounding properties have higher lot coverages. This allows some blocks to be built up to
astronomical proportions while other blocks remain sparse by comparison. If the lot coverage increase is indeed
1

approved, I very much hope that it’s treated as a true limit…and not as a sliding scale dependent upon neighboring
densities.
Thanks very much for everything you, Sarah, Caitlyn, and the commissioners do to maintain our wonderful historic
districts.
Sincerely,
Amy Allgeyer
Architect
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To Mayor Beiter
City Council Members

September 1, 2017
RE” DRH17-00182

Regarding the Historic Preservation Commission recommendation to maintain the lot coverage in our
Historic Districts at the 30% level. Unfortunately, I am not able to attend the hearing on September 12,
however, I have a few things to note.
The proposal for an increase to 35% is not merely a 5% increase. Let’s look at the numbers:
A typical lot in the historic district is 50 x 127, or 6350 square feet of space.
30% of that allows for lot coverage of 1905 sq ft. Subtract 400 sq ft for a garage and you have 1505 left
for the residence footprint.
35% of that allows for lot coverage of 2225 sq. ft. Subtract 400 sq. ft for garage and you have 1822 left
for the building footprint.
This is, in fact, an increase of 21% (317 difference divided by 1505 ) The impact on the neighborhoods is
much more significant than a mere 5%. The size and massing of the new homes that are displacing the
smaller homes in these neighborhoods have typically had both a basement and a second story (or halfstory). The 900 square foot non-contributing home becomes the 3000 square foot mega-mansion.
I urge you to support the commissioners that you have appointed. Having served for 10 years on this
very commission, I have experienced the pressure that they are subject to. Let these fine people do
what is in the best interests of our Historic Districts. Listen to your constituents and maintain the 30%
lot coverage guideline.

Barbara Dawson
523 N Locust
Boise, ID 83712

May, 19, 2017

Sarah Schafer
Ted Venagas
City of Boise
150 N. Capital Blvd
Boise, ID 83701

Dear Sarah & Ted,
We are residents of the North End neighborhood, and adamantly oppose the City of Boise’s proposed
increase in allowable lot coverage from 30% to 35% in Historic Residential Districts. The proposed
increase will detract from the character of our historic districts and have a negative impact on our
neighborhoods by:
1. Creating a loss of greenspace.
2. Allowing greater size, scale & massing of new construction or additions to existing structures,
making them incongruous with the neighborhood.
3. Creating a loss of natural light with larger, allowable structures on each lot.
4. Allowing ambiguity within the new proposed guidelines that would NOT include limitations on
the size of front porches.
We would like to see our historic neighborhoods preserved and protected, ensuring that the unique
nature and character of these neighborhoods is retained for generations to come.
Sincerely,
Bridget & Jim Baker
924 N 22nd Street
Boise, ID 83702

Nicki Heckenlively
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ted Vanegas
Friday, May 19, 2017 3:39 PM
Nicki Heckenlively
FW: Lot Coverage

Hi Nicki, here’s another.
From: Derek Hurd [mailto:dhurd@gravitaslc.com]
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 3:36 PM
To: Ted Vanegas <tvanegas@cityofboise.org>
Subject: Re: Lot Coverage

Ted,
Lot coverage is a rule that most builders/designers/architects talk their way around if they need to, so the
increase is just a new target on a moving target.
If there was consistency in the commissioner's response to lot coverage, or if the importance of that number
wasn't weighted based on nearby context it would bear more consideration.
In general, I think a smaller lot coverage is better, it forces creativity instead of promoting Meridian style,
builder beige tract homes shoe horning into our Historic Districts. So I guess that means I'm opposed to the
increase. More than anything I'd like to see 30% be 30%, or 35% be 35% and denials for exceeding it. If we saw
low 40% coverages with a 30% rule, would we now see low 50% coverages with a 35% "rule"? I suspect so.
I'm opposed to officially moving a moving target.
Derek Hurd
Gravitas, Inc.
112 E 33rd St.
Garden City, ID 83714
208.367.1184
Gravitas on Houzz.com
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Nicki Heckenlively
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ted Vanegas
Monday, May 22, 2017 2:07 PM
Nicki Heckenlively
FW: Lot Coverage Increase in the Historic District

Hi Nicki, here’s another.
From: Eva Kean [mailto:eva@evakean.com]
Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 2:05 PM
To: Ted Vanegas <tvanegas@cityofboise.org>
Subject: Lot Coverage Increase in the Historic District

Hi Ted,
Amy Allgeyer forwarded me the information on the proposal to increase the lot coverage rule from 30% to 35%
in the Historic District and I’d like to weigh in.
I am in favor of the lot coverage increase. With the current rule of no more than 30%, it is impossible to have a
main floor master bedroom. Since we are an aging population, that eliminates a segment of the population who
are concerned about “aging in place”. Allowing for a bigger footprint would provide opportunities for main
floor master bedrooms which would insure more age diversity in the North and East Ends of Boise.
I am also in full support of excluding the front porches from being considered in the lot coverage formula.
People that I have worked with over the last 19 years, both as a builder and now primarily as a Realtor, almost
always prefer to own homes with front porches. They want to interact with their neighbors and watch the world
go by. Often times people ask me if they would be allowed to add a front porch on to a house that didn’t have
one originally. I don’t like being a bearer of bad news when I tell them that, most likely, they will not. With
builders trying to maximize the livable square footage in a home, if they must choose, they will always opt for
more space inside.
Thanks for considering my opinion,
Eva

EVA KEAN
Keller Williams Realty
(208) 867-8066
eva@evakean.com
Click Here to Search MLS
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Nicki Heckenlively
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ted Vanegas
Friday, May 19, 2017 9:18 AM
Nicki Heckenlively
FW: One more signature for Petition- Please add to the list

Importance:

High

Here’s another signature…
From: Lynn Bradescu [mailto:lynn@boiserealtygroup.com]
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 9:14 AM
To: Ted Vanegas <tvanegas@cityofboise.org>
Subject: One more signature for Petition‐ Please add to the list
Importance: High
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Sarah Schafer
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

CityCouncil
Friday, September 1, 2017 10:43 AM
Sarah Schafer
FW: Historic Districts Lot Coverage Change

A note we received to the City Council.
-Stephanie

Stephanie Matlock Allen
City Council Admin Specialist Sr.
Office of City Council
Office: (208) 972-8525
sallen@cityofboise.org
Making Boise the most livable city in the country.

From: Sheila Grisham [mailto:sheilagrisham@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2017 9:50 PM
To: Mayor Bieter <Mayor@cityofboise.org>; Maryanne Jordan <MJordan@cityofboise.org>; Ben Quintana
<BQuintana@cityofboise.org>; Elaine Clegg <EClegg@cityofboise.org>; Lauren McLean <LMcLean@cityofboise.org>;
Scot Ludwig <sludwig@cityofboise.org>; TJ Thomson <TJThomson@cityofboise.org>
Subject: [External] Historic Districts Lot Coverage Change

Sheila Grisham
1204 E State St
Boise, ID 83712

Dear Mayor and Council,

I would like to express concerns over the proposed change to maximum lot coverage in Historic Districts
from 30% to 35%.

1

Already, the Historic Preservation Commission will allow applicants to exceed the 30% lot coverage in the
East End; if the maximum is increased as proposed, will allowable exceptions increase to 50% or
more? Current exception range is as high as 41%.

The East End spent a lot of time doing research and work so that it could become an Historic District, this is
something that the neighborhood wanted and something the City Council had to approve. When people
buy in the East End and North End, they are looking to buy into an Historic District. They are looking for
the character, charm, location and an historic piece of Boise.

I hear comments suggesting that people should be allowed to do what they want to their house and not
have to jump through hoops to get it done however, if these same people moved into other
neighborhoods they would most likely have to deal with CC&R’s. In neighborhoods with CC&R’s the
homeowners would be required to present their changes, paint colors, materials ect., to a Board. In an
Historic District the Historic Guidelines act in the same way as CC&R’s, the big difference being, we are
trying to preserve a piece of Boise’s history.

The question I would like to have answered is, if City Council approved designation of the North and East
Ends as Historic Districts, then why do you want to change guidelines, why are the guidelines not being
followed, and why is it the Historic Preservation Commission is not allowed or trusted to do the job they
were appointed to do?

The Historic Guidelines are in place to help and guide people as to what can and can’t be done to their
homes. If these guidelines were being followed regularly, then the hearings and testimony should be the
exception to the rule and not the norm. I shouldn’t have to go to the hearings every time one of our
historic homes is at risk and fight for the preservation of the house, I should be able to trust the Historic
Preservation Commission and City Council to do the right thing and follow the guidelines in place.

Please vote against the increase in lot coverage for the Historic Districts. There are so few places that are
Historic, that people like my husband and I can enjoy and so many subdivisions for those who do not
appreciate the Historic Districts and can build what they want as big as they like.

Sincerely,
Sheila Grisham
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Nicki Heckenlively
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ted Vanegas
Friday, May 19, 2017 3:18 PM
Nicki Heckenlively
Sarah Schafer
FW:

Here's another one for DRH17‐00182.
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Zachary Arnstam [mailto:iconcnr@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 3:16 PM
To: Ted Vanegas <tvanegas@cityofboise.org>
Subject:

Hi Amy,
I did not see Ted's email below but you can relay my response to him. I would appreciate the lot coverage increase and
think it would be beneficial not to include porches and decks in the coverage calculations.
Sincerely,
Zachary Arnstam
Icon Construction & Remodeling LLC
Sincerely,
Zachary Arnstam
Icon Construction & Remodeling LLC
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

City of Boise

FROM:

Sarah Schafer / Manager, Design Review & Historic Preservation

DATE:

March 23, 2017

RE:

DRH17-00182 / Modification of Design Guidelines

At their hearing on May 22, 2017, the Boise City Historic Preservation Commission
approved a recommendation to City Council to modify the Design Guidelines for
Residential Historic Districts to allow 30% lot coverage excluding front porches from the
lot coverage calculation.
SMS:nh

Summary for DRH17-00182
Staff’s Recommendation
Approval of DRH17-00182.

Summary
Certificate of Appropriateness to modify the Design Guidelines Design Guidelines for
Residential Historic Districts to increase the maximum lot coverage from 30% to 35%, and
to exclude front porches from the lot coverage calculation.

Optional Motions

Move to approve DRH17-00182 based on staff’s analysis and findings contained within
the staff report.
OR
Move to deny DRH17-00182.

This report includes information available on the Boise City Website. The entire public record,
including additional documents, can be viewed through PDS Online through the following link:
http://pdsonline.cityofboise.org/pdsonline/Permits.aspx?id=

7
DRH17-00182 – Boise City Planning and Development
Services
Summary

City of Boise is requesting recommendation from the Historic Preservation Commission to
the Boise City Council on the modification to the Design Guidelines for Residential Historic
Districts to increase the required lot coverage maximum from 30% to 35%, and to exclude
front porches from the lot coverage calculations.

Prepared and Reviewed By

Sarah Schafer – Manager, Design Review and Historic Preservation
Ted Vanegas – Historic Preservation Planner

Recommendation
Approval of DRH17-00182.

Reason for the Decision
Most parcels located in the Historic Districts are substandard and therefore building
additions or construction of garages can cause a property to quickly exceed the
maximum allowed lot coverage. Exceeding this coverage often escalates the decision
making process from a staff level decision to a Commission level decision, increasing
the time and financial burden on what are often relatively minor projects. Increasing
the maximum lot coverage requirement from 30% to 35% will allow some additional
flexibility for homeowners while maintaining the integrity of the Historic Districts.
Additionally, excluding front porches from the lot coverage calculations will encourage
the construction of front porches in the Districts. Front porches are recognized in the
substandard lot ordinance and Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts as
being an important component in improving the street presence of houses.

Planning Division Staff Report
File Number
Applicant
Property Address

DRH17-00182
Boise City Planning and Development Services
150 N. Capitol Blvd.

Public Hearing Date
Heard by

May 5, 2017
Historic Preservation Commission

Analyst
Checked By

Ted Vanegas
Sarah Schafer

Public Notification
Newspaper notification published on: May 5, 2017
Notices mailed: May 5, 2017
Staff posted notice on site on: N/A
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1. Project Data and Facts
Project Data
Applicant
Representative
Procedure

Boise City Planning and Development Services
Ted Vanegas
Historic Preservation Commission
recommendation to City Council.

Description of Request
Modify the Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts to increase the maximum
lot coverage from 30% to 35%, and to exclude front porches from the lot coverage
calculations.

2. Public Outreach

Neighborhood Associations Notified:

May 5, 2017

3. Project Background

The Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts, adopted in April of 2006,
provide design and development guidance for projects located in the City’s
residential historic districts. The document has remained generally unchanged since
its adoption by City Council. In November of 2016, the Historic Preservation
Commission proposed changes that would provide additional flexibility to home
owners in the historic districts. These initial changes included the following:
•
•
•
•

Allowing more options for window materials, as long as historic dimensions
and profiles were maintained.
Increasing the maximum lot coverage from 30% to 40%, and remove front
porches from the lot coverage calculation.
Allow embossed fiber cement siding (previously required to be smooth).
Modify level of review to allow more staff level approvals.

These proposed changes were sent to the neighborhood associations located in the
historic districts, the State Historic Preservation Office, and Preservation Idaho. From
meetings with these organizations as well as written feedback, it was determined
that there was substantial concern that these changes could compromise the
integrity of the historic districts. Additionally, the State Historic Preservation Office

Page 3 of 7

DRH17-00182
Boise City Historic Preservation Commission / May 22, 2017
Page 4 of 6
provided a letter indicating that the changes could cause the City to lose its status
as a Certified Local Government (CLG) jurisdiction. Out of the meetings and
discussion, however, there did appear to be some general agreement that a more
scaled down proposal might be acceptable. The proposed change that generally
received the positive feedback was that of not counting front porches in the lot
coverage calculation. Additionally, there appeared to be some room for
compromise on the overall lot coverage issue. Though the suggested 40% was seen
to be too high, a more modest increase to 35% appeared to be somewhat more
palpable. With this in mind, as well as general opposition to perceived weakening
of the Guidelines, staff has proceeded with a significantly scaled-down proposal
that includes only the following changes:
•
•

Maximum lot coverage shall be increased from 30% to 35%.
Front porches shall be excluded from the lot coverage calculation.

Though the original modification proposal was more expansive, it would not have
resulted in significant changes to the Guidelines or program processes. For
instance, the original proposal would have allowed alternative window materials on
a case by case basis on any building elevation. However, this was seen by some,
including the State Historic Preservation Office, as potentially compromising the
integrity of the historic preservation program. The Guidelines currently provide some
flexibility in allowing alternative window materials on building elevations not readily
viewable from the street. This has not been a provision that staff has promoted or
encouraged in the past, however in certain circumstances this is a tool that can be
more effectively implemented. Additionally, the proposed change to allow
embossed or fake wood grain on fiber cement siding would have been a minor
change in our processes. Keeping the restriction in place will need to involve more
education for builders and homeowners, which will occur when the contractor
licensing process is implemented. Also, the original proposal to modify the review
and approval process would have required only minor alterations to the Decision
Matrix for Certificate of Appropriateness. Most of the feedback on this proposal
concerned the loss of transparency in the review and approval process. If enacted,
the most notable change would have impacted the review process for full two-story
garages and new accessory dwelling units. The review process for these
applications would have moved from Commission to staff level. However, with
development pressure in the historic districts concerning larger structures and the
increased number of accessory dwelling units, it may be appropriate to keep these
applications in the purview of the Commission.

Page 4 of 7
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4. Summary

The proposed changes to the Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts
generally reflect discussions the Commission has had through public work sessions as
well as public feedback through the historic preservation staff and public hearings.
The proposed changes will increase the maximum lot coverage in the Districts from
30% to 35%, and will allow front porches to be excluded from the lot coverage
calculations. The maximum lot coverage increase will allow more flexibility for
homeowners who are building new, adding onto their homes or constructing
accessory structures. As many of the lots in the historic districts are substandard, it
does not take much to exceed the current 30% maximum coverage. Often a small
addition or construction of even a modest garage will cause the coverage to be
exceeded, potentially pushing the project to a Commission level review. This
increase not only adds to the approval time of a project but also adds to the cost of
the project.
The intent of the proposal to exclude front porches from the lot coverage
calculation is to encourage the construction of porches in the historic districts.
Often in new construction front porches are so reduced in size as to be ineffectual.
The Guidelines as well as the substandard lot ordinance recognizes that porches are
an important feature on a home when creating a strong street presence.
Additionally, front porches are a traditional component to historic homes, and their
inclusion is important in helping newly constructed houses fit more congruously in the
historic neighborhoods.

5. Comprehensive Plan

There are several sections within Blueprint Boise promoting the development of
design standards within the City. NAC10.1 Design Standards states:
Develop illustrative design standards that encourage creativity and
performance based design for employment, mixed-use, commercial, and
neighborhood development to implement the Community Design
Principles contained in Chapter 4. Ensure design standards address infill
and redevelopment as well as new development.

6. Discussion

The modification of the Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts meets the
policies set forth in Blueprint Boise, the City’s Comprehensive Plan, and the
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ordinance which allows for guidelines to be created assisting the City, property
owners and residents in maintaining the integrity of the City’s Historic Districts.

7. Findings

Section 11-06-01.03
Public Hearing
Any recommendation of the Committee relating to change, modification and
reclassification of zoning districts, land use classifications and the regulations and
standards thereof shall be in writing. The recommendation shall include findings of
fact supporting the purposes and objectives of zoning and otherwise securing public
health, safety and general welfare. The recommendation shall specifically find that
such changes, modifications and reclassifications of zoning districts and land use
classifications and the regulations and the standards thereof:
A. Comply with and conform to the Comprehensive Plan; and
The Comprehensive Plan supports the ongoing development of design
guidelines.
B. Provide and maintain sufficient transportation and other public facilities, and
does not adversely impact the delivery of services by any political subdivision
providing services.
The proposed changes will not have a negative effect on the transportation
system or other public facilities or the delivery of services.
C. Maintain and preserve compatibility of surrounding zoning and development.
The proposed changes will preserve the compatibility of surrounding zoning and
development. There will be no changes to the zoning and the proposed
changes to the Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts will provide
flexibility for homeowners while preserving the integrity of the historic districts and
neighborhoods.

8. Recommendation

Recommendation to modify the Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts to
increase the maximum lot coverage from 30% to 35% and to exclude front porches
from the lot coverage calculation.
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This report includes information available on the Boise City Website. The entire public record,
including additional documents, can be viewed through PDS Online through the following link:
http://pdsonline.cityofboise.org/pdsonline/Permits.aspx?id=
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Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts

feasible, a dormer addition can augment headroom in an attic and enhance use of a space in
the building. Careful attention should be taken
in designing and constructing these additions.
Dormers that historically did not exist should be
placed at the rear of the house and as much out
of view from the street or public right-of-way as
possible. They should be designed in proportion to the roof area and to other windows in the
house. Special care in design may be required for
corner lots, which may have two dominant elevations. The introduction of new dormers, when
required for the habitation of heretofore unused attic space, must be designed to minimize
damage to the historic roof forms of the existing
building.

It is Generally Appropriate to:
4.1.1

Design a new addition to preserve the
established massing and orientation of
the building and character of the block.

4.1.2

Set back a new addition from the primary façade of the original building to
maintain original proportion, massing,
size, and scale. For example, setting back
a wall plane a few inches.

4.1.3

Relate rooflines, the pitch, and orientation of the new addition to the primary
building.

4.1.4

Use windows visible from the public
right-of-way that are congruous with
those of the original building. For example, use a consistent wall-to-window
ratio.

4.1.5

Use similar materials as found on the
original building.

4.1.6

Retain compatibility with the original
foundation through maintaining similar
height and in matching materials.

4.1.7

Consider ground or basement additions

53

before the addition of dormer(s). Under
unique circumstances driven by site
constraints, dormer(s) additions should
be designed in proportional scale to
the original roof and should not visually
compete (see Figure 4.1).
4.1.8

Use a dormer in character with the style
of the house and of typical form such as
gable, hip, or shed (see Figure 4.2). 4.1.9
Maintain proportional lot coverage as
found on the neighboring properties of
the same block; maximum lot coverage
of all buildings should not exceed 30%
35% of the total lot area. Front porches
are not included in the lot coverage
calculation. Minimum open space
should be 40% of the total lot area (see
Figure 5.3.2). Any exceptions to these
percentages will be closely scrutinized.

78

Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts

5.4 Orientation and Lot Coverage
Policy: New buildings should be oriented parallel to the street and provide visual continuity
with proportional lot coverage similar to other
buildings on the same block.

D

Appropriate
Figure 5.4.1
Appropriate orientation of the front elevation with the street and proportional lot
coverage consistent with neighboring
properties.

The principal facades of new buildings within
the district should be oriented to the street. Main
entryways should be located along these principal facades. This is a consistent pattern throughout the district which should be preserved to
maintain the prevailing visual continuity. When
this pattern of primary facades and entryways is
moved from the street side of the building, the
activity along the street is lost and the character
of the district changes.

Note, there are no garages facing the
front elevation or in view of the public
right-of-way.

General proportions of buildings-to-lot areas
should remain consistent with their historic appearance. Lot coverage should be similar in proportion to the lot coverage of neighboring lots.
Side and rear setbacks, as governed by zoning
regulations, limit the minimum spacing between
buildings; however, the overall proportions of
building-to-lot area should remain consistent
from lot to lot along the block.

It is Generally Appropriate to:
5.4.1

Orient the primary façade of a new
building parallel to the street (see Figure
5.4.1).

5.4.2

Provide primary entrances on the street
façade (see Figure 5.4.1).

5.4.3

Enhance the primary entrance through
steps, functional porches, stoops, porticos or other design features appropriate
to the architectural style of the building.

5.4.4

Maintain proportional lot coverage as
found on the neighboring properties of
the same block; maximum lot coverage
of all buildings should not exceed 30%
35% of the total lot area. Front porches
are not included in the lot coverage
calculation. Minimum open space
should be 40% of the total lot area (see
Figure 5.4.2). Any exceptions to these
percentages will be closely scrutinized.

5.4.5

Subordinate the accessory dwelling unit,
accessory building, or garage to the
primary residential building on the site
by placing the structure to the rear of the
lot (see Figure 6.1.1). Otherwise, consider
locating the accessory building, dwelling
unit, or garage to the side as long as it is
set back substantially (see Figure 5.4.1).

Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts
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6.1 Accessory Buildings, Accessory Dwelling Units, or Garages
Policy: Accessory buildings augment the livable
space of the existing building and preserve the
overall character of the district through a detached and secondary appearance and position.
The outbuildings of today include garages,
accessory dwelling units, sheds, and carports.
The siting and design of any new accessory
dwelling unit requires careful evaluation of both
specific site conditions and its relationship to the
primary structure. This careful attention is necessary since there is such a wide range of accessory
dwelling units found throughout the district.
With variation comes realization that not all
types are appropriate for all sites and the design
solution must be tailored to the site.

building on the lot or does not occupy the
entire back-yard (see Figure 6.1.1).
6.1.3 Subordinate the accessory dwelling unit,
accessory building, or garage to the
primary residential building on the site
by placing the structure to the rear of the
lot (see Figure 6.1.1). Otherwise, consider
locating the accessory building, dwelling
unit, or garage to the side as long as it is
set back substantially.
6.1.4 Use the same roof form as the existing
primary building.
6.1.5 Use similar materials used on the primary
existing building.

It is Generally Appropriate to:

6.1.6 Match rooflines; vary rooflines as long as
the variation is not significant.

6.1.1 Use similar architectural characteristics as
seen throughout the district. For example,
a basic rectangular form with gable, hip,
and shed roofs.

6.1.7 Design garages so they are alley loaded.

6.1.2 Maintain a proportional mass, size, and
height to ensure the accessory building or
dwelling unit is not taller than the primary

D

Appropriate

6.1.8 Maintain proportional lot coverage as
found on the neighboring properties of
the same block. Maximum lot coverage of
all buildings should not exceed 30% 35%
of the total lot area. Front porches are not
included in the lot coverage calculation.
Minimum open space should be 40% of
the total lot area (see Figure 5.3.2).

Figure 6.1.1
Appropriate fenestration follows rhythm set by neighboring buildings. The windows are patterned after existing styles in the center house example.

May 1, 2017

City of Boise
150 N. Capitol Boulevard
Boise, ID 83701
tvanegas@cityofboise.org
Re:

DRH17-00182 / Modification of Residential Historic Guidelines

Dear Applicant:
This letter is to inform you that your application has been scheduled to be heard
before the Boise City Historic Preservation Commission on Monday, May 22, 2017 at
6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers on the third floor of City Hall. It will be necessary
for you or your designated representative to attend.
Please be advised that you or your representative will be permitted up to twenty
minutes to present your application. Members of the public will then be given up to
three minutes to present testimony. Following public testimony, you or your
representative will be allowed up to five minutes to rebut public testimony. The
Historic Preservation Commission may, at its discretion, allow more time to answer
questions posed by the Commissioners.
A staff report on your application will be ready for your review two (2) working days
prior to the hearing date.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (208)608-7077.
Sincerely,

Sarah M. Schafer
Manager, Design Review and Historic Preservation
BOISE CITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
SMS/nh

May 10, 2017
Boise City Historic Preservation Commission
Ted Vanegas- Associate Historic Preservation Planner
tvanegas@cityofboise.org
150 N Capital Blvd
PO Box 500
Boise, ID 83701-0500
RE: DRH17-00182 Amendment to Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts
Dear Ted,
Preservation Idaho opposes the proposed amendment to the design guideline referenced above
for the following reasons:


The added 5% does not include front porches. We support the allowance of front
porches for appropriate homes but not at the expense of even less open space for historic
neighborhoods. We would support discussion of allowing front porches if the lot
coverage was kept at 30%. Front porches contribute to a positive neighborhood look
and encourage interaction among the community.



Increased lot coverage encourages larger homes overall, especially with new 2-story
homes overwhelming their neighbors and cutting off light, airflow and sky view to
those existing homes that have enjoyed those attributes for decades. If new homes and
remodels were required to utilize basements and single-story construction to add square
footage, this negative, dwarfing effect would not be as much of as issue. Look at 1418 E
Bannock. It was built in 2008 and offers large square footage with modern amenities
without negatively impacting its neighbors or the overall look of the street.



The use of the term “scrutiny” is very vague. If the city will allow lot coverage of 35%,
but consider requests for larger lot coverage, then the guidelines are useless and are at
the mercy of a well-funded developer or a homeowner who makes an emotional plea.
Any increased lot coverage decisions come at the expense of the direct neighbors and
neighborhoods.
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We are reasonably skeptical of how “congruous” current new builds/remodels will be.
It is our opinions that many currently approved home are not congruous so increasedsized homes with unfortunately incongruous design take our historic districts even
further from their founding criteria and further from Blue Print Boise and The
Comprehensive Plan.

We, and residents of the four historic districts, have watched with great concern as the basic
founding tenets of the historic neighborhoods has been eroded with City Council and HPC
decisions that seem to contradict the city’s role and responsibility as a CLG. We ask that the city
respect the rules of the historic districts that it has agreed to and keeps the lot coverage at 30%.
Discussion of other changes, such as front porches and garages, should be managed separately
rather than given any kind of carte blanche with language that can be interpreted and
misconstrued to the detriment of our city. We try to be “practical preservationists” but we must
be diligent as well with regard to changes to existing rules.
Regards

Paula Benson
Board President
On behalf of Preservation Idaho
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May 13, 2017
Boise City Historic Preservation Commission
Ted Vanegas- Sara Schafer
tvanegas@cityofboise.org
sschafer@cityofboise.org
150 N Capital Blvd PO Box 500 Boise, ID 83701-0500
RE: DRH17-00182 Amendment to Design Guidelines for Residential Historic Districts

I am opposed to the City of Boise application to increase the lot coverage in ALL of our Historic Districts
for many reasons, some of which I have outlined below.
We have seen too many older homes razed, badly remodeled or lost forever to the increase in large
buildings all over these fragile neighborhoods. This proposal is in direct conflict with the standards
outlined in the Guidelines.
I strongly support the DENIAL of DRH17-00182
Lynn Bradescu
919 N 21
Boise, ID 83702

•

The goal of historic neighborhoods is to “Maintain the character of historic districts by
recognizing their unique amenities and natural features, encouraging appropriate infill
development, and allowing development in adjacent areas that does not negatively
impact the existing neighborhood.”

•

An increase in lot coverage would negatively impact all four residential historic districts.
•

The added 5% in lot coverage does not include front porches, making the actual lot
coverage greater than the proposed 35%. This creates a loss of green space in
neighborhoods. We support the idea of making front porches easier to add as they
contribute to a sense of “neighborliness” but they should be limited along with all other
structures contributing to the overall lot coverage calculation or managed in some way
as to not encourage greater loss of open space.

•

There will be a greater likelihood of increased size, scale and massing of new
construction, and possibly on existing structures, making them incongruous with the
neighborhood. This is already evident with the number of new 2-story homes that
overwhelm their neighbor’s homes.

•

A loss of natural light due to the large size of most new homes has already been
experienced with several newly constructed homes. Because many of our historic
homes were built with the local climate in mind the environmental component of our
neighborhood is impacted by reducing view of the sky and cross-ventilation when
windows are open.

•

Blue Print Boise states that “Boise residents value the safety, quality, and character of
their neighborhoods and the accessibility of parks, open space, and basic services,” and
one of the many goals is to protect stable neighborhoods and protect the city’s historic
resources. This increase does not protect those goals, in fact it is detrimental.

•

We must ensure that our protected neighborhoods receive such measures to ensure
that the distinguishing characteristics that draw so many to live here are retained.

May 5, 2017

By E-Mail
Ted Vanegas
Assoc. Historic Preservation Planner
City of Boise
150 N Capitol Blvd
Boise, ID 83702
tvanegas@cityofboise.org
PDSTransmittals@cityofboise.org
RE: Proposed changes to Historic Preservation Design Guidelines - DRH17-00182
Mr. Vanegas:
This letter provides comment from the North End Neighborhood Association (NENA) on the
proposed changes to the Historic Preservation Design Guidelines in Item DRH17-00182.
I.

The Proposed Changes Defined

It is NENA’s understanding that the proposed changes would affect Guidelines sections 4.1.8,
5.4.4, and 6.1.8 (Proposed Changes). The Proposed Changes are as follows:

NENA is unaware of any changes other than those reproduced above. To the extent any additional
changes are proposed, NENA requests the opportunity to comment.

II.

NENA Supports Increased Leniency for Porches, but Not the Language of the
Proposed Changes, Which Are Ambiguous, Violate the Due Process Clause, and
Would Lead to Needless Litigation

NENA appreciates the city’s effort to make it easier for homes in historic districts to have more
substantial front porches. NENA, in general, would support textual changes to the Guidelines that
would facilitate larger front porches.
NENA is also generally supportive of increasing the lot coverage from 30% to 35% of the site.
The reality is that the average size of the American home is increasing substantially—up from
1,660 sf in 1973 to 2,687 sf in 2015—and a modest lot coverage increase makes it possible for
historic neighborhoods to retain competitiveness in light of market needs.1
However, NENA does not support the Proposed Changes because they are needlessly vague and
ambiguous, and thus violate the Due Process Clause and would ultimately only lead to lax and
erratic enforcement, much less litigation that the City would surely lose. Moreover, while
increasing the lot coverage without porches makes sense, the Proposed Changes create confusion
as to the size of front porches that would be permitted.
a. Applicable Legal Standard
In Voyles v. City of Nampa, 97 Idaho 597, 599, 548 P.2d 1217, 1219 (1976), the Idaho Supreme
Court held:
The due process clause of the fourteenth amendment to the Constitution of the United
States requires that a city ordinance must be definite and certain in its statement of
prohibited conduct to enable a person of ordinary intelligence who reads the ordinance to
understand what activity is proscribed and govern his actions accordingly. E.g., Grayned
v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 92 S.Ct. 2294, 33 L.Ed.2d 222 (1972); Papachristou v.
City of Jacksonville, 405 U.S. 156, 92 S.Ct. 839, 31 L.Ed.2d 110 (1972). The Constitution
of the State of Idaho also requires that city ordinances demonstrate a definiteness and
certainty sufficient to permit a person to conform his conduct thereto. Idaho Const. Art. I,
s 13; City of Lewiston v. Mathewson, 78 Idaho 347, 303 P.2d 680 (1956). See also State
v. Evans, 73 Idaho 50, 245 P.2d 788 (1952); State v. Musser, 67 Idaho 214, 176 P.2d 199
(1946). An ordinance which fulfills the requirements of certainty and definiteness still may
be constitutionally infirm if its prohibition is overbroad, restricting constitutionally
protected conduct. E. g., Grayned v. City of Rockford, supra, Zwickler v. Koota, 389 U.S.
241, 88 S.Ct. 391, 19 L.Ed.2d 444 (1967).
A leading municipal law treatise further defined the rationale for this requirement:
The basis for the rule, as in the case of the requirement of definiteness and certainty in
statutes, is the necessity for notice to those affected by the operation and effect of the
1

U.S. CENSUS, 2015 CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW HOUSING, Median and Average Square Feet of Floor Area in New
Single-Family Houses Completed at 345 (2015), https://www.census.gov/construction/chars/pdf/c25ann2015.pdf.

ordinance. . . . An ordinance which either forbids or requires the doing of an act in terms
so vague that persons of common intelligence must necessarily guess at its meaning and
differ as to its application violates the first essential of due process of law.
§ 15:23.Definiteness and certainty, 5 McQuillin Mun. Corp. § 15:23 (3d ed.).
b. Application To the “Close Scrutiny” Exception
The Proposed Changes state that they would permit exceptions to the lot coverage standards under
“close scrutiny.” This standard fails to announce at least the following: (i) who will engage in
this review; (ii) how interested persons would challenge or appeal the review; (iii) the nature of
administrative or judicial appeal of the review; (iv) the applicable standard of review; and (v) any
timeline associated with the review. For these reasons, it is almost certain that this provision will
be applied erratically. Any project sponsor that felt aggrieved by an application of this standard
would almost certainly have a case against the city for a violation of due process. Similarly, since
neighborhood associations and preservation groups also have an administrative interest in the
general applicability of these Guidelines sufficient for due process to also attach to them, these
entities could also easily sue the city for violations of due process. This is a senseless exposure
for the City. The City should, instead, announce standards of review for exceptions that are not
vague and ambiguous.
c. Application to the Lot Coverage Provisions
The wording of the lot coverage provisions is unnecessarily vague and ambiguous. For instance,
the provisions appear to indicate that a project sponsor could have a porch that was anything in
excess of the 35% so long as the porch plus the house was not more than 60% of the entire lot
since 40% must be retained for open space. On a 5,000 ft.² lot (50’ x 100’ lot, as is typical in the
North End), that would mean that the house could occupy 1750 ft.². With 40% required as open
space that means 2000 ft.² must be reserved. That means 3000 ft.² are available for house plus
porch which means the porch could be 1250 ft.², which seems to be excessive for a porch, even by
historic porch standards. While other requirements may potentially limit such a large porch, that
is inapposite because those provisions mandate only discretionary application.
Also, the Proposed Changes do not indicate whether a front porch, which has living area above it,
would count as lot coverage or be regulated within the flexible coverage permitted for porches.
Instead, NENA requests that the city make clear the potential size of the porch in a manner other
than as the outer limit of open space required.
Finally, the use of the word “should” in respect to the open space is unnecessarily vague and
ambiguous. If the City intends for it to be a mandate, then it the code provisions should use the
word “shall.” If the City is intending to provide for the potential of an exception to those
provisions, then the City should state now the exceptions that would apply in the use of the term
“should.”
III.

Concluding Remarks

NENA suggests that the staff address the above before sending to the Commission for approval.
In the alternative, NENA will plan to appeal any approval of the Proposed Changes as above
without further clarification because the vague and ambiguous wording needlessly invites
litigation and threaten the public fisc, especially since attorney fees are available to attorneys that
vindicate due process claims against local governments.
A note on process. In the first effort to change the Guidelines, Planning staff came to NENA with
a one page bulleted list asking for general input without providing NENA the actual text of the
proposed changes. It was only when NENA filed substantial comments illustrating the inability
to comment on the general list that the staff provided NENA what was apparently always available:
the actual text of the numerous proposed changes. The staff should have provided the actual text
comments to NENA for review from the very beginning. Second, in this latest change effort,
which is at issue here, Planning staff made no outreach to NENA to explain the changes, but
instead NENA received just a general notice of the proposed changes. Planning staff should have
come back to NENA to explain why it was abandoning its prior proposals and why these new
proposals were going forward. A lack of transparency in governance makes the citizenry
suspicious—perhaps rightly, or wrongly so—and encourages a more adversarial approach between
residents and the city than would otherwise be necessary with proper communication.
Again, NENA supports the general idea of larger front porches, but just not with the vague and
ambiguous terms proposed here. To the extent that the city would like to consult with NENA on
wording for the Guidelines that would meet due process standards, NENA is ready to assist.
Very truly yours,

Stephen R. Miller
Board Member
North End Neighborhood Association

cc:
North End Neighborhood Association Board Members
board@northendboise.org
Tricia Canaday
Idaho State Historical Society
Tricia.Canaday@ishs.idaho.gov
Tiffany Robb, President
East End Neighborhood Association
tiffanyarobb@gmail.com

Ted Vanegas
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sarah Schafer
Tuesday, May 9, 2017 1:02 PM
alison@alisonblakegroup.com
Ted Vanegas
RE:

Alison,
Thank you for taking the time to send in a response. We appreciate the information and will make sure your comments
are included in the packet to the Historic Preservation Commission.
Sincerely,
Sarah M. Schafer
Manager, Design Review & Historic Preservation
Planning & Development Services

CITY OF BOISE

Office: 208-608-7077
sschafer@cityofboise.org

Making Boise The Most Livable City In The Country

From: alison@alisonblakegroup.com [mailto:alison@alisonblakegroup.com]
Sent: Tuesday, May 9, 2017 12:37 PM
To: Sarah Schafer <SSchafer@cityofboise.org>
Subject:

Hi Susan, I am writing in to tell you I would love to preserve the historic areas of the north and east end. I
would like the city of Boise to not increase the lot coverage. I live in a small bungalow in the East End and do
not want to be dwarfed by houses that cover 35% of the lot. This reduces our space, our natural light and
general feeling of these neighborhoods.

Alison Blake
(208) 409-7606
alison@alisonblakegroup.com
Click here to search for listings!
Click Here to Download My MOBILE APP for FREE
Click here to know the price of your home!
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Ted Vanegas
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Julie Ekedahl <julie@visipc.com>
Friday, May 5, 2017 5:41 PM
Ted Vanegas
Sarah Schafer
Opposition to increasing lot coverage in the historic district

Hi there,
I am not sure who to contact but I would like to register my opposition to changing lot coverage in the History District to
35% from the current 30%. This would change the character of the neighborhood in an unfavorable way that is not
consistent with the historic proportions of house and garage to lot. I also don’t think it is a good idea to not include
porches from counting towards the lot coverage. When I compare my neighborhood (Brumback Addition) to the newer
developments in Harris Ranch, I don’t think that style of packing bigger houses on small lots close together would fit in
what we have in the North End. In the past it has been hard to tear down and build new houses and I truly hope that we
are not headed towards a trend of tearing down old homes so that large houses can be built on small lots. That is just
not the character of the North End and I really hope that we don’t go that way. We bought into the historic district and
all that it entails for a reason.
If I should contact someone else, please let me know.
Thank you for your time,
Julie Ekedahl
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To Whom It May Concern:
I strongly oppose the increase of lot size coverage from 30% to 35% in the Historic Districts of
Boise. I grew up in the East End and have been a part of its community for over 20 years. Over
this course of time, I have recognized that many people are coming into the area and buying
smaller sized bungalows and are being allowed to add on and create monster houses. (For the
record, I grew up in a 3000 square foot home on East Jefferson built in the 1900’s, this is not
about standing original homes, this is geared towards smaller bungalows being converted into
larger homes.)
Primarily, I believe that this encourages gentrification of areas of Boise as many people are
coming in and either tearing down non-contributing houses and building monster houses, or
adding on to contributing small bungalows and dwarfing the remaining bungalows. If the
buildable area increased from 30% to 35% more and more smaller homes in the Historic District
will be added on to and eradicated.
Secondly, I believe that the increase of lot size coverage is unsustainable for the environment.
Larger homes require more electricity, gas, and water to function, which goes against the
Historic District Preservation Guidelines on Sustainability. Larger homes are also for larger
families which will cause more street traffic, and parking issues (since most historic homes do
not have huge garages, we rely on street parking). Also, the loss of natural light and ventilation
that occurs with larger homes being built next to smaller bungalows is very detrimental to home
owners.
Overall, the massive amount of building of additions and new homes are incongruous with the
original standing homes. Areas such as the East End and North End are slowly being converted
to areas that host larger and larger homes. Smaller bungalows are being dwarfed by larger,
renovated homes. This creates a dichotomy of homes, rather than a harmonious variation.

Thank you,
Emma Blake

