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James L. Jewett (JLJ, Inc.) is appealing the Planning and Zoning Commission's denial of a
variance, conditional use, and hillside development permits for a planned residential
development comprised of 10 detached single family homes on 6.07 acres located at
5357 N. Collister Drive in a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone. The Commission also
recommended denial of an associated preliminary plat comprised of 10 buildable lots
and 3 common lots.
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Summary
The applicant is appealing the Planning
and Zoning Commission's denial of a
variance, conditional use, and hillside
development permits for a planned
residential development comprised of 10
detached single family homes on 6.07
acres located at 5357 N. Collister Drive in
a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone. The
Commission also recommended denial of
an associated preliminary plat comprised
of 10 buildable lots and 3 common lots
(Figure 1).

Figure 1

Planning and Zoning Commission Action
These items were originally heard by the
Commission on February 4, 2019. After
reviewing the application materials and
listening to public testimony, they voted to
defer the project with the request that the
applicant seek ways to mitigate impacts
on surrounding properties by:
1. Providing
additional
information
regarding the proposed stormwater
pond in the northern portion of the
development as well as the overall
plan for site drainage.
2. Exploring alternatives to the proposed layout of the development, including lot size
and arrangement, retaining walls, and the meandering nature of the private street.
On April 8, 2019 the applicant returned with additional information and revisions in
response to these requests. Specifically, the applicant proposed to redesign the
stormwater management system so that it would not create a pond in the northern
portion of the development. Both this and the overall plan for site drainage would be
reviewed by Public Works for approval prior to signature of the final plat. The applicant
also proposed to dedicate to the City the large 3+ acre, non-buildable parcel located
in the northern portion of the project where the trail connection to Polecat Gulch Reserve
was proposed. As for the layout of the development, the applicant provided an
explanation from the project engineer concerning the necessity of the current design of
the street to provide access that meets the requirements of the Boise Fire Department.
As a result, the design of the 9’9” retaining wall located along the western portion of the
development would still be necessary. Finally, the applicant proposed no changes to the
number of buildable lots or their layout, maintaining the project was compatible with
surrounding uses which consist of single-family homes on various sized lots.
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Although the Planning Team remained supportive of the applicant’s proposal the
Commission voted to deny the project, 4-2. On May 6, 2019, the following Reasons for the
Decision for denying the project were adopted by the Commission.
Planned Unit Development

Although the proposed planned unit development, which is comprised of detached
single-family homes, could be argued to be compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood, which consists of single-family homes and the Polecat Gulch Reserve, the
site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple
variances requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street. In addition,
the development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity, as
evidenced by reviews provided by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public
Works. Finally, the project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the
Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance
between development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods.
Variance
Although exceptional circumstances exist with the subject property, in terms of its unique
shape and steep hillside areas, these do not justify the granting of the requested
variances. Alternative layouts of the private street and proposed lots could allow for the
development of the property without the need for these variances. Furthermore, the
requested variances would be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or
welfare of the neighborhood, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
Hillside Development
The project is not in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside and
Foothills Areas Development Ordinance. The applicant’s engineering analysis fails to
demonstrate satisfactorily that the project does not create a potential hazard of
flooding, soil instability, fire, and erosion. The applicant has not satisfactorily shown that
construction of this development will not result in adverse impacts on other property in
the vicinity as it relates to grading, drainage, and hazardous areas.
Preliminary Plat
Absent the approval off the planned residential development and variances, the
proposed preliminary plat fails to conform to the requirements of the R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone.
Procedural Issues
There are two procedural issues associated with this project that the Planning Team
believes warrant discussion in this memo. First, Boise City Code requires response
memoranda be filed within 7 days of the initial appellant memoranda, which is due 14
days after the appeal deadline (May 30, 2019). Following the filing of the appeal by the
applicant on May 10, 2019, parties of record were not notified until June 14, 2019. In an
effort to remedy this issue, the Planning Team extended the response period to June 28,
2019, for parties of record.

PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 | City Council | July 9, 2019 | Page 3 of 7

Second, the action letter issued for this project incorrectly included approval criteria from
the original February 4, 2019 project report recommending approval of the project.
Rather than tamper with the integrity of the record by issuing a revised action letter, the
Planning Team opted to include within this packet both the issued action letter and the
updated reason for the decision and approval criteria adopted by the Commission on
May 6, 2019. Furthermore, the minutes from the May 6, 2019 Commission hearing have
also been included, which clearly show the project was denied and the approval criteria
referenced in doing so.
Appeal Grounds and Response
The appellant contends the Commission decision was made in error as it was arbitrary,
capricious, and made in disregard of the evidence provided. Their argument is further
detailed below, followed by the Planning Team’s response.
1. There is nothing in the record that supports the Commission’s finding that the site is not
large enough to support the development.
Response: Citing the following section of the adopted reason for the decision, “The
site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple
variances requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street,” the
appellant claims the Commission failed to acknowledge the challenges of the site in
regards to its unique shape and where suitable access to Collister Drive could be
provided. Furthermore, they note the design and layout of the proposed private street
are necessary to meet emergency access requirements.
Although the density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed
within the R-1A zone (2.1 dwellings per acre), the Commission expressed concern with
the design and layout of the project which relied upon approval of several variances.
Alternative layouts of the project, in terms of number of lots and lot sizes could
alleviate the need for some of the requested variances. As for the proposed private
street, the Planning Team agrees with the appellant that there are few options to
make adjustments to the alignment. Considering the Commission deferred the
project to allow for various adjustment to at least lessen the number or extent of
variances for the project, but the appellant opted not to, the Planning Team does not
believe this ground demonstrates an error in their decision.
2. There is nothing in the record that supports the Commission’s finding that the
development will adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity.
Response: The appellant disagrees with the Commission’s reference to the City of
Boise Fire and Public Works Departments reviews as justification for denying the
project. In support of their argument, they reference the following planned unit
development approval criteria from the original, February 4, 2019 project report,
which were inadvertently attached to the May 6, 2019 action letter denying the
project:
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With the attached conditions of approval, the project will not adversely affect
other property in the vicinity. The proposed design of the project integrates well
with the surrounding residential neighborhood. Buildable lots for the proposed
development range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in size and will take access
from the private street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates
well with the surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable
lots ranging from 8,000 to 20,000 square feet in size. Like yards will also be
matched or exceeded to adjacent single-family homes.
Although the City of Boise Fire and Public Works Departments stated the development
could be approved, the Commission expressed concern with the complexity of these
reviews and the feasibility of complying with the associated conditions. As such, the
Planning Team does not believe this ground demonstrates an error in the decision of
the Commission.
3. There is nothing in the record that supports the Commission’s finding that the
development does not comply with the goals and policies of the Foothills Planning
Area section of Blueprint Boise.
Response: The appellant disagrees with the following section of the reason for the
decision adopted by the Commission, “the project fails to comply with a number of
goals and policies of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which is
focused on striking a balance between development and the natural environment,
as well as the protection of existing foothills neighborhoods.” They contend that there
was no testimony nor evidence provided during the public hearing that supported
this finding. In addition, no questions were made by the Commission regarding this
subject. In support of their argument that the project is in compliance, they reference
the following planned unit development approval criteria from the original, February
4, 2019 project report, which were inadvertently attached to the May 6, 2019 action
letter denying the project:
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise,
the Boise City Foothills Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and
the Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan.
Principle NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to
areas identified as suitable for change within each planning area, as addressed in
Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The majority of the site is identified as an area expected
to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The project is compliant with the
requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which contains
a number of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between development
and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing foothills
neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN 2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct development in the
foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to adjacent uses and
neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot sizes,
etc.) and density of the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential
neighborhood.
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Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding
wildlife habitat areas, existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the
appropriate amount, type, and location of development when submitting
applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside Development
application as well as the agency review process associated with this project ensures
compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered layout design
to preserve open space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling units along a new
private street, Polecat Lofts Lane, allowing the preservation of approximately 3.3
acres of open space that will be accessible to the public via a blanket easement and
offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve; the majority of this open
space will remain in its current and natural state. The inclusion of this open space, as
well as the preservation of existing trails are supported by Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous objectives and recommendations from the Interim
Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan.
Although specific aspects of the project may comply with different goals and polices
of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, the Commission identified the
number of retaining walls, amount of grading, and multiple variances necessary to
develop the site as failing to strike a balance between the proposed project and the
natural environment. Specifically, Principle FH-CCN5.6 encourages limiting the height
and bulk of retaining walls associated with developments to provide for the integrity
of the hillside, the safety of the subject property and neighboring properties. In
addition to these factors, the inability to comply with the Wildland Urban Interface
(WUI) standards without the use of alternatives caused the Commission to call into
question how well the existing foothills neighborhood surrounding the subject property
would be protected if the project were developed. Goal FH-CCN7 calls for reducing
or minimizing the threat of wildfires and protecting against the loss of life and property.
As such, the Planning Team does not believe this ground demonstrates an error in the
decision of the Commission.
Planning Team Recommendation
Unable to find error in the decision of the Commission, the Planning Team recommends
the following:
Deny the appeal and uphold the decision of the Commission by adopting the reason for
the decision adopted on May 6, 2019.
In the event the Council decides to uphold the appeal and overturn the Commission’s
decision, error must be found according to the standards listed below.
Standards of Review for Appeals
Section 11-03-03.09.C(2) of the Boise Development Code provides Council with the
following options when acting on an appeal:
(a) Because the review bodies are recognized as having expertise in their substantive
areas, the Council shall give due consideration to their decisions.
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i. The Council may find error on the following grounds:
ii. The decision is in violation of constitutional, state, or city law. An example would
be that the review body’s decision would be a taking.
iii. The review body’s decision exceeds its statutory authority.
iv. The decision is made upon unlawful procedure. An example would be if notice of
a required public hearing was inadequate. In such cases, the matter may be
remanded to correct the error.
v. The decision is arbitrary, capricious or an abuse of discretion in that it was made
without rational basis, or in disregard of the facts and circumstances presented.
Where there is room for two opinions, action is not arbitrary and capricious when
exercised honestly and upon due consideration.
vi. The decision is not supported by substantial evidence.
(b) If error is found, the review body decision may be reversed or modified.
(c) If no error is found the appeal shall be denied and the decision upheld.
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Memorandum in support of appeal
Re: PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 / 5357 N. Collister Drive
Planned Unit Development
Under section 11-03-04.7 Purpose “to provide an opportunity for land development that preserves
natural features, allows efficient provisions of services, and provides common open spaces or other
amenities not found in traditional lot-by-lot development. Planned developments are intended to
provide certain benefits to the public and to the developer” and further under B. Applicability
(g) “Buildings may be clustered to preserve foothills.”
The P&Z in their findings found the following:
“The site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple variances
requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street.” Although this site is challenged with
its shape and the fact that no other access point was provided other than Collister. When the adjoining
subdivision to the west was platted had they provided a stub street that would have clearly made access
more ideal. But as we have demonstrated the proposed private road was designed in a manner that
meets all codes and could not be designed in any other location due to the physical restraints of the site.
There simply is nothing in the record that supports the P&Z finding that the site is not large enough. I’d
refer you to page 4 of the May 8th P&Z action letter,
iii. The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open spaces, pathways,
walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other features as are required by this Code;
The density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed for the R-1A zone (2.1
dwellings per acre). With the requested variance, the site is large enough to accommodate the
requested use, including parking, open space, and landscaping. In addition, all homes will be setback 20’
or more from Collister Drive. Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest
parking will be provided on driveway aprons, measuring 20’ in length from back of sidewalk.
This section clearly states how this site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use.
“In addition, the development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity, as
evidenced by reviews by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public Works.” Both department
letters (attached) clearly conditionally approved the proposed development. I find nothing in the
findings nor record that supports the P&Z conclusions. Please refer to page 4 of the May 8th P&Z action
letter section iv. For additional conclusions on how the project will not adversely affect other properties
in the vicinity.

iv. The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect other property of
the vicinity;
With the attached conditions of approval, the project will not adversely affect other property in the
vicinity. The proposed design of the project integrates well with the surrounding residential
neighborhood. Buildable lots for the proposed development range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in
size and will take access from the private street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates
well with the surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable lots ranging from 8,000
to 20,000 square feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or exceeded to adjacent single-family
homes.
“Finally, the project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the Foothills Planning Area
section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance between development and the natural
environment, as well as the protection of existing foothills neighborhoods.” There was no testimony nor
evidence provided in the public hearing that supported this finding, it should be further noted that
during the public hearing no questions of the applicant were made that talked about this subject, the
only record that I could locate can be found on page 5 of the May 8th action letter herein attached.
v. The proposed use is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise, the Boise City Foothills
Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and the Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan.
Principle NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to areas identified as
suitable for change within each planning area, as addressed in Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The
majority of the site is identified as an area expected to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The
project is compliant with the requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise,
which contains a number of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between development and
the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN
2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct development in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to
adjacent uses and neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot sizes,
etc.) and density of the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood.
Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding wildlife habitat areas,
existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the appropriate amount, type, and location of
development when submitting applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside
Development application as well as the agency review process associated with this project ensures
compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered layout design to persevere open
space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling units along a new private street, Polecat Lofts Lane,
allowing the preservation of approximately 3.3 acres of open space that will be accessible to the public
via a blanket easement and offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve; the majority of this
open space will remain in its current and natural state. The inclusion of this open space, as well as the
preservation of existing trails are supported by Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C- 3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous

objectives and recommendations from the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge to Rivers
Pathway Plan.
In conclusion this application clearly meets the intent of the Purpose statement and applicability section
of The PUD code and the P&Z action was arbitrary and capricious. The criteria for a decision are as
follows and our compliance.
(a) The location is compatible to other uses in the general neighborhood;
The proposed planned unit development is compatible with existing uses in the neighborhood.
Detached single-family homes exist to the west and south; to the north and east is the Polecat Gulch
Reserve. The subject property is zoned R-1A (Single Family Residential) and primarily designated
“Suburban” on the Land Use Map, which both support residential projects, such as the one proposed.
(b) The proposed use will not place an undue burden on transportation and other public facilities
in the vicinity;
Correspondence received from commenting agencies indicate the project will not place an undue
burden on transportation or other public services. The Ada County Highway District (ACHD) approved
the project on January 18, 2019. They estimated the project will generate 94 additional vehicle trips per
day (9 existing), with 10 additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). All other reviewing agencies
approved the project with standard conditions.
(c) The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open spaces,
pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other features as are required
by this Code;
The density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed for the R-1A zone (2.1
dwellings per acre). With the requested variance, the site is large enough to accommodate the
requested use, including parking, open space, and landscaping. In addition, all homes will be setback 20’
or more from Collister Drive. Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest
parking will be provided on driveway aprons, measuring 20’ in length from back of sidewalk.
(d) The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect other
property of the vicinity;
The proposed design of the project integrates well with the surrounding residential neighborhood.
Buildable lots for the proposed development range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in size and will take
access from the private street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable lots ranging from 8,000 to 20,000
square feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or exceeded to adjacent single-family homes.

(e) The proposed use is in compliance the Comprehensive Plan;
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise, the Boise City Foothills
Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and the Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan. Principle
NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to areas identified as suitable for
change within each planning area, as addressed in Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The majority of the site
is identified as an area expected to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The project is compliant
with the requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which contains a number
of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between development and the natural environment,
as well as the protection of existing foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN 2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct
development in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to adjacent uses and
neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot sizes, etc.) and density of
the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood.
Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding wildlife habitat areas,
existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the appropriate amount, type, and location of
development when submitting applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside
Development application as well as the agency review process associated with this project ensures
compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered layout design to persevere open
space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling units along a new private street, Polecat Lofts Lane,
allowing the preservation of approximately 3.3 acres of open space that will be accessible to the public
via a blanket easement and offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve; the majority of this
open space will remain in its current and natural state. The inclusion of this open space, as well as the
preservation of existing trails are supported by Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C- 3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous
objectives and recommendations from the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge to Rivers
Pathway Plan.
Variance
The P&Z denial of the requested variance is based upon alternative Layouts for the proposed private
street would allow for development without the need of the variances. The applicant and his two
project engineers both provided letters and supporting documentation that show the location and
design of the street was limited and that they had made several attempts at different configurations all
falling short of meeting every code requirement besides the one we have submitted.
The P&Z appeared to accept this conclusion on the April 4th Hearing and thanked me for the further
explanation.
In conclusion the P&Z action was arbitrary and capricious in finding that an alternative street layout was
an option and lacked the professional experience to make that conclusion.

Hillside Development
There is no evidence in the record to make the conclusions in the P&Z findings. Melissa Jannusch, E.I.T
with the Boise Public Works department issued a conditional approval (attached) of the site on
1/27/2019. The P&Z acted arbitrary and capriciously and lacked the professional experience to conclude
that I didn’t comply with the technical requirements in contradiction to the conditional approval issue
by Melissa Jannusch.
Preliminary Plat
The findings for denial are based solely on the absence of the three previous applications, we’d ask that
the city council after deliberating on the previous mentioned appeals, consider our plat based upon
there finding.
We have also attached an alternative plat that would meet the R1A zoning without the PUD, this is to
demonstrate that the road configuration would be substantially the same even without the PUD.

Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

P&Z Action Letter dated May 8th, 2019 (7pgs)
Melissa Jannusch Approval Letter dated January 27th, 2019 (12pgs)
Boise Fire Approval Letter dated December 6th,2018 (2pgs)
MTI Stamped Letter dated January 25th,2019 (1pg)
Email from Melissa Jannusch dated January 25th,2019 (2pgs)

December 6, 2018
Leon Letson
PDS – Current Planning
Re: PUD18-00044; XREF SUB18-00058, and CFH18-00107
Dear Leon,
This is a request for a Subdivision consisting of 10 buildable lots and 3 common lots located
in Wildland Urban Interface Zone A.
The Boise Fire Department has reviewed and can approve the application subject to
compliance with all the following code requirements and conditions of approval. Any
deviation from this plan is subject to Fire Department approval. Please note that unless
stated otherwise, this memo represents the requirements of the International Fire Code
(IFC) as adopted and amended by Ordinance 6308.
Comments:
1. This proposed subdivision is located within Wildland-Urban Interface Zone “A” and
Compliance with Boise City Code Section 7-01-69 is required for all structures within
this subdivision. A minimum 30’ defensible space shall be provided from
undeveloped land. Details of the landscape maintenance shall be outlined in the
wildfire safety plan. Lots 6 and 7 appear to be too shallow to provide a 30’
defensible space to undeveloped land, an alternative method may be required
depending on location and size of homes on these lots.
2. A wildfire safety plan is required for this subdivision. A plan shall be submitted and
approved prior to approval of the final plat. The plan shall be based on a site-specific
wildfire risk assessment that includes considerations of project size, location,
topography, aspect, flammable vegetation, climatic conditions and fire history. The
plan shall address water supply, access, building ignition and fire-resistive factors, fire
protection systems and equipment, defensible space and vegetation management.
(BCC 7-01-69)
3. Fire hydrants, capable of producing the required fire flow, shall be located along
approved fire access roadways. Fire hydrant spacing shall meet the requirements of
IFC table C105.1.1 (IFC 507.3, IFC B105.2, IFC C105). The proposed fire hydrant at the
end of the turn-around shall be located between lot 4 and Lot 5
4. Please provide details on access to lots 9 and 10. The grading appears to create
access problems to these two lots.
General Requirement:

Specific building construction requirements of the International Building Code,
International Fire Code and Boise City Code will apply. However, these provisions are best
addressed by a licensed Architect at time of building permit application.
Regards,
Ron L. Johnson
Division Chief – Assistant Fire Marshal
Boise Fire Department
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CITY OF BOISE
INTER-DEPARTMENT
CORRESPONDENCE
Date:

January 27, 2019

To:

Leon Letson
Planning and Development Services

From:

Melissa Jannusch, E.I.T.
Public Works Engineering – Hillside Review

Subject:

Polecat Gulch Subdivision
5357 N Collister Dr.
PWE 884 | CFH18-00107 | SUB18-00058

Summary
The proposed development is comprised of 9 new single-family-home lots, 1 existing
home (that is to remain), 1 open space lot, 1 private road, 1 common lot (containing
the subdivision’s private drainage), and a walking trail. The approximately 6-acre site is
bordered on the northwest by privately owned currently vacant land, the southeast by
Outlook Heights Subdivision, the north and east by Polecat Gulch Reserve (owned by
City of Boise Parks & Recreation). A 0.2-acre area in the southern portion of the property
is in the floodplain. Development in this area will need to comply with Boise Floodplain
Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). The floodplain boundary will need to be depicted on the
preliminary and final plats.
A private road is proposed to access the site via N. Collister Drive. The private road
traverses the site (at a 10% grade) with two 90 degree turns ending in a hammerhead
fire turnaround. Several retaining walls are proposed ranging from 3 to just under 10
feet in height. At the second 90-degree turn (to accommodate the private road at 10%
and allow the existing house to remain) an approximatly10-foot wall is proposed. The
exposed face of the wall will be facing within the new subdivision to minimize visual
impacts to the existing Outlook Subdivision. There will be an approximately 6-foot wall
bordering lot 6 and the walking path. Two 3-foot terraced retaining walls are proposed
along the north end of the hammerhead fire turnaround. Based on the preliminary
grading plans an excess of 2,241 cubic yards of material would need to be removed
from the site. This equals approximately 112 truck with trailer trips. A series of seepage
beds located at the low end of the site are proposed to contain the post-development

drainage for the 100-year storm event. Run-on flows will be collected in a lined pond
that overflows to the ACHD stormwater system in Collister Drive. No copy of the
agreement with ACHD has been submitted to the City to date and will be required prior
to the approval of any permits.
Soils are typical for the geologic area and are comprised of mostly sand, silt, and silty
sand. Collapsible soils are expected to be found onsite. No testing of the collapsible soil
potential, severity, or depth was provided to the City for the preliminary review.
Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted for the final geotechnical
engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered during the final investigation,
recommendations for remediation of the collapsible soils will be required to be
provided in the final report. Development on collapsible soils is permissible (per B.C.C
11-07-08 4) if the project engineer can demonstrate satisfactorily that the site limitation
can be overcome. Per Material Testing and Inspection’s City Review Comments Letter
dated January 25, 2019, “remediation options may include partial or complete removal
of the collapsible soils depending on the severity of the collapse potential and depth of
collapsible soils.” The letter concluded that the site is suitable for the proposed
development based on the preliminary grading plans.
Based on the preliminary engineering reports supplied to the city for review, the land is
capable of the volume and type of development proposed. The proposed
development does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, erosion, or
fire if the recommendations of the proposed reports are adhered to. Finally, the
proposed development is in general compliance with the technical requirements of the
Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance including those related to grading,
drainage, hazardous areas, revegetation, and preservation of outstanding and unique
features.
All residential lots will need to comply with the City’s Hillside and Foothills Development
Standards (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-07-09) and all requirements in the Public Works
Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual.
Preliminary Grading Plan Review
The existing grade of the site slopes up from Collister Dr. to the north. The existing slopes
range from 8% to over 50% in some areas. Essential grading (the private road, some lots,
the shared driveway, and retaining walls) is proposed to be completed during
subdivision development. Approximately 2,650 cubic yards of cut and 409 cubic yards
of fill totaling 2,241 cubic yards of export is proposed. This would require approximately
112 truck with trailer trips from the site.
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Focus Engineering provided preliminary grading and drainage plans (dated January 24,
2019) for review. The proposed private road will take access from N. Collister Drive. The
private road runs east, west for the first 150ft at a 2-4.8% grade. Approximately 7 feet of
cut is proposed along the street centerline. A 3-foot tall retaining wall is proposed along
the northern side of the private road and runs for approximately 100 feet. The private
road then turns to run north, south for 250ft at a 10% grade. Under one foot of fill is
proposed along the private road centerline in this section. The private road then makes
a 90 degree turn to run east, west at an 8.4% grade. There is a 4-foot retaining wall
proposed along the eastern edge of the private road. At the 90-degree corner on the
west side of the private road, a retaining wall is proposed to allow the existing home to
remain at its fixed elevation while maintaining the private road at a 10% grade per fire
requirements. The exposed face of the wall will face inwards towards the new
subdivision to minimize the visual impacts to the existing subdivision. The wall ranges
from 3 feet along the existing Outlook Subdivision property line, to approximately 10
feet at the corner, to 7 feet running east, west along lot 12’s property line and tapering
down to 4 feet near the end of the wall. Up to 6.5 feet of cut is proposed for this section
of private road. The private road then curves into a hammerhead fire turnaround with
a 2% grade. The private road in this area follows the existing grade closely. Two, 3-foothigh terraced retaining walls running for 130 feet, are proposed along the northern
edge of the hammerhead fire turnaround. A private driveway (at a 12.7% grade) takes
access on the west side of the fire turnaround to provide access to lots 9, 10, and 11.
The walking path trail is proposed to cross the shared driveway. Submittal of cross
access easement agreements to the planning department will be required prior to
issuance of any permits. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be
required to obtain a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services
Department. All retaining walls will require structural engineering.
Lots one and two are at the southern end of the development. The existing grade is
approximately 10 percent. Grading work for these lots will be done during individual lot
development. The floodplain zone runs approximately 29 feet into lot 1. Lot 3 is reserved
for the private drainage system and a portion of the lot is in the floodplain zone. These
lots will need to comply with Boise Floodplain Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). Lots 4 and 5
have an existing grade of approximately 14 percent. Grading on these lots will be done
to accommodate the private road. The setback along the shared property line of lots 4
and 5 will require a minimum 10-foot side yard setback to allow room for side yard
swales or other drainage. Lot 4’s property line should align with the top elevation of the
slope between lots 4 and 5 so lot 4 can keep its drainage onsite. Lot 6 is proposed as a
stepped lot to facilitate a daylight basement style home. The step in the lot matches
the existing topography of lot 7. A retaining wall is proposed along the western property
line of lot 6 which will be a max of 6 feet in height. The walking path is to the west of the
wall. Lot 8 is proposed as open space and will have some grading to accommodate
the hammerhead turnaround. Lots 9, 10, and 11 have existing grades ranging from
approximately 17-38 percent. Lot grading for these homes will be left to individual lot
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development. The existing home is located on lot 12 and is proposed to remain. The
grade on this lot will remain mostly unchanged with some small adjustments. The
existing retaining walls are shown intersecting with the proposed retaining wall running
along lot 12’s southern property line. Significant grading and retaining walls are required
on all parts of the site to accommodate the subdivision.
The final grading and drainage plan will need to provide the following, along with
satisfying all requirements in the Public Works Hillside Technical Report Requirements
Manual:
1. A minimum 10-foot side yard setback will be required along the shared
property line of lots 4 and 5 to allow each lot to contain its own drainage
onsite.
2. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be required to
obtain a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services
Department. All retaining walls will require structural engineering.
3. Submittal of cross access easement agreements to the planning department
for the shared driveway will be required prior to issuance of any permits.
4. Provide cross sections of typical pad showing tier between pads, berm at the
top of the tier and location of property line.
5. The professional who prepares the geotechnical report shall supply
documentation stating that the grading plan conforms with the
recommendations in the geotechnical report.
6. A revegetation plan and report shall be completed by an Idaho-registered
professional competent to practice in the subject matter that addresses all
requirement listed under Revegetation Plan Report Letter B in the Hillside
Development Requirements for Technical Reports will be required to be
submitted and approved by the City’s revegetation specialist prior to
approval of the final design documents.
7. A detail sheet showing all details necessary for grading and drainage related
work.
a. Provide cross sections of retaining walls and detail how all parts of the
wall including footing, grading, and drainage will remain on the
subject property.
Preliminary Hydrology Report Review
The preliminary hydrology report (by Focus Engineering dated January 11, 2019)
contains a description of the project, discussion of the current and proposed hydrology
of the site, and a discussion of the proposed stormwater infrastructure. The site slopes
down at approximately 12-15% grade towards Collister Drive. A drainage area of
approximately 21 acres is located above the site. A stormwater pond is proposed to
pass through predevelopment run on flows. The pond is located at a higher elevation
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than the proposed homes and will require an impervious liner. The geotechnical
engineer will need to provide recommendations for the impervious liner. The pond will
be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design Manual. An access to the
pond for maintenance will need to be provided. The proposed pond has an overflow
that is connected directly to the ACHD’s stormwater system in Collister Dr. to pass the
predevelopment run on flows. A copy of the agreement allowing the connection has
not been provided to the City and will be required prior to the issuance of any permits.
The development will be required to retain their stormwater onsite. The development
proposes infiltrating stormwater runoff in a series of seepage beds located at the low,
southern end of the site. The preliminary sizing calculations show that the beds will be
able to accommodate the 100-year storm event. Percolation testing will be required to
determine a design infiltration rate. No increase in stormwater runoff flows will be
permitted. The report concludes, “the proposed private street and subdivision
construction are suitable for this site’s soils conditions, location and topography where
the above recommendations are followed.”
1. A full discussion of pre-development and post-development peak runoff rates
and volumes. Supporting documentation in the form of calculations, computer
program input and output data, and drainage maps of the project drainage
basin will be included.
2. A pre-and post- development hydrograph showing that the post development
peak flow rate is no greater than the pre-development peak flow rate for the
100-year storm event.
3. Obtain recommendations from the geotechnical engineer for the impervious
pond liner.
4. Drainage infrastructure will need to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design
Manual.
5. Provide an access to the pond for maintenance.
6. Provide a copy of the ACHD agreement to allow the pre-development flow to
pass through the proposed pond and to overflow directly into the ACHD system
in Collister Drive.
Preliminary Geology/Geotechnical Engineering Report Review
The preliminary geology/geotechnical engineering report (by Materials Testing and
inspection dated August 7, 2018) provided by the engineer and geologist contains a
site description for the project, literature search/references, field reconnaissance,
subsurface exploration, preliminary hazard assessment, multiple exploratory locations,
recommendations for future investigation, and proposed areas of further study.
Seven exploratory test pits were dug in the area proposed for development on the site.
The soils encountered were consistent with the area’s geologic profile of Sand and
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Mudstone of Stream and Lake Sediments. Sand, silt, and silty sand was common
throughout the top layer of the soil profile. In some test pits, the top layer of soil also
contained organics and fill materials to about a foot below ground surface. Under lying
the top layer, in some tests pits, was a silt layer. Groundwater was not encountered in
any test pits.
This area is considered an alluvial fan as it has intermittent stream flow. Soils in these
areas often do not fully consolidate and have a loose honeycomb structure. When they
get wet they are prone to settlement. The preliminary report notes that collapsible soils
are expected to be found onsite. No testing of the collapsible soil potential, severity, or
depth was provided to the City for the preliminary review. Additional subsurface
exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential laboratory testing will be
required to be conducted for the final geotechnical engineering report. If collapsible
soils are encountered during the final investigation, recommendations for remediation
of the collapsible soils will be required to be provided in the final report. Development
on collapsible soils is permissible (per B.C.C 11-07-08 4) if the project engineer can
demonstrate satisfactorily that the site limitation can be overcome. Per Material Testing
and Inspection’s City Review Comments Letter dated January 25, 2019, “remediation
options may include partial or complete removal of the collapsible soils depending on
the severity of the collapse potential and depth of collapsible soils.” The letter
concluded that the site is suitable for the proposed development based on preliminary
grading plans.
A Third Party Geotechnical and Geological Engineering firm may be utilized to review
and comment on the final report. No grading or building permits will be issued until all
technical documents have satisfied the intent of the Hillside Ordinance.
The final geology/geotechnical engineering report will need to provide the following,
along with satisfying all requirements in the Public Works Hillside Technical Report
Requirements Manual:
1. Before submitting the final report, the applicant should be fully aware of the
proposed design of the development, including proposed cuts, fills, and
anticipated use.
2. The professional who prepares the geotechnical report shall supply
documentation stating that the grading plan conforms to the recommendations
in the geotechnical report.
3. The final geology/geotechnical engineering report will need to provide a slope
stability analysis based on the final grading and drainage plans. Slope stability
(include factor of safety) for any proposed engineered slopes including site
specific specifications.
4. Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted for the final geotechnical

Page 6 of 12

engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered during the final
investigation, recommendations for remediation of the collapsible soils will be
required to be provided in the final report.
5. Recommendations for an impervious pond liner from the geotechnical engineer
will be required and any relevant recommendations for the pond area.
6. Geologic map - prepared at a scale not smaller than 1" to 100' unless otherwise
stipulated or agreed upon, but always at the same scale as the subdivision plat.
The geologic map shall have an attached overlay showing the proposed
development. Interpretations of subsurface conditions shall be illustrated in one
or more structure cross-sections. The geologic map should include the items listed
in the City of Boise Hillside Development Requirements for Technical reports
under Final Geotechnical Report Section A in detail.
7. Geologic description shall contain a brief but complete description of all
geologic materials and structural features recognized or inferred. State where
interpretations are made based on direct observations. The geologic description
shall address items listed in the City of Boise Hillside Development Requirements
for Technical reports under Final Geotechnical Report Section B in detail.
Preliminary Plat Review
Place the following note on the face of the Final Plat: “Individual lot development shall
comply with the Boise City Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance (B.C.C.
11-07-08 through 11-07-09), International Building Code Chapter 18 and Appendix J as
modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02 and the conditions of approval for CFH1800107
The floodplain boundary will need to be depicted on the preliminary and final plats.
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Public Works Recommended Conditions of Approval
The final plans and reports will need to provide the above-mentioned items, along with
satisfying all requirements in the Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual Boise
City Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-0709). Once the above-mentioned items are addressed, the technical requirements are
met, and the final plans are approved by Public Works, a grading permit can be issued
with the following conditions of approval.
1. Prior to final plat signature by the City Engineer or issuing grading/building permits
the developer shall submit final reports and drawings in accordance with the
requirements of the City’s Hillside and Foothills Development Standards (B.C.C. 1107-08 through 11-07-09) and Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual.
2. All site work shall comply with the Boise City Hillside and Foothills Areas
Development Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-07-09), International Building
Code Chapter 18 and Appendix J as modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02.
3. A portion of the property is in the floodplain zone. Development in this area shall
comply with Boise Floodplain Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). The floodplain boundary is
to be depicted on the preliminary and final plats.
4. A copy of the agreement allowing the connection of the stormwater pond
overflow to the ACHD system in Collister Dr. will be required prior to the issuance of
any permits.
5. Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted by the geotechnical engineer
for the final geotechnical engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered
during the final investigation, recommendations for remediation of the collapsible
soils will be required to be provided by the geotechnical engineer in the final
geotechnical engineering report.
6. Submittal of cross access easement agreements to the planning department for
the shared driveway will be required prior to issuance of any permits.
7. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be required to obtain
a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services Department.
8. A minimum 10-foot side yard setback will be required along the shared property
line of lots 4 and 5 to allow each lot to contain its own drainage onsite.

Page 8 of 12

9. All bonding for grading, erosion protection, revegetation and related work,
including an agreement to perform work under this permit, shall be submitted to
and accepted by Boise City prior to the issuance of a grading permit. In the event
of default and/or failure to complete the project and to perform the conditions
stipulated herein, the developer/landowner hereby grants to Boise City and their
agents the right of access to the property to do the work as necessary to
complete the improvements and/or restore drainage and aesthetics of the site.
10. Prior to the start of earthwork construction, the project engineer shall hold a
preconstruction meeting. Authorized representatives from the project engineer,
the contractor, the developer, the geotechnical engineer and Boise City shall
attend this meeting. This meeting will outline all construction activities, erosion and
sediment control techniques, geotechnical engineering testing, report submittal
requirements, etc.
11. Any changes to the Grading, Drainage, or Revegetation plan shall be forwarded to
the Public Works Department in writing for review and approval prior to
commencing with actual construction.
12. All earthwork must be done in compliance with the recommendations contained
in the approved Final Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation and Engineering
Geology Evaluation and under the direct supervision of the geotechnical
engineer. Inspection and testing of earthwork is to be provided by a soils
engineer/testing laboratory. Embankment compaction test data and daily logs of
construction activities shall be submitted to Public Works by the Project Engineer
on a weekly basis.
13. Unforeseen or difficult soil conditions may be encountered during earthwork
activities. If soil conditions, weather conditions, or other situations alter work
activities or potentially impact satisfactory completion of work; the City shall be
immediately notified. The geotechnical engineer shall respond to these conditions
in a manner acceptable to the City. If these conditions are not appropriately
dealt with, a work stoppage will be imposed on the project until satisfactory
resolution of these problems can be achieved.
14. The Contractor and/or Developer to whom this permit is issued, shall be responsible
for maintaining the project site in a safe, environmentally stable condition. If the
Project Engineer is notified of unacceptable conditions at the project site,
including but not limited to, excessive dust generation, excessive erosion of soil
materials from the site and deposition of these materials on adjoining properties,
and the permittee does not respond to and resolve these matters, then the City of
Boise reserves the right to direct and have said unacceptable conditions
corrected by a contractor of its choice. The cost of said work will be paid for by
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the Developer or Contractor as appropriate. In the event the Developer will not
pay for work performed, the City will demand payment from the grading bond
held for this grading work.
15. The Owner/Contractor must provide for temporary erosion protection of all
disturbed slopes on an as required basis until the project is successfully
revegetated. The intent of this condition is to minimize erosion to this project and
to prevent the transport of eroded materials outside the boundary of this project.
The Owner/Contractor shall have onsite or readily available sandbags, sediment
fence or other materials deemed necessary by the Project Engineer for
emergency response to drainage, erosion or sedimentation problems.
16. If excess waste materials or excavated materials are to be removed from the site,
positive measures shall be taken to prevent soil and other debris from being
deposited on existing streets. Any offsite disposal of excess cut material must be
approved in advance by Boise Public Works. The permitee shall also repair any
damage the work causes to existing public and/or private property.
17. Stripping and topsoil removal shall not be done on an area until just prior to cutting
or filling in the area.
18. The permittee shall apply water or other dust palliative to control dust when
necessary.
19. All slopes and disturbed area shall be protected in accordance to an approved
erosion control plan & revegetated in accordance to the approved revegetation
plan and report.
20. If blasting is required, it shall be done in compliance with a blasting permit
obtained from the Boise City Fire Department.
21. No operation of heavy equipment shall occur prior to 7:00 a.m. or later than 7:00
p.m., Monday through Saturday. Upon request, work may be permitted outside of
these hours on limited basis provided that there is not excessive disturbance to
adjacent property owners from noise and/or lights.
22. Any correspondence and communications relative to this permit shall be directed
to the Department of Public Works with copies to the Building Department.
23. Boise City shall be reimbursed for review and inspection costs associated with
Hillside Ordinance Requirements.
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24. Final reports as required by International Building Code Chapter 18 and Appendix
J as modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02 shall be provided prior to full
release of grading performance security.
a. An as-built grading plan prepared by the registered design professional
retained to provide such services showing original ground surface
elevations, as-graded ground surface elevations, lot drainage patterns,
and the locations and elevations of surface drainage facilities and of the
outlets of subsurface drains. As-constructed locations, elevations and
details of subsurface drains shall be shown as reported by the registered
design professional. Registered design professionals shall state that to the
best of their knowledge the work within their area of responsibility was
done in accordance with the final approved grading plan.
b. A report prepared by the registered design professional retained to
provide such services, including locations and elevations of field density
tests, summaries of field and laboratory tests, other substantiating data,
and comments on any changes made during final grading and their
effect on the recommendations made in the approved soils engineering
investigation report. Registered design professionals shall submit a
statement that, to the best of their knowledge, the work within their area
of responsibilities is in accordance with the approved soils engineering
report and applicable provisions of this chapter.
c. A report prepared by the registered design professional retained to
provide such services, including a final description of the geology of the
site and any new information disclosed during the grading and the effect
of same on recommendations incorporated in the approved grading
plan. Registered design professionals shall submit a statement that, to the
best of their knowledge, the work within their area of responsibility is in
accordance with the approved engineering geology report and
applicable provisions of this chapter.
d. The grading contractor shall submit in a form prescribed by the building
official a statement of conformance with the as-built plan and the
specifications
25. Prior to final plat signature the applicant must submit two copies of all final
documents (geotechnical inspections, compaction testing, hydrology reports,
ACHD stamped approved plans, post construction reports as required by the
Hillside Development Requirements for Technical Reports Manual, etc.)
26. The landscape architect shall be required to perform the following tasks:

Page 11 of 12

a. Sample the stockpiled topsoil and make any recommendations for
necessary soil amendments before the topsoil is redistributed on the
disturbed slopes
b. After the topsoil has been applied to the slopes, the landscape architect
shall inspect and certify that the topsoil has been properly amended and
spread at the minimum thickness recommended in the revegetation
report.
c. After the hydroseed and mulch have been applied, the landscape
architect shall inspect and certify that the correct rates were applied.
d. After the first year of revegetation, the landscape architect shall write a
report on the progress and success of the revegetation. The report shall
address the need for any remedial revegetation work that may be
required. Periodic reports shall be required thereafter on an as needed
basis until the landscape architect certifies the revegetation is complete.
At this time, the revegetation bond shall be released.
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May 8, 2019
James Jewett
JLJ, Inc.
8640 W. Atwater Drive
Garden City, ID 83714
jimj@jljinc.net
(sent via email)
Re:

PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 / 5357 N. Collister Drive

Dear Mr. Jewett:
This letter is to inform you of the action taken by the Boise City Planning and Zoning
Commission on your request for a conditional use permit for a planned residential
development comprised of 10 detached single family homes on 6.07 acres in an R-1A
(Single Family Residential) zone. Also included are variances for an 8’ retaining wall in
the front setback and a reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to 15’ along the eastern
boundary of the development, a hillside development permit and associated
preliminary plat for a residential subdivision comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common
lots.
The Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission, at their meeting of April 8, 2019, denied
your request. On May 6, 2019 the Planning and Zoning Commission formally adopted
the Revised Findings. Attached is the Reason for the Decision.
May we also take this opportunity to inform you of the following:
1. The decision of the Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission may be
appealed to City Council within ten (10) calendar days from the issuance of this
decision. The appeal must be written, accompanied by the appropriate fee,
and submitted to the Planning and Development Services Department prior to
the deadline set forth herein. Appeal application forms are available in the
Planning Department or online under Applications at:
http://pds.cityofboise.org/ or
http://pds.cityofboise.org/home/documents/apps/100/

2. All appeals of this permit must be filed by 5:00 P.M., on May 16, 2019.
Sincerely,
If you have any questions, please contact me at (208) 608-7085 or
lletson@cityofboise.org.
Sincerely,

Leon Letson
Associate Planner, Current Planning and Subdivisions
Boise City Planning and Development Services
LL/sj
Cc:

Ronald Kirkemo / mikeedgar@me.com (sent via email)
Collister Neighborhood Association / Julie Klocke / president@collistercna.org (sent via email)
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Reason for the Decision
Planned Unit Development

Although the proposed planned unit development, which is comprised of detached
single-family homes, could be argued to be compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood, which consists of single-family homes and the Polecat Gulch Reserve, the
site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple
variances requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street. In addition,
the development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity, as
evidenced by reviews provided by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public
Works. Finally, the project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the
Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance
between development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods.
Variance
Although exceptional circumstances exist with the subject property, in terms of its unique
shape and steep hillside areas, these do not justify the granting of the requested
variances. Alternative layouts of the private street and proposed lots could allow for the
development of the property without the need for these variances. Furthermore, the
requested variances would be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or
welfare of the neighborhood, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
Hillside Development
The project is not in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside and
Foothills Areas Development Ordinance. The applicant’s engineering analysis fails to
demonstrate satisfactorily that the project does not create a potential hazard of
flooding, soil instability, fire, and erosion. The applicant has not satisfactorily shown that
construction of this development will not result in adverse impacts on other property in
the vicinity as it relates to grading, drainage, and hazardous areas.
Preliminary Plat
Absent the approval off the planned residential development and variances, the
proposed preliminary plat fails to conform to the requirements of the R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone.
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Approval Criteria
Conditional Use Permit (11-03-04.7.a)
The Hearing Examiner or the PZC shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Section 11-0303.4 and according to the following criteria.
i.

The location is compatible to other uses in the general neighborhood;
The proposed planned unit development is compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood. Detached single-family homes exist to the west and south; to the
north and east is the Polecat Gulch Reserve. The subject property is zoned R-1A
(Single Family Residential) and primarily designated “Suburban” on the Land Use
Map, which both support residential projects, such as the one proposed.

ii.

The proposed use will not place an undue burden on transportation and other public
facilities in the vicinity;
Correspondence received from commenting agencies indicate the project will
not place an undue burden on transportation or other public services. The Ada
County Highway District (ACHD) approved the project on January 18, 2019. They
estimated the project will generate 94 additional vehicle trips per day (9 existing),
with 10 additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). All other reviewing
agencies approved the project with standard conditions.

iii.

The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open
spaces, pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other
features as are required by this Code;
The density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed for the
R-1A zone (2.1 dwellings per acre). With the requested variance, the site is large
enough to accommodate the requested use, including parking, open space, and
landscaping. In addition, all homes will be setback 20’ or more from Collister Drive.
Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest parking
will be provided on driveway aprons, measuring 20’ in length from back of
sidewalk.

iv.

The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect
other property of the vicinity;
With the attached conditions of approval, the project will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity. The proposed design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding residential neighborhood. Buildable lots for the proposed development
range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in size and will take access from the private
street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable lots ranging from
8,000 to 20,000 square feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or exceeded to
adjacent single-family homes.
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v.

The proposed use is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise, the
Boise City Foothills Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and the
Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan.
Principle NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to
areas identified as suitable for change within each planning area, as addressed in
Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The majority of the site is identified as an area
expected to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The project is compliant with
the requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which
contains a number of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between
development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN 2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct development
in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to adjacent uses and
neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot
sizes, etc.) and density of the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential
neighborhood.
Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding
wildlife habitat areas, existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the
appropriate amount, type, and location of development when submitting
applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside Development
application as well as the agency review process associated with this project
ensures compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered
layout design to persevere open space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling
units along a new private street, Polecat Lofts Lane, allowing the preservation of
approximately 3.3 acres of open space that will be accessible to the public via a
blanket easement and offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve;
the majority of this open space will remain in its current and natural state. The
inclusion of this open space, as well as the preservation of existing trails are
supported by Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C- 3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous objectives
and recommendations from the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge
to Rivers Pathway Plan.

Variance 11-03-04.14(C7b)
The Hearing Examiner or the PZC shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Section 11-0303.4 and according to the following criteria.
i.

There is either a hardship associated with the property itself or an exceptional
circumstance relating to the intended use of the property that is not generally
applicable in the district;
There are exceptional circumstances associated with the subject property. It is a
uniquely shaped lot with steep hillside areas. To meet the requirements for
emergency access, a retaining wall that exceeds the allowed height of the
Development Code is needed along the western boundary of the development
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for the private street. The reduced setback requested along the eastern boundary
of the development may also be justified due to the unique layout of the
proposed lots and their adjacency to either common lots within the development
or City-owned property. The requested variances do not run counter to Blueprint
Boise and will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare
of the neighborhood.
ii.

Granting of the variance will not be in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan and will
not affect a change in zoning; and,
The requested variance does not run counter to any principles within Blueprint
Boise. Furthermore, the single access point and new sidewalk along Collister Drive
proposed for the development is supported by access management policies of
the Ada County Highway District and City of Boise.

iii.

Granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public health,
safety, or welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements of other property
owners, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
The public health, safety, or welfare of the surrounding neighborhood will not be
negatively impacted by this project. Correspondence received from commenting
agencies indicate the proposed use will not place an undue burden on
transportation or other public services. The proposed design of the project
integrates well with existing uses in the neighborhood.

Hillside Development (11-03-04.17 (B7))
Category III - a public hearing is required pursuant to Section 11-03-03.4 and according
to the following criteria:
i.

The proposed development is in compliance with the technical requirements of
Section 11-07-08 including those related to grading, drainage, hazardous areas,
revegetation, preservation of outstanding and unique features.
The project is in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside
Ordinance and the Foothills Area Development Ordinance, including those related
to grading, drainage, hazardous areas, revegetation, and preservation of
outstanding and unique features. The engineering analysis provided by the
applicant and reviewed by Boise City Public Works demonstrates the land is
capable of the volume and type of development proposed. A portion of the
project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject
property, the Planning Team has recommended a condition that the applicant be
required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance. Comments
received from other City departments and agencies confirm the project will not
create hazards related to soil instability or fire.

ii.

The proposed development, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not
adversely affect other property in the vicinity.
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With the conditions proposed, this development will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity. Essential grading for the private street, retaining walls, the
shared driveway, and various lots within the development will be completed with
the initial construction of the subdivision. More specifically, approximately 2,650
cubic yards of cut and 409 cubic yards of fill are proposed for the project, resulting
in 2,241 cubic yards of export from the site. Individually, each buildable lot will be
required to apply for administrative hillside development permits. This plan is similar
to previously approved subdivisions in the City.
iii.

The land itself is capable of the volume and type of development proposed as
determined by geological, hydrological and soils engineering analysis.
Public Works review of the geotechnical information confirms the land is capable of
the volume and type of development proposed as determined by the geological,
hydrological and soils engineering analysis.

iv.

The project does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, erosion,
etc.
Correspondence received from commenting agencies confirm the project will not
create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, or erosion. A portion of the
project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject
property, the Planning Team has recommended a condition that the applicant be
required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance. The site is also
within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) zone “A”. WUI requirements are designed
to protect foothill developments from fire hazards and the future development will
be required to comply with these standards.

v.

The proposal complies with all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills
gulches including the requirements of Section 11-07-08 and the Floodway and
Floodplain Ordinance.
The project is located within Polecat Gulch and is in compliance with all
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills gulches. A portion of the project
is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject property,
the applicant shall be required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain
Ordinance.
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Reply to Memorandum of Appeal
PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107, SUB18-00058
June 26, 2019
Summary
The public record supports the Planning and Zoning Commission’s decision to deny the subject
applications.
Planning and Zoning Commission Findings
“The site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple
variances requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street.”
Found to be noncompliant with Boise City Code, Chapter 11-03-04, subsection 6, Procedures,
criteria for granting a CUP,
iii. The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open spaces,
pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other features as are required
by this Code
The applicant’s memorandum for appeal contends the design for his proposed private road
meets all code and is approved by the Fire Department. This is false. According to the Fire
Department letter, approval is subject to compliance with all code requirements including Boise
City Code. Boise City Development; Chapter 11-07-08, subsection 5, Standards Applicable to
All Categories of Hillside Development Permits, (8) states “Multiple access points and street
grades that meet requirements of the Fire Department and ACHD shall be provided.” The
condition for multiple access points is not met with this proposal. No variance for
noncompliance has been requested or granted. Therefore, the proposal fails to meet the
criteria for acceptance consistent with the P&Z Commission’s decision to deny the application.
The applicant argues the challenging shape and topography of the site makes his plan the only
physically possible layout. This is opinion, not fact. A simpler proposal can be envisioned
wherein one single family home is built on a 20,000 sq. foot lot on the lower, buildable portion
of the site, just above and to the east of the FEMA Floodplain region. This eliminates the need
for slashing a square road into the hillside up the back of adjacent homes. This extreme, one
home project, would achieve minimum impact to the adjacent properties, but at the expense of
profitability to the developer. The applicant’s current proposal is the opposite extreme seeking
solely to maximize personal gain and profit at the expense of the surrounding community.
A solution likely exists between these two extreme cases; one that is aligned to the Planned
Unit Development Under section 11-03-04.7 “to provide an opportunity for land development
that preserves natural features, allows efficient provisions of services, and provides common
open spaces or other amenities not found in traditional lot-by-lot development. Planned
developments are intended to provide certain benefits to the public and to the developer.”
However, this applicant has demonstrated he is either unwilling or unable to find such a
solution.

“In addition, the development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near
vicinity, as evidenced by reviews by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public
Works.”
Found to be noncompliant with Boise City Code, Chapter 11-03-04, subsection 6, Procedures
criteria for granting a CUP,
iv. The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect other
property of the vicinity
During rebuttal in the February 4, 2019 hearing for these applications, the applicant himself
testified that the proposed project layout, specifically the location of the private road would
negatively impact the neighbors to the west. “So as far as Mr. Quick’s house, and I know I
worked the most, and talked the most with him and his wife about the issues to try to mitigate.
He is impacted the most. He is directly next door. And we looked at moving the road to the west,
to the east, and it’s just, there was just no options. And the final configuration was the best we
could do.” That any one neighbor can be impacted the most implies multiple neighbors are
impacted.
The P&Z Action letter for the February 4, 2019 meeting with decision to defer encouraged the
applicant to pursue options focused on mitigating impacts to surrounding properties. After
missing the deadline for his original deferral date, April 1, the applicant presented the same,
unaltered plan on April 8, making no modifications to address impacts; only letters from hired
engineering contractors explaining the difficulties in platting an irregularly shaped lot with
slopes exceeding 50%. That the applicant found it too difficult to produce an alternative layout
that successfully mitigated negative impacts to the safety and wellbeing of adjacent property
owners while also maintaining a personally satisfying return on his investment does not address
this finding. It is simply an excuse for why he is knowingly out of compliance with it. As a
result, the P&Z Commission confirmed that yes, the proposed project layout would have a
negative impact to adjacent properties as explained on page 7 of the P&Z Project Report for the
May 6, 2019 hearing section iii,
“The requested variances would be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or
welfare of the neighborhood, or the quiet enjoyment thereof. In particular, the layout of the
proposed private street has the potential to specifically impact properties to the west, in regard
to traffic noise and headlights.”
In the applicant’s memorandum for appeal, he tries to counter this finding with divertive
references to lot sizes and notes “like yards will also be matched or exceeded to adjacent singlefamily homes” in avoidance of the actual finding that there are no yards adjacent to single
family homes, but rather a steep road with a ten-foot-high retaining wall. The cost of a
retaining wall of this magnitude and any privacy fences included as condition of approval will
certainly be in excess of $100,000. Who will own the maintenance and upkeep for these
structures? If 10 years into the future, material from my property begins collapsing into the
private road proposed for this project, directly adjacent to and below my property line, who will

be responsible for repairs to the structure? City Code Chapter 11-07-08, subsection 5,
Maintenance states private property owners “shall maintain in perpetuity and repair all graded
surfaces and erosion prevention devices, retaining walls…” If the retaining wall is placed on my
property line for the purpose of retaining my property from collapse into the road below, does
that make me liable for costs of maintenance and upkeep? It is completely unjust to burden
adjacent property owners to the risk of excessive maintenance costs, litigations for appeal or
retribution, and material property damage. The proposed locations of the road and retaining
walls for this project are impermissible.
“Finally, the project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the Foothills
Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance between
development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing foothills
neighborhoods.”
Found to be noncompliant with Boise City Code, Chapter 11-03-04, subsection 6, Procedures
criteria for granting a CUP,
v. The proposed use is in compliance the Comprehensive Plan
While the applicant was able to find some language within the Blueprint Boise Foothills
Development Plan under which his proposal may conform, the decision to deny the application
is based on all the goals and policies therein for which it fails to comply.
Goal FH-CCN5.6 Use of retaining walls associated with lot pads will be limited in height and bulk
and set back from property lines to provide for the integrity of the hillside, the safety of the
subject property and the neighboring properties. Part of the variance requests for this project
includes a ten-foot retaining wall along the western side of the proposed private road adjacent
to property lines of existing single family homes in the Outlook Heights subdivision. The
proposed road layout cuts steeply into the hillside to maintain a 10% incline and as such, the
retaining wall will be below grade from the west. The result will be a ten-foot cliff above the
road from the adjacent property. This creates an incredibly unsafe situation for children in the
area.
Goal FH-CCN5.3 The city shall protect steep slopes from development where there is a threat of
fire danger, compromised view-sheds and/or impacts of cut and fill techniques
associated with lot padding and road building. As described on page 4 of the P&Z Project
Report for the May 6, 2019 hearing section iv,
“The proposed development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity,
as evidenced by reviews provided by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public
Works.”
Per the Fire Department review: “Lots 6 and 7 appear too shallow to provide a 30-foot
defensible space” and additional details regarding access to lots 9 and 10 was requested. A
response to the Fire Department’s comments was never provided by the applicant.

Also, as reported in the Hillside Review completed by Melissa Jannusch, E.I.T of Boise Public
Works Engineering: “The existing grade of the site slopes up from Collister Dr. to the north. The
existing slopes range from 8% to over 50% in some areas. Essential grading (the private road,
some lots, the shared driveway, and retaining walls) is proposed to be completed during
subdivision development. Approximately 2,650 cubic yards of cut and 409 cubic yards of fill
totaling 2,241 cubic yards of export is proposed. This would require approximately 112 truck
with trailer trips from the site…Significant grading and retaining walls are required on all parts
of the site to accommodate the subdivision.”
Goal FH-CCN6.6 Where clustered developments are proposed, the Idaho Department of Fish and
Game shall be asked to provide advice regarding the most desirable locations to maintain open
wildlife corridors which comply with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game management
plans. The applicant failed to address any requests of official guidance from Idaho Department
of Fish and Game regarding wildlife corridor management for his proposed cluster development
in any public record. Also, the applicant lacks the credentials necessary to provide an
authoritative review of his proposed damming of Polecat Gulch to create a watering
opportunity for wildlife (as he claims) and whether or not this would actually provide more
benefit than harm to the local flora and fauna.
Boise City Development Code, Chapter 11-07, section 5, Standards Applicable to All Categories
of Hillside Development Permits (1) Planning of development shall account for the topography,
soils, geology, vegetation, outstanding features such as outcropping and cliffs, hydrology and
other conditions existing on the proposed site. (2) Development shall be oriented on the site so
that grading and other site preparations are kept to a minimum. Intentional damming of
Polecat Gulch to mitigate water infiltration into the proposed lots in the upper elevations of the
proposed plat and the "significant grading" requirements per the Public Works and Engineering
review are in conflict with these two goals.
Conclusion
This proposal was found to be noncompliant with a number of Boise City Codes and also not
aligned with the goals outlined in the Blueprint Boise Foothills Development Plan. These
findings are well supported and documented in the public record.

Sincerely,
Timothy Quick
5364 N. Goldie Pl.
Boise, ID 83703

June 14, 2019
James Jewett
JLJ, Inc.
8640 W. Atwater Drive
Garden City, ID 83714
jimj@jljinc.net
(sent via email)
Re: Appeal Received / PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074 & CFH18-00107 / 5357 N. Collister Drive
Dear Appellant(s):
An appeal of these applications was received on May 10, 2019. A public hearing on the
appeal has been scheduled before the Boise City Council on Tuesday, July 9, 2019 at 6:00
P.M, in the Maryanne Jordan City Council Chambers on the third floor of City Hall. As
notification of the receipt of this appeal was not successfully transmitted to all parties of
record, the reply period to the appellant’s memorandum (attached) has been extended to
June 28, 2019 at 5:00 p.m. Please keep in mind that neither memoranda nor responses may
contain new facts or evidence or discuss matters outside the record. Memoranda are limited
solely to why the record does or does not support the decision.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (208) 608-7085 or lletson@cityofboise.org.
Sincerely,

Leon Letson
Associate Planner, Current Planning and Subdivisions
Boise City Planning and Development Services
LL/sj
cc:

Ronald Kirkemo / mikeedgar@me.com (sent via email)
Collister Neighborhood Association / Julie Klocke / president@collistercna.org (sent via email)
Parties of Record for the February 4, and April 8, 2019 P&Z Hearings

Memorandum in support of appeal
Re: PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 / 5357 N. Collister Drive
Planned Unit Development
Under section 11-03-04.7 Purpose “to provide an opportunity for land development that preserves
natural features, allows efficient provisions of services, and provides common open spaces or other
amenities not found in traditional lot-by-lot development. Planned developments are intended to
provide certain benefits to the public and to the developer” and further under B. Applicability
(g) “Buildings may be clustered to preserve foothills.”
The P&Z in their findings found the following:
“The site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple variances
requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street.” Although this site is challenged with
its shape and the fact that no other access point was provided other than Collister. When the adjoining
subdivision to the west was platted had they provided a stub street that would have clearly made access
more ideal. But as we have demonstrated the proposed private road was designed in a manner that
meets all codes and could not be designed in any other location due to the physical restraints of the site.
There simply is nothing in the record that supports the P&Z finding that the site is not large enough. I’d
refer you to page 4 of the May 8th P&Z action letter,
iii. The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open spaces, pathways,
walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other features as are required by this Code;
The density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed for the R-1A zone (2.1
dwellings per acre). With the requested variance, the site is large enough to accommodate the
requested use, including parking, open space, and landscaping. In addition, all homes will be setback 20’
or more from Collister Drive. Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest
parking will be provided on driveway aprons, measuring 20’ in length from back of sidewalk.
This section clearly states how this site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use.
“In addition, the development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity, as
evidenced by reviews by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public Works.” Both department
letters (attached) clearly conditionally approved the proposed development. I find nothing in the
findings nor record that supports the P&Z conclusions. Please refer to page 4 of the May 8th P&Z action
letter section iv. For additional conclusions on how the project will not adversely affect other properties
in the vicinity.

iv. The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect other property of
the vicinity;
With the attached conditions of approval, the project will not adversely affect other property in the
vicinity. The proposed design of the project integrates well with the surrounding residential
neighborhood. Buildable lots for the proposed development range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in
size and will take access from the private street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates
well with the surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable lots ranging from 8,000
to 20,000 square feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or exceeded to adjacent single-family
homes.
“Finally, the project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the Foothills Planning Area
section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance between development and the natural
environment, as well as the protection of existing foothills neighborhoods.” There was no testimony nor
evidence provided in the public hearing that supported this finding, it should be further noted that
during the public hearing no questions of the applicant were made that talked about this subject, the
only record that I could locate can be found on page 5 of the May 8th action letter herein attached.
v. The proposed use is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise, the Boise City Foothills
Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and the Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan.
Principle NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to areas identified as
suitable for change within each planning area, as addressed in Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The
majority of the site is identified as an area expected to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The
project is compliant with the requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise,
which contains a number of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between development and
the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN
2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct development in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to
adjacent uses and neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot sizes,
etc.) and density of the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood.
Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding wildlife habitat areas,
existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the appropriate amount, type, and location of
development when submitting applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside
Development application as well as the agency review process associated with this project ensures
compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered layout design to persevere open
space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling units along a new private street, Polecat Lofts Lane,
allowing the preservation of approximately 3.3 acres of open space that will be accessible to the public
via a blanket easement and offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve; the majority of this
open space will remain in its current and natural state. The inclusion of this open space, as well as the
preservation of existing trails are supported by Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C- 3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous

objectives and recommendations from the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge to Rivers
Pathway Plan.
In conclusion this application clearly meets the intent of the Purpose statement and applicability section
of The PUD code and the P&Z action was arbitrary and capricious. The criteria for a decision are as
follows and our compliance.
(a) The location is compatible to other uses in the general neighborhood;
The proposed planned unit development is compatible with existing uses in the neighborhood.
Detached single-family homes exist to the west and south; to the north and east is the Polecat Gulch
Reserve. The subject property is zoned R-1A (Single Family Residential) and primarily designated
“Suburban” on the Land Use Map, which both support residential projects, such as the one proposed.
(b) The proposed use will not place an undue burden on transportation and other public facilities
in the vicinity;
Correspondence received from commenting agencies indicate the project will not place an undue
burden on transportation or other public services. The Ada County Highway District (ACHD) approved
the project on January 18, 2019. They estimated the project will generate 94 additional vehicle trips per
day (9 existing), with 10 additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). All other reviewing agencies
approved the project with standard conditions.
(c) The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open spaces,
pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other features as are required
by this Code;
The density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed for the R-1A zone (2.1
dwellings per acre). With the requested variance, the site is large enough to accommodate the
requested use, including parking, open space, and landscaping. In addition, all homes will be setback 20’
or more from Collister Drive. Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest
parking will be provided on driveway aprons, measuring 20’ in length from back of sidewalk.
(d) The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect other
property of the vicinity;
The proposed design of the project integrates well with the surrounding residential neighborhood.
Buildable lots for the proposed development range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in size and will take
access from the private street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable lots ranging from 8,000 to 20,000
square feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or exceeded to adjacent single-family homes.

(e) The proposed use is in compliance the Comprehensive Plan;
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise, the Boise City Foothills
Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and the Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan. Principle
NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to areas identified as suitable for
change within each planning area, as addressed in Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The majority of the site
is identified as an area expected to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The project is compliant
with the requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which contains a number
of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between development and the natural environment,
as well as the protection of existing foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN 2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct
development in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to adjacent uses and
neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot sizes, etc.) and density of
the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential neighborhood.
Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding wildlife habitat areas,
existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the appropriate amount, type, and location of
development when submitting applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside
Development application as well as the agency review process associated with this project ensures
compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered layout design to persevere open
space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling units along a new private street, Polecat Lofts Lane,
allowing the preservation of approximately 3.3 acres of open space that will be accessible to the public
via a blanket easement and offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve; the majority of this
open space will remain in its current and natural state. The inclusion of this open space, as well as the
preservation of existing trails are supported by Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C- 3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous
objectives and recommendations from the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge to Rivers
Pathway Plan.
Variance
The P&Z denial of the requested variance is based upon alternative Layouts for the proposed private
street would allow for development without the need of the variances. The applicant and his two
project engineers both provided letters and supporting documentation that show the location and
design of the street was limited and that they had made several attempts at different configurations all
falling short of meeting every code requirement besides the one we have submitted.
The P&Z appeared to accept this conclusion on the April 4th Hearing and thanked me for the further
explanation.
In conclusion the P&Z action was arbitrary and capricious in finding that an alternative street layout was
an option and lacked the professional experience to make that conclusion.

Hillside Development
There is no evidence in the record to make the conclusions in the P&Z findings. Melissa Jannusch, E.I.T
with the Boise Public Works department issued a conditional approval (attached) of the site on
1/27/2019. The P&Z acted arbitrary and capriciously and lacked the professional experience to conclude
that I didn’t comply with the technical requirements in contradiction to the conditional approval issue
by Melissa Jannusch.
Preliminary Plat
The findings for denial are based solely on the absence of the three previous applications, we’d ask that
the city council after deliberating on the previous mentioned appeals, consider our plat based upon
there finding.
We have also attached an alternative plat that would meet the R1A zoning without the PUD, this is to
demonstrate that the road configuration would be substantially the same even without the PUD.

Attachments:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

P&Z Action Letter dated May 8th, 2019 (7pgs)
Melissa Jannusch Approval Letter dated January 27th, 2019 (12pgs)
Boise Fire Approval Letter dated December 6th,2018 (2pgs)
MTI Stamped Letter dated January 25th,2019 (1pg)
Email from Melissa Jannusch dated January 25th,2019 (2pgs)

December 6, 2018
Leon Letson
PDS – Current Planning
Re: PUD18-00044; XREF SUB18-00058, and CFH18-00107
Dear Leon,
This is a request for a Subdivision consisting of 10 buildable lots and 3 common lots located
in Wildland Urban Interface Zone A.
The Boise Fire Department has reviewed and can approve the application subject to
compliance with all the following code requirements and conditions of approval. Any
deviation from this plan is subject to Fire Department approval. Please note that unless
stated otherwise, this memo represents the requirements of the International Fire Code
(IFC) as adopted and amended by Ordinance 6308.
Comments:
1. This proposed subdivision is located within Wildland-Urban Interface Zone “A” and
Compliance with Boise City Code Section 7-01-69 is required for all structures within
this subdivision. A minimum 30’ defensible space shall be provided from
undeveloped land. Details of the landscape maintenance shall be outlined in the
wildfire safety plan. Lots 6 and 7 appear to be too shallow to provide a 30’
defensible space to undeveloped land, an alternative method may be required
depending on location and size of homes on these lots.
2. A wildfire safety plan is required for this subdivision. A plan shall be submitted and
approved prior to approval of the final plat. The plan shall be based on a site-specific
wildfire risk assessment that includes considerations of project size, location,
topography, aspect, flammable vegetation, climatic conditions and fire history. The
plan shall address water supply, access, building ignition and fire-resistive factors, fire
protection systems and equipment, defensible space and vegetation management.
(BCC 7-01-69)
3. Fire hydrants, capable of producing the required fire flow, shall be located along
approved fire access roadways. Fire hydrant spacing shall meet the requirements of
IFC table C105.1.1 (IFC 507.3, IFC B105.2, IFC C105). The proposed fire hydrant at the
end of the turn-around shall be located between lot 4 and Lot 5
4. Please provide details on access to lots 9 and 10. The grading appears to create
access problems to these two lots.
General Requirement:

Specific building construction requirements of the International Building Code,
International Fire Code and Boise City Code will apply. However, these provisions are best
addressed by a licensed Architect at time of building permit application.
Regards,
Ron L. Johnson
Division Chief – Assistant Fire Marshal
Boise Fire Department
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CITY OF BOISE
INTER-DEPARTMENT
CORRESPONDENCE
Date:

January 27, 2019

To:

Leon Letson
Planning and Development Services

From:

Melissa Jannusch, E.I.T.
Public Works Engineering – Hillside Review

Subject:

Polecat Gulch Subdivision
5357 N Collister Dr.
PWE 884 | CFH18-00107 | SUB18-00058

Summary
The proposed development is comprised of 9 new single-family-home lots, 1 existing
home (that is to remain), 1 open space lot, 1 private road, 1 common lot (containing
the subdivision’s private drainage), and a walking trail. The approximately 6-acre site is
bordered on the northwest by privately owned currently vacant land, the southeast by
Outlook Heights Subdivision, the north and east by Polecat Gulch Reserve (owned by
City of Boise Parks & Recreation). A 0.2-acre area in the southern portion of the property
is in the floodplain. Development in this area will need to comply with Boise Floodplain
Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). The floodplain boundary will need to be depicted on the
preliminary and final plats.
A private road is proposed to access the site via N. Collister Drive. The private road
traverses the site (at a 10% grade) with two 90 degree turns ending in a hammerhead
fire turnaround. Several retaining walls are proposed ranging from 3 to just under 10
feet in height. At the second 90-degree turn (to accommodate the private road at 10%
and allow the existing house to remain) an approximatly10-foot wall is proposed. The
exposed face of the wall will be facing within the new subdivision to minimize visual
impacts to the existing Outlook Subdivision. There will be an approximately 6-foot wall
bordering lot 6 and the walking path. Two 3-foot terraced retaining walls are proposed
along the north end of the hammerhead fire turnaround. Based on the preliminary
grading plans an excess of 2,241 cubic yards of material would need to be removed
from the site. This equals approximately 112 truck with trailer trips. A series of seepage
beds located at the low end of the site are proposed to contain the post-development

drainage for the 100-year storm event. Run-on flows will be collected in a lined pond
that overflows to the ACHD stormwater system in Collister Drive. No copy of the
agreement with ACHD has been submitted to the City to date and will be required prior
to the approval of any permits.
Soils are typical for the geologic area and are comprised of mostly sand, silt, and silty
sand. Collapsible soils are expected to be found onsite. No testing of the collapsible soil
potential, severity, or depth was provided to the City for the preliminary review.
Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted for the final geotechnical
engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered during the final investigation,
recommendations for remediation of the collapsible soils will be required to be
provided in the final report. Development on collapsible soils is permissible (per B.C.C
11-07-08 4) if the project engineer can demonstrate satisfactorily that the site limitation
can be overcome. Per Material Testing and Inspection’s City Review Comments Letter
dated January 25, 2019, “remediation options may include partial or complete removal
of the collapsible soils depending on the severity of the collapse potential and depth of
collapsible soils.” The letter concluded that the site is suitable for the proposed
development based on the preliminary grading plans.
Based on the preliminary engineering reports supplied to the city for review, the land is
capable of the volume and type of development proposed. The proposed
development does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, erosion, or
fire if the recommendations of the proposed reports are adhered to. Finally, the
proposed development is in general compliance with the technical requirements of the
Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance including those related to grading,
drainage, hazardous areas, revegetation, and preservation of outstanding and unique
features.
All residential lots will need to comply with the City’s Hillside and Foothills Development
Standards (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-07-09) and all requirements in the Public Works
Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual.
Preliminary Grading Plan Review
The existing grade of the site slopes up from Collister Dr. to the north. The existing slopes
range from 8% to over 50% in some areas. Essential grading (the private road, some lots,
the shared driveway, and retaining walls) is proposed to be completed during
subdivision development. Approximately 2,650 cubic yards of cut and 409 cubic yards
of fill totaling 2,241 cubic yards of export is proposed. This would require approximately
112 truck with trailer trips from the site.
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Focus Engineering provided preliminary grading and drainage plans (dated January 24,
2019) for review. The proposed private road will take access from N. Collister Drive. The
private road runs east, west for the first 150ft at a 2-4.8% grade. Approximately 7 feet of
cut is proposed along the street centerline. A 3-foot tall retaining wall is proposed along
the northern side of the private road and runs for approximately 100 feet. The private
road then turns to run north, south for 250ft at a 10% grade. Under one foot of fill is
proposed along the private road centerline in this section. The private road then makes
a 90 degree turn to run east, west at an 8.4% grade. There is a 4-foot retaining wall
proposed along the eastern edge of the private road. At the 90-degree corner on the
west side of the private road, a retaining wall is proposed to allow the existing home to
remain at its fixed elevation while maintaining the private road at a 10% grade per fire
requirements. The exposed face of the wall will face inwards towards the new
subdivision to minimize the visual impacts to the existing subdivision. The wall ranges
from 3 feet along the existing Outlook Subdivision property line, to approximately 10
feet at the corner, to 7 feet running east, west along lot 12’s property line and tapering
down to 4 feet near the end of the wall. Up to 6.5 feet of cut is proposed for this section
of private road. The private road then curves into a hammerhead fire turnaround with
a 2% grade. The private road in this area follows the existing grade closely. Two, 3-foothigh terraced retaining walls running for 130 feet, are proposed along the northern
edge of the hammerhead fire turnaround. A private driveway (at a 12.7% grade) takes
access on the west side of the fire turnaround to provide access to lots 9, 10, and 11.
The walking path trail is proposed to cross the shared driveway. Submittal of cross
access easement agreements to the planning department will be required prior to
issuance of any permits. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be
required to obtain a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services
Department. All retaining walls will require structural engineering.
Lots one and two are at the southern end of the development. The existing grade is
approximately 10 percent. Grading work for these lots will be done during individual lot
development. The floodplain zone runs approximately 29 feet into lot 1. Lot 3 is reserved
for the private drainage system and a portion of the lot is in the floodplain zone. These
lots will need to comply with Boise Floodplain Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). Lots 4 and 5
have an existing grade of approximately 14 percent. Grading on these lots will be done
to accommodate the private road. The setback along the shared property line of lots 4
and 5 will require a minimum 10-foot side yard setback to allow room for side yard
swales or other drainage. Lot 4’s property line should align with the top elevation of the
slope between lots 4 and 5 so lot 4 can keep its drainage onsite. Lot 6 is proposed as a
stepped lot to facilitate a daylight basement style home. The step in the lot matches
the existing topography of lot 7. A retaining wall is proposed along the western property
line of lot 6 which will be a max of 6 feet in height. The walking path is to the west of the
wall. Lot 8 is proposed as open space and will have some grading to accommodate
the hammerhead turnaround. Lots 9, 10, and 11 have existing grades ranging from
approximately 17-38 percent. Lot grading for these homes will be left to individual lot

Page 3 of 12

development. The existing home is located on lot 12 and is proposed to remain. The
grade on this lot will remain mostly unchanged with some small adjustments. The
existing retaining walls are shown intersecting with the proposed retaining wall running
along lot 12’s southern property line. Significant grading and retaining walls are required
on all parts of the site to accommodate the subdivision.
The final grading and drainage plan will need to provide the following, along with
satisfying all requirements in the Public Works Hillside Technical Report Requirements
Manual:
1. A minimum 10-foot side yard setback will be required along the shared
property line of lots 4 and 5 to allow each lot to contain its own drainage
onsite.
2. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be required to
obtain a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services
Department. All retaining walls will require structural engineering.
3. Submittal of cross access easement agreements to the planning department
for the shared driveway will be required prior to issuance of any permits.
4. Provide cross sections of typical pad showing tier between pads, berm at the
top of the tier and location of property line.
5. The professional who prepares the geotechnical report shall supply
documentation stating that the grading plan conforms with the
recommendations in the geotechnical report.
6. A revegetation plan and report shall be completed by an Idaho-registered
professional competent to practice in the subject matter that addresses all
requirement listed under Revegetation Plan Report Letter B in the Hillside
Development Requirements for Technical Reports will be required to be
submitted and approved by the City’s revegetation specialist prior to
approval of the final design documents.
7. A detail sheet showing all details necessary for grading and drainage related
work.
a. Provide cross sections of retaining walls and detail how all parts of the
wall including footing, grading, and drainage will remain on the
subject property.
Preliminary Hydrology Report Review
The preliminary hydrology report (by Focus Engineering dated January 11, 2019)
contains a description of the project, discussion of the current and proposed hydrology
of the site, and a discussion of the proposed stormwater infrastructure. The site slopes
down at approximately 12-15% grade towards Collister Drive. A drainage area of
approximately 21 acres is located above the site. A stormwater pond is proposed to
pass through predevelopment run on flows. The pond is located at a higher elevation
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than the proposed homes and will require an impervious liner. The geotechnical
engineer will need to provide recommendations for the impervious liner. The pond will
be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design Manual. An access to the
pond for maintenance will need to be provided. The proposed pond has an overflow
that is connected directly to the ACHD’s stormwater system in Collister Dr. to pass the
predevelopment run on flows. A copy of the agreement allowing the connection has
not been provided to the City and will be required prior to the issuance of any permits.
The development will be required to retain their stormwater onsite. The development
proposes infiltrating stormwater runoff in a series of seepage beds located at the low,
southern end of the site. The preliminary sizing calculations show that the beds will be
able to accommodate the 100-year storm event. Percolation testing will be required to
determine a design infiltration rate. No increase in stormwater runoff flows will be
permitted. The report concludes, “the proposed private street and subdivision
construction are suitable for this site’s soils conditions, location and topography where
the above recommendations are followed.”
1. A full discussion of pre-development and post-development peak runoff rates
and volumes. Supporting documentation in the form of calculations, computer
program input and output data, and drainage maps of the project drainage
basin will be included.
2. A pre-and post- development hydrograph showing that the post development
peak flow rate is no greater than the pre-development peak flow rate for the
100-year storm event.
3. Obtain recommendations from the geotechnical engineer for the impervious
pond liner.
4. Drainage infrastructure will need to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design
Manual.
5. Provide an access to the pond for maintenance.
6. Provide a copy of the ACHD agreement to allow the pre-development flow to
pass through the proposed pond and to overflow directly into the ACHD system
in Collister Drive.
Preliminary Geology/Geotechnical Engineering Report Review
The preliminary geology/geotechnical engineering report (by Materials Testing and
inspection dated August 7, 2018) provided by the engineer and geologist contains a
site description for the project, literature search/references, field reconnaissance,
subsurface exploration, preliminary hazard assessment, multiple exploratory locations,
recommendations for future investigation, and proposed areas of further study.
Seven exploratory test pits were dug in the area proposed for development on the site.
The soils encountered were consistent with the area’s geologic profile of Sand and
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Mudstone of Stream and Lake Sediments. Sand, silt, and silty sand was common
throughout the top layer of the soil profile. In some test pits, the top layer of soil also
contained organics and fill materials to about a foot below ground surface. Under lying
the top layer, in some tests pits, was a silt layer. Groundwater was not encountered in
any test pits.
This area is considered an alluvial fan as it has intermittent stream flow. Soils in these
areas often do not fully consolidate and have a loose honeycomb structure. When they
get wet they are prone to settlement. The preliminary report notes that collapsible soils
are expected to be found onsite. No testing of the collapsible soil potential, severity, or
depth was provided to the City for the preliminary review. Additional subsurface
exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential laboratory testing will be
required to be conducted for the final geotechnical engineering report. If collapsible
soils are encountered during the final investigation, recommendations for remediation
of the collapsible soils will be required to be provided in the final report. Development
on collapsible soils is permissible (per B.C.C 11-07-08 4) if the project engineer can
demonstrate satisfactorily that the site limitation can be overcome. Per Material Testing
and Inspection’s City Review Comments Letter dated January 25, 2019, “remediation
options may include partial or complete removal of the collapsible soils depending on
the severity of the collapse potential and depth of collapsible soils.” The letter
concluded that the site is suitable for the proposed development based on preliminary
grading plans.
A Third Party Geotechnical and Geological Engineering firm may be utilized to review
and comment on the final report. No grading or building permits will be issued until all
technical documents have satisfied the intent of the Hillside Ordinance.
The final geology/geotechnical engineering report will need to provide the following,
along with satisfying all requirements in the Public Works Hillside Technical Report
Requirements Manual:
1. Before submitting the final report, the applicant should be fully aware of the
proposed design of the development, including proposed cuts, fills, and
anticipated use.
2. The professional who prepares the geotechnical report shall supply
documentation stating that the grading plan conforms to the recommendations
in the geotechnical report.
3. The final geology/geotechnical engineering report will need to provide a slope
stability analysis based on the final grading and drainage plans. Slope stability
(include factor of safety) for any proposed engineered slopes including site
specific specifications.
4. Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted for the final geotechnical
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engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered during the final
investigation, recommendations for remediation of the collapsible soils will be
required to be provided in the final report.
5. Recommendations for an impervious pond liner from the geotechnical engineer
will be required and any relevant recommendations for the pond area.
6. Geologic map - prepared at a scale not smaller than 1" to 100' unless otherwise
stipulated or agreed upon, but always at the same scale as the subdivision plat.
The geologic map shall have an attached overlay showing the proposed
development. Interpretations of subsurface conditions shall be illustrated in one
or more structure cross-sections. The geologic map should include the items listed
in the City of Boise Hillside Development Requirements for Technical reports
under Final Geotechnical Report Section A in detail.
7. Geologic description shall contain a brief but complete description of all
geologic materials and structural features recognized or inferred. State where
interpretations are made based on direct observations. The geologic description
shall address items listed in the City of Boise Hillside Development Requirements
for Technical reports under Final Geotechnical Report Section B in detail.
Preliminary Plat Review
Place the following note on the face of the Final Plat: “Individual lot development shall
comply with the Boise City Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance (B.C.C.
11-07-08 through 11-07-09), International Building Code Chapter 18 and Appendix J as
modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02 and the conditions of approval for CFH1800107
The floodplain boundary will need to be depicted on the preliminary and final plats.
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Public Works Recommended Conditions of Approval
The final plans and reports will need to provide the above-mentioned items, along with
satisfying all requirements in the Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual Boise
City Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-0709). Once the above-mentioned items are addressed, the technical requirements are
met, and the final plans are approved by Public Works, a grading permit can be issued
with the following conditions of approval.
1. Prior to final plat signature by the City Engineer or issuing grading/building permits
the developer shall submit final reports and drawings in accordance with the
requirements of the City’s Hillside and Foothills Development Standards (B.C.C. 1107-08 through 11-07-09) and Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual.
2. All site work shall comply with the Boise City Hillside and Foothills Areas
Development Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-07-09), International Building
Code Chapter 18 and Appendix J as modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02.
3. A portion of the property is in the floodplain zone. Development in this area shall
comply with Boise Floodplain Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). The floodplain boundary is
to be depicted on the preliminary and final plats.
4. A copy of the agreement allowing the connection of the stormwater pond
overflow to the ACHD system in Collister Dr. will be required prior to the issuance of
any permits.
5. Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted by the geotechnical engineer
for the final geotechnical engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered
during the final investigation, recommendations for remediation of the collapsible
soils will be required to be provided by the geotechnical engineer in the final
geotechnical engineering report.
6. Submittal of cross access easement agreements to the planning department for
the shared driveway will be required prior to issuance of any permits.
7. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be required to obtain
a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services Department.
8. A minimum 10-foot side yard setback will be required along the shared property
line of lots 4 and 5 to allow each lot to contain its own drainage onsite.
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9. All bonding for grading, erosion protection, revegetation and related work,
including an agreement to perform work under this permit, shall be submitted to
and accepted by Boise City prior to the issuance of a grading permit. In the event
of default and/or failure to complete the project and to perform the conditions
stipulated herein, the developer/landowner hereby grants to Boise City and their
agents the right of access to the property to do the work as necessary to
complete the improvements and/or restore drainage and aesthetics of the site.
10. Prior to the start of earthwork construction, the project engineer shall hold a
preconstruction meeting. Authorized representatives from the project engineer,
the contractor, the developer, the geotechnical engineer and Boise City shall
attend this meeting. This meeting will outline all construction activities, erosion and
sediment control techniques, geotechnical engineering testing, report submittal
requirements, etc.
11. Any changes to the Grading, Drainage, or Revegetation plan shall be forwarded to
the Public Works Department in writing for review and approval prior to
commencing with actual construction.
12. All earthwork must be done in compliance with the recommendations contained
in the approved Final Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation and Engineering
Geology Evaluation and under the direct supervision of the geotechnical
engineer. Inspection and testing of earthwork is to be provided by a soils
engineer/testing laboratory. Embankment compaction test data and daily logs of
construction activities shall be submitted to Public Works by the Project Engineer
on a weekly basis.
13. Unforeseen or difficult soil conditions may be encountered during earthwork
activities. If soil conditions, weather conditions, or other situations alter work
activities or potentially impact satisfactory completion of work; the City shall be
immediately notified. The geotechnical engineer shall respond to these conditions
in a manner acceptable to the City. If these conditions are not appropriately
dealt with, a work stoppage will be imposed on the project until satisfactory
resolution of these problems can be achieved.
14. The Contractor and/or Developer to whom this permit is issued, shall be responsible
for maintaining the project site in a safe, environmentally stable condition. If the
Project Engineer is notified of unacceptable conditions at the project site,
including but not limited to, excessive dust generation, excessive erosion of soil
materials from the site and deposition of these materials on adjoining properties,
and the permittee does not respond to and resolve these matters, then the City of
Boise reserves the right to direct and have said unacceptable conditions
corrected by a contractor of its choice. The cost of said work will be paid for by
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the Developer or Contractor as appropriate. In the event the Developer will not
pay for work performed, the City will demand payment from the grading bond
held for this grading work.
15. The Owner/Contractor must provide for temporary erosion protection of all
disturbed slopes on an as required basis until the project is successfully
revegetated. The intent of this condition is to minimize erosion to this project and
to prevent the transport of eroded materials outside the boundary of this project.
The Owner/Contractor shall have onsite or readily available sandbags, sediment
fence or other materials deemed necessary by the Project Engineer for
emergency response to drainage, erosion or sedimentation problems.
16. If excess waste materials or excavated materials are to be removed from the site,
positive measures shall be taken to prevent soil and other debris from being
deposited on existing streets. Any offsite disposal of excess cut material must be
approved in advance by Boise Public Works. The permitee shall also repair any
damage the work causes to existing public and/or private property.
17. Stripping and topsoil removal shall not be done on an area until just prior to cutting
or filling in the area.
18. The permittee shall apply water or other dust palliative to control dust when
necessary.
19. All slopes and disturbed area shall be protected in accordance to an approved
erosion control plan & revegetated in accordance to the approved revegetation
plan and report.
20. If blasting is required, it shall be done in compliance with a blasting permit
obtained from the Boise City Fire Department.
21. No operation of heavy equipment shall occur prior to 7:00 a.m. or later than 7:00
p.m., Monday through Saturday. Upon request, work may be permitted outside of
these hours on limited basis provided that there is not excessive disturbance to
adjacent property owners from noise and/or lights.
22. Any correspondence and communications relative to this permit shall be directed
to the Department of Public Works with copies to the Building Department.
23. Boise City shall be reimbursed for review and inspection costs associated with
Hillside Ordinance Requirements.
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24. Final reports as required by International Building Code Chapter 18 and Appendix
J as modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02 shall be provided prior to full
release of grading performance security.
a. An as-built grading plan prepared by the registered design professional
retained to provide such services showing original ground surface
elevations, as-graded ground surface elevations, lot drainage patterns,
and the locations and elevations of surface drainage facilities and of the
outlets of subsurface drains. As-constructed locations, elevations and
details of subsurface drains shall be shown as reported by the registered
design professional. Registered design professionals shall state that to the
best of their knowledge the work within their area of responsibility was
done in accordance with the final approved grading plan.
b. A report prepared by the registered design professional retained to
provide such services, including locations and elevations of field density
tests, summaries of field and laboratory tests, other substantiating data,
and comments on any changes made during final grading and their
effect on the recommendations made in the approved soils engineering
investigation report. Registered design professionals shall submit a
statement that, to the best of their knowledge, the work within their area
of responsibilities is in accordance with the approved soils engineering
report and applicable provisions of this chapter.
c. A report prepared by the registered design professional retained to
provide such services, including a final description of the geology of the
site and any new information disclosed during the grading and the effect
of same on recommendations incorporated in the approved grading
plan. Registered design professionals shall submit a statement that, to the
best of their knowledge, the work within their area of responsibility is in
accordance with the approved engineering geology report and
applicable provisions of this chapter.
d. The grading contractor shall submit in a form prescribed by the building
official a statement of conformance with the as-built plan and the
specifications
25. Prior to final plat signature the applicant must submit two copies of all final
documents (geotechnical inspections, compaction testing, hydrology reports,
ACHD stamped approved plans, post construction reports as required by the
Hillside Development Requirements for Technical Reports Manual, etc.)
26. The landscape architect shall be required to perform the following tasks:
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a. Sample the stockpiled topsoil and make any recommendations for
necessary soil amendments before the topsoil is redistributed on the
disturbed slopes
b. After the topsoil has been applied to the slopes, the landscape architect
shall inspect and certify that the topsoil has been properly amended and
spread at the minimum thickness recommended in the revegetation
report.
c. After the hydroseed and mulch have been applied, the landscape
architect shall inspect and certify that the correct rates were applied.
d. After the first year of revegetation, the landscape architect shall write a
report on the progress and success of the revegetation. The report shall
address the need for any remedial revegetation work that may be
required. Periodic reports shall be required thereafter on an as needed
basis until the landscape architect certifies the revegetation is complete.
At this time, the revegetation bond shall be released.
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May 8, 2019
James Jewett
JLJ, Inc.
8640 W. Atwater Drive
Garden City, ID 83714
jimj@jljinc.net
(sent via email)
Re:

PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 / 5357 N. Collister Drive

Dear Mr. Jewett:
This letter is to inform you of the action taken by the Boise City Planning and Zoning
Commission on your request for a conditional use permit for a planned residential
development comprised of 10 detached single family homes on 6.07 acres in an R-1A
(Single Family Residential) zone. Also included are variances for an 8’ retaining wall in
the front setback and a reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to 15’ along the eastern
boundary of the development, a hillside development permit and associated
preliminary plat for a residential subdivision comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common
lots.
The Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission, at their meeting of April 8, 2019, denied
your request. On May 6, 2019 the Planning and Zoning Commission formally adopted
the Revised Findings. Attached is the Reason for the Decision.
May we also take this opportunity to inform you of the following:
1. The decision of the Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission may be
appealed to City Council within ten (10) calendar days from the issuance of this
decision. The appeal must be written, accompanied by the appropriate fee,
and submitted to the Planning and Development Services Department prior to
the deadline set forth herein. Appeal application forms are available in the
Planning Department or online under Applications at:
http://pds.cityofboise.org/ or
http://pds.cityofboise.org/home/documents/apps/100/

2. All appeals of this permit must be filed by 5:00 P.M., on May 16, 2019.
Sincerely,
If you have any questions, please contact me at (208) 608-7085 or
lletson@cityofboise.org.
Sincerely,

Leon Letson
Associate Planner, Current Planning and Subdivisions
Boise City Planning and Development Services
LL/sj
Cc:

Ronald Kirkemo / mikeedgar@me.com (sent via email)
Collister Neighborhood Association / Julie Klocke / president@collistercna.org (sent via email)
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Reason for the Decision
Planned Unit Development

Although the proposed planned unit development, which is comprised of detached
single-family homes, could be argued to be compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood, which consists of single-family homes and the Polecat Gulch Reserve, the
site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple
variances requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street. In addition,
the development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity, as
evidenced by reviews provided by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public
Works. Finally, the project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the
Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance
between development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods.
Variance
Although exceptional circumstances exist with the subject property, in terms of its unique
shape and steep hillside areas, these do not justify the granting of the requested
variances. Alternative layouts of the private street and proposed lots could allow for the
development of the property without the need for these variances. Furthermore, the
requested variances would be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or
welfare of the neighborhood, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
Hillside Development
The project is not in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside and
Foothills Areas Development Ordinance. The applicant’s engineering analysis fails to
demonstrate satisfactorily that the project does not create a potential hazard of
flooding, soil instability, fire, and erosion. The applicant has not satisfactorily shown that
construction of this development will not result in adverse impacts on other property in
the vicinity as it relates to grading, drainage, and hazardous areas.
Preliminary Plat
Absent the approval off the planned residential development and variances, the
proposed preliminary plat fails to conform to the requirements of the R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone.
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Approval Criteria
Conditional Use Permit (11-03-04.7.a)
The Hearing Examiner or the PZC shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Section 11-0303.4 and according to the following criteria.
i.

The location is compatible to other uses in the general neighborhood;
The proposed planned unit development is compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood. Detached single-family homes exist to the west and south; to the
north and east is the Polecat Gulch Reserve. The subject property is zoned R-1A
(Single Family Residential) and primarily designated “Suburban” on the Land Use
Map, which both support residential projects, such as the one proposed.

ii.

The proposed use will not place an undue burden on transportation and other public
facilities in the vicinity;
Correspondence received from commenting agencies indicate the project will
not place an undue burden on transportation or other public services. The Ada
County Highway District (ACHD) approved the project on January 18, 2019. They
estimated the project will generate 94 additional vehicle trips per day (9 existing),
with 10 additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). All other reviewing
agencies approved the project with standard conditions.

iii.

The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open
spaces, pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other
features as are required by this Code;
The density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed for the
R-1A zone (2.1 dwellings per acre). With the requested variance, the site is large
enough to accommodate the requested use, including parking, open space, and
landscaping. In addition, all homes will be setback 20’ or more from Collister Drive.
Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest parking
will be provided on driveway aprons, measuring 20’ in length from back of
sidewalk.

iv.

The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect
other property of the vicinity;
With the attached conditions of approval, the project will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity. The proposed design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding residential neighborhood. Buildable lots for the proposed development
range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in size and will take access from the private
street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable lots ranging from
8,000 to 20,000 square feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or exceeded to
adjacent single-family homes.

Page 4 of 7 | Action Letter | PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107, & SUB18-00058 | 5357 N. Collister Dr. | Issued May 8

v.

The proposed use is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise, the
Boise City Foothills Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and the
Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan.
Principle NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to
areas identified as suitable for change within each planning area, as addressed in
Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The majority of the site is identified as an area
expected to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The project is compliant with
the requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which
contains a number of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between
development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN 2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct development
in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to adjacent uses and
neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot
sizes, etc.) and density of the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential
neighborhood.
Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding
wildlife habitat areas, existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the
appropriate amount, type, and location of development when submitting
applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside Development
application as well as the agency review process associated with this project
ensures compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered
layout design to persevere open space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling
units along a new private street, Polecat Lofts Lane, allowing the preservation of
approximately 3.3 acres of open space that will be accessible to the public via a
blanket easement and offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve;
the majority of this open space will remain in its current and natural state. The
inclusion of this open space, as well as the preservation of existing trails are
supported by Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C- 3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous objectives
and recommendations from the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge
to Rivers Pathway Plan.

Variance 11-03-04.14(C7b)
The Hearing Examiner or the PZC shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Section 11-0303.4 and according to the following criteria.
i.

There is either a hardship associated with the property itself or an exceptional
circumstance relating to the intended use of the property that is not generally
applicable in the district;
There are exceptional circumstances associated with the subject property. It is a
uniquely shaped lot with steep hillside areas. To meet the requirements for
emergency access, a retaining wall that exceeds the allowed height of the
Development Code is needed along the western boundary of the development
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for the private street. The reduced setback requested along the eastern boundary
of the development may also be justified due to the unique layout of the
proposed lots and their adjacency to either common lots within the development
or City-owned property. The requested variances do not run counter to Blueprint
Boise and will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare
of the neighborhood.
ii.

Granting of the variance will not be in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan and will
not affect a change in zoning; and,
The requested variance does not run counter to any principles within Blueprint
Boise. Furthermore, the single access point and new sidewalk along Collister Drive
proposed for the development is supported by access management policies of
the Ada County Highway District and City of Boise.

iii.

Granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public health,
safety, or welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements of other property
owners, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
The public health, safety, or welfare of the surrounding neighborhood will not be
negatively impacted by this project. Correspondence received from commenting
agencies indicate the proposed use will not place an undue burden on
transportation or other public services. The proposed design of the project
integrates well with existing uses in the neighborhood.

Hillside Development (11-03-04.17 (B7))
Category III - a public hearing is required pursuant to Section 11-03-03.4 and according
to the following criteria:
i.

The proposed development is in compliance with the technical requirements of
Section 11-07-08 including those related to grading, drainage, hazardous areas,
revegetation, preservation of outstanding and unique features.
The project is in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside
Ordinance and the Foothills Area Development Ordinance, including those related
to grading, drainage, hazardous areas, revegetation, and preservation of
outstanding and unique features. The engineering analysis provided by the
applicant and reviewed by Boise City Public Works demonstrates the land is
capable of the volume and type of development proposed. A portion of the
project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject
property, the Planning Team has recommended a condition that the applicant be
required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance. Comments
received from other City departments and agencies confirm the project will not
create hazards related to soil instability or fire.

ii.

The proposed development, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not
adversely affect other property in the vicinity.
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With the conditions proposed, this development will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity. Essential grading for the private street, retaining walls, the
shared driveway, and various lots within the development will be completed with
the initial construction of the subdivision. More specifically, approximately 2,650
cubic yards of cut and 409 cubic yards of fill are proposed for the project, resulting
in 2,241 cubic yards of export from the site. Individually, each buildable lot will be
required to apply for administrative hillside development permits. This plan is similar
to previously approved subdivisions in the City.
iii.

The land itself is capable of the volume and type of development proposed as
determined by geological, hydrological and soils engineering analysis.
Public Works review of the geotechnical information confirms the land is capable of
the volume and type of development proposed as determined by the geological,
hydrological and soils engineering analysis.

iv.

The project does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, erosion,
etc.
Correspondence received from commenting agencies confirm the project will not
create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, or erosion. A portion of the
project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject
property, the Planning Team has recommended a condition that the applicant be
required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance. The site is also
within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) zone “A”. WUI requirements are designed
to protect foothill developments from fire hazards and the future development will
be required to comply with these standards.

v.

The proposal complies with all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills
gulches including the requirements of Section 11-07-08 and the Floodway and
Floodplain Ordinance.
The project is located within Polecat Gulch and is in compliance with all
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills gulches. A portion of the project
is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject property,
the applicant shall be required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain
Ordinance.
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May 22, 2019
James Jewett
JLJ, Inc.
8640 W. Atwater Drive
Garden City, ID 83714
jimj@jljinc.net
(sent via email)
Re:
Appeal Scheduled / PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 / 5357 N. Collister
Drive
Dear Mr. Jewett:
Your appeal application has been scheduled to be heard before the Boise City Council
on Tuesday, July 9, 2019 at 6:00 P.M, in the Maryanne Jordan City Council Chambers on
the third floor of City Hall. It will be necessary for you or your representative to attend.
A project report will be available on our website two (2) working days prior to the hearing
date: http://mayor.cityofboise.org/city-council/
The Ada County Highway District may also conduct public meetings regarding the
application. If you have questions about the traffic that this development may generate
or the impact of that traffic on streets in the area, please contact the Ada County
Highway District at (208) 387-6170. In order to expedite your request, please have ready
the file number indicated on this notice.
If you have any questions, please contact me at (208) 608-7085.
Sincerely,

Leon Letson
Associate Planner, Current Planning and Subdivisions
Boise City Planning and Development Services
LL/sj
Cc:

Ronald Kirkemo / mikeedgar@me.com (sent via email)
Collister Neighborhood Association / Julie Klocke / president@collistercna.org (sent via email)

May 8, 2019
James Jewett
JLJ, Inc.
8640 W. Atwater Drive
Garden City, ID 83714
jimj@jljinc.net
(sent via email)
Re:

PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 / 5357 N. Collister Drive

Dear Mr. Jewett:
This letter is to inform you of the action taken by the Boise City Planning and Zoning
Commission on your request for a conditional use permit for a planned residential
development comprised of 10 detached single family homes on 6.07 acres in an R-1A
(Single Family Residential) zone. Also included are variances for an 8’ retaining wall in
the front setback and a reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to 15’ along the eastern
boundary of the development, a hillside development permit and associated
preliminary plat for a residential subdivision comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common
lots.
The Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission, at their meeting of April 8, 2019, denied
your request. On May 6, 2019 the Planning and Zoning Commission formally adopted
the Revised Findings. Attached is the Reason for the Decision.
May we also take this opportunity to inform you of the following:
1. The decision of the Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission may be
appealed to City Council within ten (10) calendar days from the issuance of this
decision. The appeal must be written, accompanied by the appropriate fee,
and submitted to the Planning and Development Services Department prior to
the deadline set forth herein. Appeal application forms are available in the
Planning Department or online under Applications at:
http://pds.cityofboise.org/ or
http://pds.cityofboise.org/home/documents/apps/100/

2. All appeals of this permit must be filed by 5:00 P.M., on May 16, 2019.
Sincerely,
If you have any questions, please contact me at (208) 608-7085 or
lletson@cityofboise.org.
Sincerely,

Leon Letson
Associate Planner, Current Planning and Subdivisions
Boise City Planning and Development Services
LL/sj
Cc:

Ronald Kirkemo / mikeedgar@me.com (sent via email)
Collister Neighborhood Association / Julie Klocke / president@collistercna.org (sent via email)
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Reason for the Decision
Planned Unit Development

Although the proposed planned unit development, which is comprised of detached
single-family homes, could be argued to be compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood, which consists of single-family homes and the Polecat Gulch Reserve, the
site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple
variances requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street. In addition,
the development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity, as
evidenced by reviews provided by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public
Works. Finally, the project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the
Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance
between development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods.
Variance
Although exceptional circumstances exist with the subject property, in terms of its unique
shape and steep hillside areas, these do not justify the granting of the requested
variances. Alternative layouts of the private street and proposed lots could allow for the
development of the property without the need for these variances. Furthermore, the
requested variances would be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or
welfare of the neighborhood, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
Hillside Development
The project is not in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside and
Foothills Areas Development Ordinance. The applicant’s engineering analysis fails to
demonstrate satisfactorily that the project does not create a potential hazard of
flooding, soil instability, fire, and erosion. The applicant has not satisfactorily shown that
construction of this development will not result in adverse impacts on other property in
the vicinity as it relates to grading, drainage, and hazardous areas.
Preliminary Plat
Absent the approval off the planned residential development and variances, the
proposed preliminary plat fails to conform to the requirements of the R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone.
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Approval Criteria
Conditional Use Permit (11-03-04.7.a)
The Hearing Examiner or the PZC shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Section 11-0303.4 and according to the following criteria.
i.

The location is compatible to other uses in the general neighborhood;
The proposed planned unit development is compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood. Detached single-family homes exist to the west and south; to the
north and east is the Polecat Gulch Reserve. The subject property is zoned R-1A
(Single Family Residential) and primarily designated “Suburban” on the Land Use
Map, which both support residential projects, such as the one proposed.

ii.

The proposed use will not place an undue burden on transportation and other public
facilities in the vicinity;
Correspondence received from commenting agencies indicate the project will
not place an undue burden on transportation or other public services. The Ada
County Highway District (ACHD) approved the project on January 18, 2019. They
estimated the project will generate 94 additional vehicle trips per day (9 existing),
with 10 additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). All other reviewing
agencies approved the project with standard conditions.

iii.

The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open
spaces, pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other
features as are required by this Code;
The density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed for the
R-1A zone (2.1 dwellings per acre). With the requested variance, the site is large
enough to accommodate the requested use, including parking, open space, and
landscaping. In addition, all homes will be setback 20’ or more from Collister Drive.
Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest parking
will be provided on driveway aprons, measuring 20’ in length from back of
sidewalk.

iv.

The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect
other property of the vicinity;
With the attached conditions of approval, the project will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity. The proposed design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding residential neighborhood. Buildable lots for the proposed development
range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in size and will take access from the private
street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable lots ranging from
8,000 to 20,000 square feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or exceeded to
adjacent single-family homes.
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v.

The proposed use is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise, the
Boise City Foothills Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and the
Ridge to Rivers Pathway Plan.
Principle NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to
areas identified as suitable for change within each planning area, as addressed in
Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The majority of the site is identified as an area
expected to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The project is compliant with
the requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which
contains a number of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between
development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN 2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct development
in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to adjacent uses and
neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot
sizes, etc.) and density of the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential
neighborhood.
Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding
wildlife habitat areas, existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the
appropriate amount, type, and location of development when submitting
applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside Development
application as well as the agency review process associated with this project
ensures compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered
layout design to persevere open space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling
units along a new private street, Polecat Lofts Lane, allowing the preservation of
approximately 3.3 acres of open space that will be accessible to the public via a
blanket easement and offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve;
the majority of this open space will remain in its current and natural state. The
inclusion of this open space, as well as the preservation of existing trails are
supported by Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C- 3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous objectives
and recommendations from the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge
to Rivers Pathway Plan.

Variance 11-03-04.14(C7b)
The Hearing Examiner or the PZC shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Section 11-0303.4 and according to the following criteria.
i.

There is either a hardship associated with the property itself or an exceptional
circumstance relating to the intended use of the property that is not generally
applicable in the district;
There are exceptional circumstances associated with the subject property. It is a
uniquely shaped lot with steep hillside areas. To meet the requirements for
emergency access, a retaining wall that exceeds the allowed height of the
Development Code is needed along the western boundary of the development

Page 5 of 7 | Action Letter | PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107, & SUB18-00058 | 5357 N. Collister Dr. | Issued May 8

for the private street. The reduced setback requested along the eastern boundary
of the development may also be justified due to the unique layout of the
proposed lots and their adjacency to either common lots within the development
or City-owned property. The requested variances do not run counter to Blueprint
Boise and will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare
of the neighborhood.
ii.

Granting of the variance will not be in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan and will
not affect a change in zoning; and,
The requested variance does not run counter to any principles within Blueprint
Boise. Furthermore, the single access point and new sidewalk along Collister Drive
proposed for the development is supported by access management policies of
the Ada County Highway District and City of Boise.

iii.

Granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public health,
safety, or welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements of other property
owners, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
The public health, safety, or welfare of the surrounding neighborhood will not be
negatively impacted by this project. Correspondence received from commenting
agencies indicate the proposed use will not place an undue burden on
transportation or other public services. The proposed design of the project
integrates well with existing uses in the neighborhood.

Hillside Development (11-03-04.17 (B7))
Category III - a public hearing is required pursuant to Section 11-03-03.4 and according
to the following criteria:
i.

The proposed development is in compliance with the technical requirements of
Section 11-07-08 including those related to grading, drainage, hazardous areas,
revegetation, preservation of outstanding and unique features.
The project is in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside
Ordinance and the Foothills Area Development Ordinance, including those related
to grading, drainage, hazardous areas, revegetation, and preservation of
outstanding and unique features. The engineering analysis provided by the
applicant and reviewed by Boise City Public Works demonstrates the land is
capable of the volume and type of development proposed. A portion of the
project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject
property, the Planning Team has recommended a condition that the applicant be
required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance. Comments
received from other City departments and agencies confirm the project will not
create hazards related to soil instability or fire.

ii.

The proposed development, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not
adversely affect other property in the vicinity.
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With the conditions proposed, this development will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity. Essential grading for the private street, retaining walls, the
shared driveway, and various lots within the development will be completed with
the initial construction of the subdivision. More specifically, approximately 2,650
cubic yards of cut and 409 cubic yards of fill are proposed for the project, resulting
in 2,241 cubic yards of export from the site. Individually, each buildable lot will be
required to apply for administrative hillside development permits. This plan is similar
to previously approved subdivisions in the City.
iii.

The land itself is capable of the volume and type of development proposed as
determined by geological, hydrological and soils engineering analysis.
Public Works review of the geotechnical information confirms the land is capable of
the volume and type of development proposed as determined by the geological,
hydrological and soils engineering analysis.

iv.

The project does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, erosion,
etc.
Correspondence received from commenting agencies confirm the project will not
create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, or erosion. A portion of the
project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject
property, the Planning Team has recommended a condition that the applicant be
required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance. The site is also
within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) zone “A”. WUI requirements are designed
to protect foothill developments from fire hazards and the future development will
be required to comply with these standards.

v.

The proposal complies with all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills
gulches including the requirements of Section 11-07-08 and the Floodway and
Floodplain Ordinance.
The project is located within Polecat Gulch and is in compliance with all
requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills gulches. A portion of the project
is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject property,
the applicant shall be required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain
Ordinance.
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A
TO:

Planning and Zoning Commission

FROM:

Leon Letson, Associate Planner

ORIGINAL HEARING DATES: February 4, 2019 & April 8, 2019
HEARING DATE:

May 6, 2019

RE:

PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 /
Polecat Gulch Lofts Subdivision / Revised Reason for the
Decision and Approval Criteria

Summary
On April 8, 2019, the Planning and Zoning Commission denied a conditional use permit
for a planned residential development comprised of 10 detached single family homes
on 6.07 acres in a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone located at 5357 N. Collister Drive.
Also included were variances for retaining walls in the front and rear setbacks, and a
reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to a maximum of 15’ along the eastern boundary of
the development, as well as a hillside development permit for the grading associated
with a preliminary plat comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots. Since the Planning
Team recommended approval of the project, there was no prepared reason for the
decision and approval criteria to adopt when the Commission denied the project. As
directed, below are the revised reason for the decision and approval criteria.
Reason for the Decision
Planned Unit Development
Although the proposed planned unit development, which is comprised of detached
single-family homes, could be argued to be compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood, which consists of single-family homes and the Polecat Gulch Reserve, the
site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the multiple
variances requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street. In addition,
the development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near vicinity, as
evidenced by reviews provided by the Boise Fire Department and City of Boise Public
Works. Finally, the project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the
Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance
between development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods.

Variance
Although exceptional circumstances exist with the subject property, in terms of its unique
shape and steep hillside areas, these do not justify the granting of the requested
variances. Alternative layouts of the private street and proposed lots could allow for the
development of the property without the need for these variances. Furthermore, the
requested variances would be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or
welfare of the neighborhood, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
Hillside Development
The project is not in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside and
Foothills Areas Development Ordinance. The applicant’s engineering analysis fails to
demonstrate satisfactorily that the project does not create a potential hazard of
flooding, soil instability, fire, and erosion. The applicant has not satisfactorily shown that
construction of this development will not result in adverse impacts on other property in
the vicinity as it relates to grading, drainage, and hazardous areas.
Preliminary Plat
Absent the approval off the planned residential development and variances, the
proposed preliminary plat fails to conform to the requirements of the R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone.
Approval Criteria: Planned Unit Development (11-03-04.7.a)
i.

The location is compatible to other uses in the general neighborhood;
The proposed planned unit development is compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood. It is comprised of detached single family homes and is surrounded
by detached single-family homes to the west and south; to the north and east is the
Polecat Gulch Reserve. The subject property is zoned R-1A (Single Family Residential)
and primarily designated “Suburban” on the Land Use Map, which both support
residential projects, such as the one proposed. However, the physical location of
the site, as detailed in item three of the approval criteria below, is not compatible
with the proposed development.

ii.

The proposed use will not place an undue burden on transportation and other public
facilities in the vicinity;
Correspondence received from most commenting agencies indicate the project
will not place an undue burden on transportation or other public services. The Ada
County Highway District (ACHD) approved the project on January 18, 2019. They
estimated the project will generate 94 additional vehicle trips per day (9 existing),
with 10 additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). However, the Boise Fire
Department noted issues regarding potential compliance with the Wildland Urban
Interface (WUI) standards and Public Works noted a lack of specific information
necessary to provide a complete review of the project.
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iii.

The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open
spaces, pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other
features as are required by this Code;
The site is not large enough to accommodate the project, evidenced by the
multiple variances requested and the atypical layout of the proposed private street.
Alternative layouts of the private street and proposed lots could allow for the
development of the property.

iv.

The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect
other property of the vicinity;
The proposed development is likely to adversely impact other properties in the near
vicinity, as evidenced by reviews provided by the Boise Fire Department and City of
Boise Public Works.

v.

The proposed use is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The project fails to comply with a number of goals and policies of the Foothills
Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which is focused on striking a balance
between development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of
existing foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN 2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct
development in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to adjacent
uses and neighborhoods, including density and design. Although the density is
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood, the layout of the development,
particularly the proposed private street, is not. It has the potential to specifically
impact properties to the west, in regards to traffic noise and headlights. Principle FHCCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding wildlife
habitat areas, existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the appropriate
amount, type, and location of development when submitting applications for
projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside Development application as well
as the agency review process associated with this project has failed to demonstrate
compliance with this policy.

Approval Criteria: Variance 11-03-04.14(C7b)
i.

There is either a hardship associated with the property itself or an exceptional
circumstance relating to the intended use of the property that is not generally
applicable in the district;
Although exceptional circumstances exist with the subject property, in terms of its
unique shape and steep hillside areas, these do not justify the granting of the
requested variances. Alternative layouts of the private street and proposed lots
could allow for the development of the property without the need for these
variances.
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ii.

Granting of the variance will not be in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan and will
not affect a change in zoning; and,
Although Blueprint Boise is silent on variances, the single access point and new
sidewalk along Collister Drive proposed for the development is supported by access
management policies of the Ada County Highway District and City of Boise.

iii.

Granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public health,
safety, or welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements of other property
owners, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
The requested variances would be materially detrimental to the public health,
safety, or welfare of the neighborhood, or the quiet enjoyment thereof. In particular,
the layout of the proposed private street has the potential to specifically impact
properties to the west, in regards to traffic noise and headlights.
Hillside Development (11-03-04.17 (B7))

i.

The proposed development is in compliance with the technical requirements of
Section 11-07-08 including those related to grading, drainage, hazardous areas,
revegetation, preservation of outstanding and unique features.
The project is not in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside and
Foothills Areas Development Ordinance. The applicant’s engineering analysis fails to
demonstrate the land is capable of the volume and type of development proposed.
Comments received from the Boise Fire Department noted potential issues regarding
compliance with the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) standards and Public Works
noted a lack of specific information necessary to provide a complete review of the
project. More specifically, the applicant’s engineering analysis fails to demonstrate
satisfactorily that the project does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil
instability, fire, and erosion. The applicant has not satisfactorily shown that
construction of this development will not result in adverse impacts on other property
in the vicinity as it relates to grading, drainage, and hazardous areas.

ii.

The proposed development, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not
adversely affect other property in the vicinity.
As indicated in reviews provided by the Boise Fire Department and Public Works,
construction of this development may result in adverse impacts on other property in
the vicinity as it relates to grading, drainage, and hazardous areas.

iii.

The land itself is capable of the volume and type of development proposed as
determined by geological, hydrological and soils engineering analysis.
Public Works review of the geotechnical information states the land is capable of the
volume and type of development proposed as determined by the geological,
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hydrological and soils engineering analysis, but has conditioned that additional
information is required prior to final approval of the project.
iv.

The project does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, erosion,
etc.
Correspondence received from most commenting agencies indicate the project
will not place an undue burden on transportation or other public services. The Ada
County Highway District (ACHD) approved the project on January 18, 2019. They
estimated the project will generate 94 additional vehicle trips per day (9 existing),
with 10 additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). However, the Boise Fire
Department noted issues regarding potential compliance with the Wildland Urban
Interface (WUI) standards and Public Works noted a lack of specific information
necessary to provide a complete review of the project.

v.

The proposal complies with all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills
gulches including the requirements of Section 11-07-08 and the Floodway and
Floodplain Ordinance.
The project is located within Polecat Gulch and is in compliance with all requirements
of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills gulches. A portion of the project is impacted by
the 100-year floodplain. Concerns exist regarding the applicant’s ability to comply
with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance with the development of this project.
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April 8, 2019
PUD18-00044 & CVA18-00074 / JLJ, Inc.
DEFERRED FROM FEBRUARY 4, 2019
5357 N. Collister Drive
Conditional use permit for a planned residential development comprised of 10
detached single family homes on 6.07 acres in a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone.
Also included are variances for retaining walls in the front and rear setbacks and a
reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to 15’ along the eastern boundary of the
development. Leon Letson
CFH18-00107 / JLJ, Inc.
DEFERRED FROM FEBRUARY 4, 2019
5357 N. Collister Drive
Hillside development permit for the grading associated with a residential subdivision
comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots on 6.07 acres in a R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone. Leon Letson
SUB18-00058 / Polecat Gulch Lofts
DEFERRED FROM FEBRUARY 4, 2019
5357 N. Collister Drive
Preliminary plat for a residential subdivision comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common
lots on 6.07 acres in an R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone. Leon Letson
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Good evening, Madam Chair and members of the
commission. The items before you are a 10-unit planned residential development with
an associated hillside development permit variance and preliminary plat. This item was
deferred on February 4th with request from the commission that additional information
be provided on number of aspects of the project.
For the benefit of the commission, particularly those who are not in attendance at the
last hearing, I will provide a brief overview of the project. The subject property is located
at 5357 North Collister Drive in an R-1A zone, primary uses in the surrounding area
include single family homes on various sized lots and the Polecat Gulch Reserve. The
requested planned residential development is for 10 single family homes, including the
existing home on site, which will be renovated as a part of this project.
Buildable lots range in size from 1/6 of an acre to one quarter of an acre. Through the
planned residential development, reduced lot sizes and setbacks internal to the
development have been requested. In addition to leading more than 50% of the site
and publicly accessible open space, the applicant also proposes to construct a public
trail connection to Polecat Gulch Reserve and utilize energy efficient design and
drought tolerant landscaping for the development.
The public trail connection proposed will involve the exchange of two small parcels with
the city. In addition to supporting the establishment of the public trail connection, this
exchange is necessary to allow the developer to construct the access to their
development which has been centered between Quail Ridge Drive and Outlook
Avenue in accordance with ACHD’s driveway and intersection spacing standards. The
exchange of these parcels requires approval from City Council.

Regarding the hillside development permit, Public Works has stated the project can be
approved based on the initial engineering analysis submitted to the City. The majority of
grading proposed will be for the private street, retaining walls, and utilities. Each
individual lot will require a staff level hillside development permit prior to grading and
construction.
Concerning the requested variances, a 9’ 9” inch retaining wall is necessary along the
western boundary of the development for the proposed private street and to
accommodate the grade necessary for emergency access. This wall will only be visible
from within the development regarding the reduced setbacks along the eastern
boundary of the project. This is driven by the unique shape of the site. All homes will sit a
minimum of 20 feet from Collister Drive, the northern two lots will sit more than 40 feet
away.
The subdivision consists of 10 buildable lots and three common lots. The development
will be served by a private street where sidewalks are provided adjacent to homes. All
reviewing agencies approve the project with standard conditions. ACHD is requiring the
installation of curb, gutter, and sidewalk from the entrance of the development to
Outlook Avenue to the south. Parks and Rec and Ridge to Rivers are supportive of the
new trail connection to Polecat Gulch Reserve and the dedication of the large nonbuildable parcel to the north.
So now that we've reviewed the proposed projects, I'll touch on the requests and
concerns made by the Commission at the last hearing. These include compatibility to
surrounding uses, proposed stormwater pond in the northern portion of the
development and overall site drainage, and the layout of the development in terms of
the alignment of the private street, lot sizes, and retaining walls.
Regarding compatibility, single family homes on various sized lots are located to the
east, south, and west of the subject property. The Polecat Gulch Reserve is located to
the north. The size of the lots associated with the single family homes range from 1/10 of
an acre to 1/2 of an acre. Lot sizes associated with the applicant’s proposal range from
⅙ of an acre to 1/4 of an acre.

Concerning the proposed stormwater pond, the applicant’s proposal is in line with
other developments in the area that have used a similar technique of managing
stormwater and site drainage. Pictured here is Boulder Heights Subdivision located in
East Boise. The blue areas represent multiple pond areas throughout the development,
some of which are located at grades above adjacent residential properties. As stated
before at our last hearing, Public Works will provide an in-depth review of this aspect of
the project during the construction document phase of the planning. If the applicant
ops not to utilize a pond as stated in the letter, there are other alternatives that could
also be utilized. Again, these two would be subject to an in-depth review by our Public
Works department prior to any signature of the plan.
Concerning the layout of the development, the planning team has explained
throughout this presentation how the proposed density and lot size of this project is
compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. The private street has also been

designed to comply with emergency access requirements as detailed in the materials
provided to you from the project engineer.
Finally, the 9’ 9” retaining wall is also necessary to accommodate this roadway and
provides screening to residents to the west in terms of their visibility and traffic headlights
from vehicles coming down that street.
The planning team remains supportive to the project and recommends the commission
approve the planned residential development, hillside development permit, and the
variance. A recommendation of approval to the City Council for the subdivision should
also be granted. Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thanks, Leon. We’ll try not to make you talk too much. I didn't
realize you were so sick. Is the applicant present? Yeah, if you could come forward and
give us your presentation. Thank you so much. Give Leon a break.
APPLICANT
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Yeah. James Jewett 8640 West Atwater Drive in
Garden City.
I think Leon, even with his lack of voice has explained quite well what has transpired
and where we're at with this. In my letter, I did state that if the pond has a lot of issues
with the commission, I'll remove it. I think it has its merits. But it's not a deal breaker for
me. It's more of an amenity that serves many purposes. So I'll adhere to whatever desire
the commission has on the pond.
As far as the road design, I have my engineer here present and he can answer any
technical questions as far as how we had to design this road. But really, we're limited to
a lot of factors in height and grade and fire department. And I think the real tragedy
here was – happened on this partial years ago when no substreet was provided from
the property to the west. Had a substreet been provided from the west, then a different
pattern where the road could have easily been designed. But the fact that we only
had one way to get in, we have to go a certain distance west, north, and then back to
the east to gain the elevation necessary to maintain the fire department's requirements.
And as far as lot density and lot size, Leon again explained the overall compatibility with
the surrounding neighbors. But specifically on this site, I could lose half these lots and the
road would stay exactly the way it is. It just can't go anywhere else. Physically, I can't go
anywhere else. So it's not the amount of lots, the size of lots that’s driving the road
design, it's really how I get up that hill in a safe and orderly manner. And so that's really, I
think, addresses most of the commission's concerned from the previous hearing. And
again, my engineer is here to answer any more technical questions. And with that, I
would give my time to him or stand for any questions.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you so much, Mr. Jewett. Are there any questions for the
applicant or for staff this evening?
Commissioner Gillespie: Madam Chairman?

Madam Chair Stevens: Commissioner Gillespie.
Commissioner Gillespie: So I'm just – I just want to clarify one thing. So does the
proposal before us specify whether there's a retention pond at the north end of the site,
or whether the water is piped under the development into the ACHD drain? Or does it
leave it ambiguous and up to essentially the applicant and the city engineer to make
that final determination?
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Madam Chair, Commissioner Gillespie, it would certainly be
something that could be worked out between Public Works and the applicant during
the construction document phase. The Commission certainly could provide a condition
saying, “No pond.” But currently, there's no condition in our staff report or
recommended conditions of approval that call out how that storm drainage facility
needs to look. Largely because as the applicant has explained, this is a – they have a
conceptual idea of how this works. But you actually have to work through the
engineering to make sure that it's all possible. And so, we would like to provide that
flexibility to allow that to happen.
Madam Chair Stevens: Any further questions? Commissioner Finfrock.
Commissioner Finfrock: Yes, I had a question for the city. It's my understanding. And
again, this is not my area of expertise at all. But if you increase the road, it decreases
the slope. But what the applicant was saying was that no matter how – even if they
decrease the number of lots, they would not be able to – the road would never be
able to equal the slope if – at least as it's required by the fire department. Is that
correct?
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Madam Chair, Commissioner Finfrock, the applicant and his
engineer might be able to give you a more technical answer. But, yes, that is. Basically,
the layout provided here is how you can effectively enter the site and exit the site. And
whether or not you combine all of the top lots into one lot and all the bottom lots into
two or three lots, the road is going to look the same as far as I've been – as far as I
understand it in the discussions we've had with the engineering team and the fire
department.
Commissioner Finfrock: Okay. Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Any other questions for staff or the applicant? This is your
chance. Anyone? Okay. Thank you. And I just want to say, Mr. Jewett. Thank you for
providing all the drawings of the of the road from the engineer. It was actually
extremely helpful for me in understanding it.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): You’re welcome.
Madam Chair Stevens: I wanted to say that. Okay. The first person on the signup sheet.
Oh, sorry, we’ve got to go with Neighborhood Association. And that's Collister
Neighborhood Association. Is there a representative from that body here tonight? I see
none.
NO NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

PUBLIC TESTIMONY
So, we will in fact go to the signup sheet then. And the first person on the signup sheet is
Milt Coffman.
Milt Coffman (5471 N. Collister Drive): Good evening. My name is Milt Coffman. I live at
5471 Collister. And unfortunately, I live right down from that subdivision. Questions I have
is threefold. One, looking at his pictures, it looks like he's going to have two-story houses
which destroys my site view because I have a deck that looks straight south and two
stories, my site view will be second story of his houses, which I don't like.
Second question I have is this is going to be a private road. And in the winter time,
unless the homeowners have somebody out there early in the morning plowing it,
they're going to be sliding into Collister, which is the disaster already with Quail Ridge
bicyclist and the homeowners at Collister. That needs to be addressed.
The third thing is when I talked to them last year, they were going to put some retaining
walls along Collister. I don't see anything in their presentations that shows retaining walls
where the railroad ties are now – which are falling apart and leaking into Collister.
And I realize the select point is not your purview. But way back when, when a
developer was going to develop Polecat Gulch, which fell apart, ACHD was going to
require a stoplight at Collister and Hill. Well, with this subdivision and others going in, that
has got to be addressed. But for some reason, ACHD has declined to do anything
about it. And the Collister and Hill is becoming very congested, especially during the
evening and morning commute. And that's it. Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you so much, Mr. Coffman. Next on the sheet is Tim Quick
followed by Bonnie Gentil.
Tim Quick (5364 N. Goldie Place): Tim Quick, 5364 North Goldie Place. Thank you,
Madam Chair. Thank you, commissioners. We own the home directly west and
adjacent to the proposed private road. And as I said last time these applications were
reviewed in front of this Commission. I'm not opposed to the development of the lower
buildable portion of this lot. But I'm opposed to the project design for the current
proposal, specifically the location of the new private road running adjacent to my
property line.
During the February 4th review, commissioners also expressed this concern for the
design resulting in a deferral to April 1st. The applicant missed the deadline for the
hearing on April 1st and was granted an additional one week for deferral to tonight.
And then finally, just six days ago, the revised application was submitted with no time
for public notice to be sent to the impacted properties within a 300-foot radius for
comment. The application is only revised in that it now contains a written promise to
redesign the stormwater collection system and submit that design for review by Public
Works at a later date. At the inclusion of one letter, two engineering firms describing the
challenging nature of the property and their difficulty in planning and connecting all of
the lots included in the applicant’s proposal.

Neither of these responses addresses the recommendations to consider a redesign to
reduce impact, including exploring alternatives with fewer homes and larger lot sizes as
recommended by council comments per the meeting in February 4th minutes. But
rather, they state that a more elegant solution to chopping up this property to
accommodate the request of the applicant’s 13 lots cannot be found.
If you look at the topography maps provided by the applicant, you see that the road
coming out of Collister is around a 5 percent grade, I think. The TOEFL lines run east to
west. The steepest grade is the grade that runs up my property line at 10 percent. You
could move that road 20 feet to the east and achieve the same elevation gain at the
same distance without increasing the slope of the road. You would have to potentially
eliminate the middle two lots. But that is not the only location that you could slash a
road with a 10-foot retaining wall to achieve that allegation game.
With regards to requirements being met, when considering approval of the CUP, we
have item number three that states the site should be large enough to accommodate
proposed use in all yards, pathways, walls as required by code, which this one does not.
In the report, the proposed use if it complies with all conditions proposed will not
adversely affect other property in the vicinity. By the applicant’s own testimony during
the last meeting where he indicated that I was the most impacted by the design. The
fact that I'm most impacted implies that the rest of my neighbors are also impacted.
We request that these applications be denied on the basis that they do not conform to
the development standards or meet the requirements for granting of the CUP. This
would relieve the applicant of the timelines he's demonstrated difficulty in complying
with and allow him to apply the constructive feedback of two commission reviews and
the public testimony and redesign for submittal that does justice to the site's potential,
or give someone else the opportunity to design a project that aims to provide added
value to the community as opposed to one that seeks only to maximize personal profit
at the expense of his or her neighbors. Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you, Mr. Quick. Bonnie Gentil followed by Patricia
Mercado.
Bonnie Gentil (5853 N. Collister Drive): Good evening, Commissioners. My name is
Bonnie Gentil. I live at 5853, North Collister Drive. My home is located on the upper
western side of North Collister Drive, which means I'm affected both by the proposed
development, which will in my opinion, be an eyesore on the entrance to our
community.
I think that the structures are incongruent with the environment and the existing homes.
I'm also concerned about – and I came here tonight really to state my opposition to the
trail connection that is proposed between the housing development and the Polecat
Gulch Reserve trailhead, which is at the end of North Collister Drive.
I understand that Mr. Jewett has proposed as an amenity to his Polecat lofts, a trail
which would connect the lofts to the trailhead at the end of Collister Drive. Since I live
on the western side of Collister Drive, this directly affects me. I've looked at the map of

the proposed trail. And it passes close to the property of the homes that are on West
Collister Drive.
I appreciate that Mr. Jewett and the City consider that they have good intentions and
this project as being a positive thing for our neighborhood, and I'm speaking of the trail.
However, in my opinion, we don't need another trail leading up to the Gulch, which
even worse passes close to our homes in the backyards of us living on the west side. The
proposed trail pass is very close to some of the homes. Walkers, bikers, dogs will be
within site and within hearing of our backyards.
Most of us purchased homes here because of the privacy of backyards that give
directly onto the Polecat Gulch Reserve. We will have disruption and loss of privacy in
both our front and backyards now if this trail is approved. Collister Drive, the character
of it has changed since August of 2014 when the trailhead was put in at the end of the
street. We have a lot more traffic. This trail has become enormously popular, especially
with mountain bikers.
We have a lot more traffic, especially on weekends and the warm summer months. The
traffic brings noise and pollution to our canyon. Our canyon is a little bit closed in. It’s
narrow, so the sound resonates and we hear everything.
I've lived in this neighborhood since 2001. And since 2014 when they opened the
trailhead, we've noticed the disruption in the wildlife that we see. We don't see nearly
the amount of deer and coyotes that we used to see. So, I don't think that we need
another trail that's going to disrupt also the people that live on the west side of North
Collister Road. I think I'll stop there. And thank you for listening to me.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you, Miss Gentil. Patricia Mercado followed by Michael
Horner.
Patricia Mercado (5333 N. Goldie Place): Good evening. Patricia Mercado, 5333 North
Goldie Place. I don't know where to start anymore. There's so many things wrapping
around.
One of the things I noticed in the report, the fire department on page 85, there were
two items that were of concern. One of them noted that lot six and seven are too
shallow for the 30-foot defensible space for wildfire prevention. And the other one says
that lots 9 and 10 are inaccessible to the fire department equipment because of the
grading.
I'm curious as to how these are going to be addressed and when. And I don't know if
they can be addressed in the current layout. Again, I'm still a little concerned of the
stormwater. They talked about a little bit on page 77. But we talked about this pond. But
what is the real plan for overall and during construction. We've got 100-year floodplain
that comes into this property that plays a part as it does with the two houses to the west
on Outlook. All three of these lots are in the floodplain.
And as the neighbors on that side, we’re concerned about what's going to happen
there. I didn't see any real response to that in the report. On page 70, they talk about
the soil reports and something called collapsible soil, which I had never seen before or I

probably didn’t have time to read it all. But if the collapsible soil is discovered on site,
how much are we changing where the road is? Or if you can't mitigate it, remediate it.
How does this affect the plans?
Or how is this going to have to be moved or removed? I don't really know how that's –
I'm not sure how that works. Again, people talking about the road. It is what it is is what
I'm hearing. I'm not so sure about that. I’m not really convinced. But fewer houses,
different – moving around, there has to be something.
We do have a challenge with this place because there's a lot of unbuildable and the
grade is a problem. So it's tough. But when we're talking about the road and the
houses, what about visitors and parking? Where do they go? They're going to have to
come down on to Outlook and Goldie, which is where we all live because you can't
park in Collister. There’s too much.
The other thing is time, the disturbance during construction. A lot of us were right next to
this property. We live there. We work from home. How long is this thing going to take?
What's the worst case, best case scenario? You’ve got to build the road. You’ve got to
do all these things. And then how long is it going to take for the developer to develop
10 homes by himself?
I don't know. The road that they’re building over on Forsythia to redo that plot, that
place is flat. It’s taken a year to build that. Yeah, it's bigger. But it has, I think, less
challenges than this. So we are concerned about the time and the disturbance to the
neighborhood. I mean it says it’s 112 truck loads with trailers worth of materials that has
to be removed from the site before they can do all the building. How long does that
take? How noisy is that? Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you very much. Next up Michael Horner, followed by
Shannon Ross.
Michael Horner (5333 N. Goldie Place): Michael Horner, 5333 North Goldie Place. My
main objection to this project is the landscape of it where the top property is a very
steep grade. And it's the beginning of the Foothills. And it's a very beautiful area right
now.
And from what I understand, we want to take 112 commercial truckloads of soil out of
that hill, which is known to be very Sandy, silty soil. And how is that going to affect the
rest of the neighbors which are directly below that as far as possibility of landslides or
further damage caused by that.
I have no objection to this project. If we were to make maybe a couple less houses so
that we don't have to dig directly into the hillside, which is going to be – it's going to be
a horrible eyesore and something that would fit the neighborhood better. I would have
no problem with that. But the way it stands, this just is too much. Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you. Shannon Ross, followed by Jeffrey Kelly.
Shannon Ross (5340 N. Goldie Place): Good evening. My name is Shannon Ross. I'm at
5340 North Goldie place. And this property backs up to our property. And my major

concerns are the traffic, fire, flood, and the soil issues. As far as the traffic impact is
concerned, Collister is already a very busy road. It's busy because of the people who
live up there with Quail Ridge, and also the Collister residents as well as people who go
to the trailhead.
Right now in the corner that I live on, which is on the corner of Goldie, Outlook and
Collister and this development, people park already on Outlook in order to take their
bikes up to the trailhead and such. That is a complete blind spot. With the development
of 10 homes coming in there as far as if they are family homes, have children, that's
where the bus picks them up, you can't see anything on that corner. There's a crosswalk
there. And it's completely blind from the south side going up Collister.
Adding this development, is there going to be an HOA? How are they going to take
care of the streets? I know it's a private development. But what are they going to do
with the snow come wintertime? And then what are they going to do with the gravel
come springtime when it goes down into Collister and causes a traffic hazard on
Collister Road?
Another concern with the traffic impact is I believe that they should do another traffic
count on Hill Road. Hill Road backs clear up during busy time to Hillside Junior High. The
count in 2017 was like 2,300 cars in the day traveling through there. This is going to add
an impact to that.
I believe that it would be – I know that the developer stated that there wouldn't be a
change in the road as far as if they made the lots bigger. But if they move the lots down
and eliminated the homes that are on that pitch, you wouldn't have to make the road
go up that far. It could be moved over. You could have homes that are developed in
aesthetically to the other homes in that development that don't go so far up the hill.
Flood mitigation. I know that that the east, southeast side of that property does sit in a
FEMA flood zone because it travels through our house and we sit in that flood zone. So
regarding this catch pond that they're talking about, I feel like there is nothing that is in
place and there should be something in place regarding fire and flood before a
development is approved, especially fire. When we're sitting in a fire wise section, the
Foothills needs to have a fire wise plan.
And it also since it's sitting in a FEMA flood plan, should have a flood plan before the
development is approved, as well as the collapsible soil. If there's soil issues and they
start developing, we find this out later. And there's already been damage done to this
property. What happens then?
And my recommendation would just be to build fewer homes in that area. I'm not
opposed at all to the development. I just don't think they should put 10 homes in there.
Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you. Jeffrey Kelly, followed by Angela Hurley.
Jeffrey Kelly (1160 W. El Pelar Drive): My name is Jeff Kelly. I'm at 1160 West El Pelar. And
my big concern here is with the submitted revised application, which is six days with no
public notice for the impacted properties. And where the only design revision was a

promise to look at the retention pond, it just doesn't seem adequate knowing the
neighborhood and understanding the concerns everybody has with the floodplains
and the properties there.
I'm not a resident of the neighborhood. But I spent a lot of time over there with friends.
And as a Boise city resident, I'm concerned that the Commission would consider a
promise as adequate for application.
The other concern was the design of the road and the consideration of the number of
homes within the property itself. And then another person addressed the snow removal,
the shape of the road and the 90 degree bends in the road. To me, it looks like the cars
could not only slide onto Collister, but also into the properties adjacent to the west and
to downslope. So, I think that should be addressed by the Commission as well. I think
that's all my time. Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you. Last on the signup sheet is Angela Hurley. And then
we'll open it up to anybody else who would like to give testimony tonight.
Angela Hurley (5470 N. Collister Drive): Thank you, Madam Chair and commissioners.
My name is Angela Hurley. My husband Mark and I live at 5470 North Collister Drive. And
I appreciate the work the developers put into the proposal but we still have the
following concerns.
And due to the size of the proposal, a traffic study was not required. A traffic study for a
nearby development on Forsythia and Hill, which was referred to earlier, showed that
Hill Road was already over capacity at peak traffic times. And I think it's important to
recognize the importance of all these smaller developments and the impact they have
on the bigger picture. I think that we need to look at them as a whole and have a plan
to address the infrastructure issues before proceeding with approving additional
development.
I'm concerned the proposed entrance to the new development is located between
the entrance to the Quail Ridge Subdivision and where Outlook and the entrance to
the Briarhill Subdivision meets. And it may be the best place, but to me it's not a good
place. It will add a complexity to the section of road that already has very limited
visibility. And there's just a lot of stuff going on there.
I'm concerned about providing a walking trail to connect to the Polecat Gulch trails
without providing off-street parking. If people can access those trails, they’re going to
park on Collister and hike up. And that will add more to that already busy place where
all those streets are coming in. They do that now. They park on the right hand side going
up and just go up the hill.
So while the designs of the developers homes are incredibly cool and they're beautiful,
and I think he does a really neat job of blending his work with the landscape. I think 10
homes in that small parcel, it doesn't really blend with the rest of the neighborhood or
the feel of the neighborhood. And I really don't envy you and your role in balancing
demand for more housing and the needs of improving the infrastructure to improve
that. But due to the concerns that all of us have mentioned, I just hope that you'll

agree. It might not be the best we can do for this particular parcel of land and the
proposed development. That’s all. Thank you.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you very much. Excuse me. So that's the end of the
signup sheet. Is there anybody else in the audience tonight who'd like to testify? Okay.
So, go ahead and come on up. And there is a – oh, okay. That's okay. Well, we'll get
you. I promise. So if you could be sure to fill out a white slip that's sitting there. After you
get done testifying and hand it up here, we would appreciate it because that way
we’ll be on the record.
Emily Ray (5999 N. Collister Drive): I'm Emily Ray, and I live at 5999 North Collister. So I'm
on the top of the road on the west side the developer’s proposing the new trail. While I
understand the concerns about the subdivision itself, my main issue is with this trail.
It's basically a spur. And the only people it's going to give advantage to are the people
that are living in this new subdivision. And potentially people who are going to come
and park on the road, as people have mentioned, an increase traffic and other issues
we already have down at the bottom of Collister.
It's just basically a redundant trail. It's not that hard to drive maybe another 30 seconds,
to a minute, or walk up Collister and access a perfectly good parking lot that already
exists and a trailhead. That being said, there are a lot of deer that are on this ridge that
they're proposing the trail. They cruise back and forth all the time. We see them
constantly. That amount of animals has been reduced and this trail is going to reduce
them even more.
Another concern is where the hikers are going to park or bikers down at the additional
spur. As I said, it's going to increase that. Polecat trail already produces a lot of foot
traffic in front of our house. Dogs running off the leash up the street, people and bikers
in the middle of the road not watching out for kids in the road. We don't need another
trail behind our houses. It's going to encroach on the privacy that we bought our home
for. We've looked a long hard time before we found somewhere we could actually feel
comfortable living with not having a bunch of people behind us.
This trail is going to be looking directly down into our yard. The trail is going to dump out
right where we come out where our home is. We already have people coming from
Polecat peering over our fence with their dogs off the leash barking, disturbing our
general privacy. I understand that trail is there and that's public land, but to have
another planned trail right behind our house, to me is just – it's not acceptable. It's very
disconcerting.
And additionally, security issues with people hiking behind the homes and able to see
down in our yards. I mean you can see right down into homes and yards from up there.
And they're already – another issue to me is fire danger up there. You're adding more
people, which is going to increase another potential fire danger with people hiking off
the trail. They're going to have their dogs off leash out there running up and down the
hillside.
And in the long run, I feel like this trail is probably, at least for this side of the road, going
to lower our property values. But that truthfully is – that will be a result. But I'm just more

concerned about having this trail and encroaching on our lifestyle that we chose to live
in this place for in beautiful Boise.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you so much.
Emily Ray (5999 N. Collister Drive): Thank you. I appreciate your time.
Madam Chair Stevens: Absolutely. Please don't forget to do a white sheet. You can go
ahead and take it back to your seat and just hand it in when you're done. Okay, Sir,
your turn. Make sure that that's pulled up. Thank you so much.
Jon Sorenson (5376 Goldie Place): My name is Jon Sorenson. I live at 5376 Goldie. I'm
just west of this development.
A justification for platting of 13 lots and 10 homesites has not been presented by the
applicant. The two lots cover six acres of R-1A zoned at two units per acre. But 3.3 acres
of that six to be preserved in a non-buildable common lot have slopes ranging
between 20 and 50 percent. According to the applicant’s letter from Focus
Engineering, slopes in excess of 25 percent are not considered buildable by Hillside
Development standards without significant burden of proof on the applicant’s part
demonstrating the ability to safely build sound homesites with defensible spaces and
emergency access.
This leaves little more than two and a half acres considered buildable. The bottom
portion of which is in a floodplain. If the applicant had started with five or six home sites
and then incrementally added to the density in the design as site conditions allowed in
exchange for preservation of the open space until running up against the wall, literally
in this case, where the designs no longer conform to the development standards or
what’s required to be met when considering a conditional use permit. This may have
resulted in less home sites but a plan more worthy of approval.
I live in this neighborhood and I'm just not convinced that they've done enough
innovation with their road to the extent where they want to just pack more home sites
into it. And you brought up the point, I've heard the grading. You could do a little bit
more with this road. But you'd be losing sites. And I think that's part of the reason.
I also agree with everybody. Everybody in this neighborhood uses that Polecat trail.
Giving us access closer sounds good. But it's really, with all due respect, it's worthless.
Everything that everyone has said about that trail is true. It would infringe on the wildlife.
It's going to infringe on people's privacy. And there's a trailhead a mile up the road.
There's risk. There's no point in it other than it looks good that you offer this thing. Thank
you for listening.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you Mr. Sorenson. Please do fill out a sheet so you're on
the record. Is there anybody else in the audience tonight who would like to testify?
Okay. It’s okay. There’ll be time for everybody.
Ryan Lagerstrom (5613 N. Collister Drive): Hello. Good evening. My name is Ryan
Lagerstrom, and I live at 5613 North Collister Drive. I have a few issues. Kind of three here
to highlight is the lot size. When they were first talking about the different lot sizes, 1/6 of

an acre, I don't think there is another single family resident that is that small. The
townhomes around Briarhill 1 are that small. But not a single family residence.
The road access. The current residents at that single family home on that lot can't even
make it up that street in the wintertime. They have changed their cars and they can't
even get up that hill. So finding a better way to look at that road, engineer that road, if
need be, would be a good use of time.
The big issue again, I think we keep bringing it up, is that trailhead. It is going to run
alongside a lot of the property owners on that side of the house. Correct me if I'm
wrong, but the City of Boise purchased that land to protect a wild onion. So it doesn't
make a whole lot of sense to encourage more people to trample on that land and
potentially harm that onion.
City of Boise loves promoting the outdoors. So, the residents love it. But we all know they
do not do a good job following directions when the trails are muddy. And so, that's
going to create a lot of erosion, which could in turn come down on to the houses
below that new trail head. So, I think those are just my major concerns.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you so much. Be sure to take a little white sheet. Great. I
do know we have at least one more hand. Okay.
Jarred Ray (5999 N. Collister Drive): My name is Jared Ray. I am at 5999 North Collister.
So my wife, Emily, spoke. We're at the top of the top of the street. I think all the concerns
that I have have been addressed, but I'm just going to reiterate them.
The outlet from Quail Ridge right now comes out and people hang out halfway in the
street. There’s almost an accident every day. Adding another trail-head right there is
just going to get more people parking on the street right there. I don’t think this view
gives justice to how dangerous that is right there – that it’s actually a hill that comes up
and over. So there is potential for more traffic, more accidents there.
Also missing from the plans are the proposed trail-heads – as everybody is referring to it.
What was shown in the plans earlier is just like a little stub-trail. It does actually look like
they’re proposing it go all the way along the ridgeline, so that was from the City of Boise
from Mr. Gordon. So I believe it hasn’t been included in this plan purposeful or not. I
know it’s just a proposed trail plan, but it’s a pretty key part of the plan I think.
And again, not providing parking to a new trail-head when there’s already a trail-head
up top does not make sense at all. Again, major corridor for deer, there’s tons of birds of
prey bag in there. Kestrels – there’s tons of nesting back in there that I think is going to
get disruptive by something like that. And the onion – that was definitely an issue when
the proposed subdivision on the ridgeline was brought up that got shut down years
ago.
And I agree, there wasn’t a lot of time for – after these revisions were made for
anybody to really get any feedback in. So, the reason a lot of these people are here is
we sent out an email to our HOA and got some people here, but there wasn’t a lot of
advanced notice. We were here last time – so I think that was a little bit of misdirection
there. So that’s all I have. Thanks.

Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you Mr. Ray. You took a white sheet? Good. Okay.
Kyle Osborn (5913 N. Collister Drive): Hello, thank you for time this evening. My name is
Kyle Osborn. I live on 5913 North Collister Drive. So, towards the upper portion of it on the
west side. I do share the same feelings much of my neighbors have shared with you
today, but my biggest opposition is having the trail behind my household.
Many of us purchased these properties with the idea of the privacy and the intrinsic
value that the natural landscape provides. And I feel like this trail would be taking away
from that as the existing trail has already diminished the wildlife that was there prior to it.
The traffic on Hill and Collister is already an issue and this would just be adding to it.
Parking is a concern. Safe parking, for sure – especially down lower in that blind area.
I feel like that trail system was recently put in and there’s more things that the money
could be going towards, like a bathroom on the far side where it connects with
Cartwright]. Having an area that lacks – or another trail system that lacks a bathroom I
think would be problematic.
Privacy is a big issue. I think that most of the residences now have really adapted to the
natural landscape. You see very few hard barriers like fences and shrub rows and things
of that nature. And by having people looking directly into our yards, it’s going to create
the feeling of potentially needing to create that privacy, which in turn brings a potential
of more invasive species. There was already an effort to clear these invasive species
roughly five years ago when they brought the goats in to clear all that. And I feel like
the landscape hasn’t recovered yet from that. I have to remove several wheelbarrows
of sandy dirty that’s already sliding down on a regular basis.
And overall I don’t feel like it’s adding to the value of the neighborhood and what Boise
has worked so hard to protect. Thank you for your time.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you. Alright, anybody else? Of course. Step forward.
Sarah Wampold (5985 N. Collister Drive): My name is Sarah Wampold –
Madam Chair Stevens: If you could please bring that down – especially because it’s
raining so hard, that it’s actually louder up here than normal.
Sarah Wampold (5985 N. Collister Drive): Sarah Wampold. 5985 N. Collister. And I just
wanted to echo what everyone else has been saying about the trail mostly. My big
concern is the traffic down at the Quail Ridge outlet there. Like Jared said, there’s
almost collisions every day and it’s hard to imagine where people would park if they’re
trying to access this trail.
And for someone on the west side that would be impacted with the trail directly behind
my house, I worry a lot about privacy, security, impact on the wildlife, and then the fire
risk as well.
So looking at the risks of benefits of building that trail, I think the risks of all those things
we mentioned versus the benefits of just having that access and being able to tell the
new people moving in that they get this trail where they can just go up the hill a little bit

to access it – I think it’s an important thing to think about. Just echoing what everybody
else said.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you. Okay. Anybody else want to testify tonight? Okay. I
don’t see any other hands. So make sure that everybody that did testify that wasn’t on
the signup sheet, please pass those slips forward. And we’ll now give five minutes for
rebuttal time to Mr. Jewett.
APPLICANT REBUTTAL
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Thank you. I’ll try to take the ones that were
talked about the most, and then if I need – my engineer can answer more technical
questions.
The trail connection – so what our proposal was and what our discussions have been
with parks is a trail connection. Not a trail-head. This is not a destination where people
will come, park, and access the trail system. It’s for the local residents. It’s the people on
Outlook. The people on Quail Ridge. As an alternative to getting to the trail-head –
rather than driving up Collister all the way to the end. So it’s pedestrian only.
And the other thing is that we’ve worked hard with Parks to make sure they are very
cognizant of the privacy of those people on Collister. So they are putting the trail-head
quite high. And I think Leon can probably tell you that they’ve worked really hard to
figure out a way to get up the hill on my property before they start to cross over on
Collister so that it was so high up, that it would not affect anybody’s privacy.
So, again I’m only proposing the connection. They are going to build that trail system –
the Parks Department and I know that they are cognizant of Collister and I think they’re
just looking for an alternative for all these other residents south of this connection that
could walk to it instead of having to drive or walk even further up the road to get to the
existing trail-head.
Traffic and the access on Collister. Quail Ridge – I come out of that quite frequently and
if you look at it, and you can imagine pulling out, it’s an abrupt edge looking back left
and right. Mine is just the opposite. You come out and the fan is this way versus this way.
So it’s actually is a much better connection than Quail Ridge’s is. So I understand
everybody’s concern about Quail Ridge. People do have to nose out to see. That’s just
not the case on my exit.
My exit is very true vision left and right. So I don’t think that’s really that much of an issue.
Wildlife, one of the reasons I proposed the pond was try to help wildlife with some
source of water, so they wouldn’t have to necessarily have to come down onto Collister
and make its way to the river or whatever water source they can find south.
I’ve been doing this kind of work – I give away my age too much – for 40-some years.
And I think of myself as a very creative individual and I have looked, I have penciled, I
have scribbled alternative ways to make the road different. And if you look at my
proposal, it does involve actually trading land with the City to get this access to work.
And I’m proposing that because I believe it’s the best solution.

My neighbor, Tim, is correct. I do believe he is the most affected by what I am doing.
That doesn’t mean I’m adversely affecting him, it’s just he is the most affected. He is
directly to my west. I have mitigated as much as I could the impact on him by, one,
bringing the road up specifically coming to the west between his property and the
property to the west so that no headlines would hit his house. And then making a
deviation in the road to the east as we went up the hill to again, move the road away
from his property instead of having it right on his property. And the two [inaudible
2:11:05] returns were an attempt to slow traffic by having them come down, stop, make
a turn – slows traffic down, which keeps the road noise.
When we had our neighborhood meeting here, we had a very large turnout. I would
say probably five, six-fold what you see here and ten-fold from our previous hearing we
had here turnout. And these were all the questions and I addressed a lot of those
questions. We lost some of the lots based on that neighborhood meeting and I think
some of the concerns about wildlife and me putting the pond in addresses – or came
from that meeting.
This is troubled property to develop because of what it’s been handicapped with. It has
Collister on the east and it has no other sub-street provided to it. You can see the
designs that we’ve provided as trying to do different alternatives. There just simply isn’t
a way to get the distance and road. So you go east, west so many times – I can zig-zag
and get more distance, but at the end of the day, there was one comment – I could
lose the lots on top of the house. Well, I have to get to the lots already. So once I’m
there, then that isn’t the issue.
There was a specific question about I didn’t meet the WUI buffer. I don’t know what lots
you’re referring to other than the existing lot with the house. We do not – it’s currently at
an 18-foot setback. That exists currently. And I don’t know where we stand on that,
Leon. You may be able to talk about that one, but all the other lots meet the standard.
We’ve met all those requirements. With that, I’ll stand for questions.
Madam Chair Stevens: No more questions, but thank you very much Mr. Jewett. With
that, we’ll go ahead and close the public portion of the hearing. What is the
commission’s pleasure?
Commissioner Gillespie: Madam Chairman?
Madam Chair Stevens: Commissioner Gillespie.
Commissioner Gillespie: I recommend that we approve or recommend approval as
appropriate of all the items – 6, 6A, and 6B with the terms and conditions in the staff
report.
Madam Chair Stevens: Okay, we have a motion by Commissioner Gillespie to approve.
Is there a second?
Commissioner Finfrock: I second.
Madam Chair Stevens:
Commissioner Gillespie?

Okay,

second

by

Commissioner

Finfrock.

Discussion.

Commissioner Gillespie: Madam Chairman, thank you. So, gosh. It’s a lot. I agree with
the engineering conclusion that the road design as-is is substantially the only one.
Moving it five feet or a few feet this way and that, of course is always possible, but I
don’t think that any other – I think the design is basically very close to what can only
work.
With the respect to the storm water, I’m okay allowing the city engineering staff and the
applicant’s engineering people to work together to look at that soil. That’s the normal
procedure the City goes through after this kind of approval – to do the detailed
engineering work, and to figure out what the soils are like, and to figure out all of the
cuts and fills, and where this storm-water will go. That’s how it works every single time we
approve this type of a project. And we do that with some regularity.
With respect to the fire – that was an interesting point and the Boise City Fire
Department did in a letter dated December 6th address the fire-safety issues. And
basically again, just like the engineering, this thing can’t go forward until Ron Johnson
signs off all the WUI plans in detail. All of the fire truck turnaround plans in detail. All of
the setbacks. So all of that is contained in Mr. Johnson’s December 6th approval letter.
With respect to traffic, ACHD is saying this is not going to have a significant impact on
traffic on Collister. And they say that it currently meets their service objectives. I agree
with the applicant and the City that the lot size, and the buildings, and the building
location, and the general look is compatible with the area. These are single-family
homes. There are single-family homes scattered all over this hillside.
You can’t be the last person in the pool. Right? When all of your homes were approved,
it was probably a bunch of folks who said, “Oh. We can’t do that.” We just can’t shut
down the swimming pool or close the barn door after folks are in. And this project meets
all of the code standards and it fits with the comprehensive plan.
Finally, and this is new. I’ve never heard before people opposed to careful thinking
about a trail, so that was new. And we can discuss that, but my understanding is that
this is just the applicant’s proposal to put in this sub-trail. I think the applicant and the
City working with you all – they don’t have to do it. They’re not required by code to do
it. And it’s not necessarily a big part of the subdivision plat, so that can be changed.
Now where the City builds whatever connector trail is for those folks on Collister – and I
can understand why you don’t want that trail running right next to your backyard. We
all understand that, but it’s the City’s land. They have a lot of discretion as to where
they put it, if they put it at all. And this permit does not bind or guarantee any action by
the City with respect to where that trail on their land goes. That’s for Dave Rodgers and
the guys at Parks and Rec.
And they have a procedure – a public hearing procedure for the placement of that
trail. Just in some ways, perhaps similar to this procedure. So the trail issue – with respect
especially to the part of it on the public land to the north and east. This permit doesn’t
bind the City in any way to where that trail goes. So I think Madam Chairman I’ve been
through a lot. I’ll stop and let other people talk.
Madam Chair Stevens: Great. Is there further discussion?

Commissioner Bratnober: Madam Chair?
Madam Chair Stevens: Commissioner Bratnober.
Commissioner Bratnober: In listening to the discussion, I hear a lot of, “Well this is the
best we can do with what’s going on here and how the lot is shaped and that sort of
thing.” I still have some concerns with some of the points in the materials as well as the
discussion around the grade, fire access, and some of the flood aspects. So I’m
concerned. I don’t think I’ll be voting in favor of this.
It feels to me like we’re trying to make the best out of something that is already quite
difficult. It’s been through a number of changes in order to get to even this point and it
feels like it’s not quite cooked.
Madam Chair Stevens: I’ll go ahead and weigh in too. I also will not be supporting the
motion and I’ll try to put some code language into my reasoning.
Like Commissioner Bratnober, I also agree that there are way too many concerns about
this and too many things that don’t fit in the box to make me comfortable with
approving it. So we’ll start with the Fire Department.
The letter that was referred to both by the public as well as by Commissioner Gillespie,
specifies that lots six and seven don’t provide the 30-foot defensible space and also
that there’s not enough – that the grading makes it so that accessing lots nine and ten
would be a problem. Now, while it’s true that the staff report requires compliance with
all of the agency demands that are in our packet, including that one, that’s one thing
that I would like to see frankly dealt with before I make an approval of this plan. Okay,
so that’s the first thing.
The second thing also relates to the soil, and I’ll get to the Hillside Development point in
a second. But unlike Commissioner Gillespie, I don’t agree that it’s common for us to
wait – or that our agencies deal with many of these things further down the road. I
understand what he’s saying. I know that sometimes that does happen, but we don’t
often get letters that are let’s see – oh, eight, ten, pages long from the – let’s see. From
the Public Works I think is what is it is. Yes, Public Works Engineering with underlined
sentences that say, “No copy of the agreement with the ACHD has been submitted to
date and will be required regarding the storm-flows.” And that underlined, “No testing
of the collapsible soil potential severity or depth was provided to the City for the
preliminary review.”
Again, those are two things that – and if you look at the Hillside Development
ordinance, which I will come to in a second, those are the kind of things that for this sort
of development on a property like this, need to be dealt with before we get to the
point that we’re sitting at right now in my opinion. So I’m going to go ahead and get to
the issues related to the CUP, as well as the variance, as well as the Hillside
Development so that it’s the clear in the record why I won’t be supporting the motion.
With regard to the CUP, we’re asked to find several things. Number three is that the site
is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open spaces,
pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other features are

required by this code. We know that the site is not large enough to do that without a
variance because a variance is a part of this application, so I don’t find that we meet
that part of the CUP findings.
In addition number four requires us to find that the proposed use, if it complies with all
conditions imposed, will not adversely affect other property in the vicinity, which I don’t
agree that this particular application meets. If you go to the variance findings that
we’re required to examine, number three states that, “Granting of the variance will not
be a material detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare, or injurious to the
property or improvements of other property owners or” – and this is important – “the
quiet enjoyment thereof.”
I know this neighborhood as well – not as well as the people who live there certainly,
but I am very familiar with the intersection we’re talking about. I’m very familiar with
Polecat Gulch and this is a dangerous spot, and until we get some of that dealt with, I
don’t believe that we can grant this kind of application and this kind of variance at this
particular spot.
Finally, and maybe most importantly, because it wraps all these things I’ve already
mentioned together, is the findings we’re required to find for the Hillside Development.
Number two for the Hillside Development approval, we need to find that the proposed
development, again if it complies with all conditions, will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity and I don’t believe that’s the case here – that this application
meets that. Number three – that the land itself – and this is what wraps in all the
comments that I’ve already made – that the land itself is capable of the volume and
type of development proposed as determined by the geological, hydrological, and
soils engineering analysis. I’m not confident that we’ve gotten there yet with this
application, so I’m not comfortable with that.
And then under the same set of findings – number four – the project does not create a
potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, erosion, etc. And clearly we do not have
evidence in front of us that makes me feel comfortable that this project meets that
finding. So for those reasons, I will not support the motion that’s in front of us right now.
Are there any other comments? Now that I’ve made a very long speech –
Commissioner Stead: Madam Chair?
Madam Chair Stevens: Commissioner Stead.
Commissioner Stead: I will also not be supporting the motion. When we heard this item
last month, we weren’t comfortable with the development for the stated reasons by
Chairwoman Stevens. Item two of the staff report background says that we were
hoping to see alternatives to the proposed layout of the development, including lot
size, arrangement, retaining walls, and the meandering nature of the private street. I
think we haven’t seen the assurance and changes that we were hoping to put our
concerns to rest.
Madam Chair Stevens: Okay, are there other comments by other commissioners?
Okay, if there are none, will the clerk please call the roll? I guess we’ll see where this
goes.

Clerk: Ansotegui?
Commissioner Ansotegui: No.
Clerk: Finfrock?
Commissioner Finfrock: Yes.
Clerk: Stevens?
Madam Chair Stevens: No.
Clerk: Gillespie?
Commissioner Gillespie: Yes.
Clerk: Bratnober?
Commissioner Bratnober: No.
Clerk: Stead?
Commissioner Stead: No.
Clerk: Four opposed, two in favor. Motion does not carry.
Madam Chair Stevens: Okay, does any other commissioner care to make a motion? I
am not capable. I am not able to make motions.
Commissioner Stead: Madam Chair?
Madam Chair Stevens: Yes, Commissioner Stead.
Commissioner Stead: I move to deny recommendation or as appropriate for PUD1800044 and CVA18-00074 on the following items – CFH18-00107 and SUB18-00058.
Madam Chair Stevens: Okay, we have a motion by Commissioner Stead. Is there a
second?
Commissioner Bratnober: Second.
Madam Chair Stevens: Second by Commissioner Bratnober. Anybody else want to
make comments? Okay, will the clerk please the call the roll? Again, this is for denial.
Clerk: Ansotegui?
Commissioner Ansotegui: Aye.
Clerk: Finfrock?
Commissioner Finfrock: No.
Clerk: Stevens?

Commissioner Stevens: Aye.
Clerk: Gillespie?
Commissioner Gillespie: No.
Clerk: Bratnober?
Commissioner Bratnober: Aye.
Clerk: Stead?
Commissioner Stead: Aye.
Clerk: Four in favor, two opposed. Motion carries.
Madam Chair Stevens: Thank you very much. We are adjourned.

February 4, 2019
PUD18-00044 & CVA18-00074 / JLJ, Inc.
Deferred from Jan 14, 2019
5357 N. Collister Drive
Conditional use permit for a planned residential development comprised of 10
detached single family homes on 6.07 acres in a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone.
Also included are variances for retaining walls in the front and rear setbacks and a
reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to 15’ along the eastern boundary of the
development. Leon Letson
CFH18-00107 / JLJ, Inc.
Deferred from Jan 14, 2019
5357 N. Collister Drive
Hillside development permit for the grading associated with a residential subdivision
comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots on 6.07 acres in a R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone. Leon Letson
SUB18-00058 / Polecat Gulch Lofts
Deferred from Jan 14, 2019
5357 N. Collister Drive
Preliminary plat for a residential subdivision comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common
lots on 6.07 acres in an R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone. Leon Letson
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Alright, good evening, Chairman, commissioners. The items
before you are a 10-unit planned residential development with associated Hillside
development permits, variance, and preliminary plat requests. The subject property is
located at 5357 North Collister Drive in an R-1A zone. Primary uses in the surrounding
area consist of detached single-family homes, and the Polecat Gulch Reserve.
The requested planned unit development is for 10 single-family homes including the
existing home on site, which will be renovated. Lots range in size from approximately
6500 square feet to 12,500 square feet. Through the PUD, reduced lot size and setbacks
in terms for development have been requested. In addition to leaving more than 50%
of the site in publicly accessible open space, the applicant also proposes to construct a
public trail connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve through the development, and
incorporate energy-efficient design and drought-tolerant landscaping as the two
required amenities.
The public trail connection will involve the exchange of one small parcel with the city. In
addition to supporting the establishment of the public trail connection, this exchange is
necessary to allow the developer to construct the access to their development. This
item will be brought before City Council following the decision on this project. So that’s
not before you tonight, but basically letting you know that the project can’t move
forward if that exchange is ultimately not approved by City Council, or as it is now. They
could essentially redesign, and be back before you with a different access point.
Regarding the Hillside development permit, Public Works has stated the project can be
approved based on the initial engineering analysis submitted to the City. The majority of
grading proposed will be for the private street retaining walls and utilities. Each

individual lot will require a staff level Hillside development permit approval prior to
grading and construction.
Concerning the requested variances, a nine-foot, nine-inch retaining wall is necessary
along the western boundary of the development for the proposed private street, and
to accommodate the grade necessary for emergency access. This wall will only be
visible from within the development.
Regarding the reduced setback along the eastern boundary of the project, this is
driven by the unique shape of the lot, and the configuration of the development. And
all homes will sit a minimum of 20 feet from the edge of the roadway as depicted here
in the diagram, and the northern two lots will sit more than 40 feet from the edge of the
roadway because they abut a small section of city owned property.
Regarding the subdivision, it consists of 10 buildable lots, and three common lots, and
the development will be served by a private street where sidewalks are – excuse me,
provided adjacent to homes, which is a slight waiver from the private street standards.
The width is meeting the standard, but typically with private streets serving up to 10 lots,
it’s on both sides. However, as mentioned before, there’s a retaining wall along the
western portion of the site, and to add an additional five-foot sidewalk there really
doesn’t add a lot to the development. And staff has been in favor of waiving it
particularly adjacent to that portion of the private street in the development.
All reviewing agencies approve the project’s standard conditions. And there were no
comments received from the public at the publishing of this staff report, or up until the
public hearing tonight.
So as a motion, the planning team recommends the commission approve the planning
development variance in Hillside, and recommend approval of the subdivision to City
Council. And that concludes my report.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you, Leon. Is the applicant ready? So we’ll put 10 minutes on
the clock, and see how we run.
APPLICANT
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Chair, commissioners, sorry. James Jewett, 8640
West Atwater Drive, Garden City.
I’m pleased to be in front of you tonight. This has been a long process to get here with
changes to accommodate the site.
So basically, a few years ago, I started looking for a unique piece of property in the city
to do an infill development. Wanted to do something unique. Looked at several pieces.
This was challenging, but I finally settled on this piece, went forward with a
neighborhood meeting. I originally had a much different design, a road that went up
the west side, right along those existing homes to the left, straight up, and had 12 lots,
smaller lots. And had quite a turnout for the neighborhood meeting. Some of their

objections with the density, how it would affect their house values. Some of the other
issues were the wildlife that were north of the property in that gulch.
So, we set out to make some changes, come in off of Collister farther north. We brought
the road in adjacent, in the middle of two houses, so that we didn’t have headlights
directly pointing at any of our neighbors to the west. And then putting these sharp 90degree turns on the first and the second helped slow traffic down to alleviate some of
their concerns having to do with noise of the road, being it was straight before.
So, we made several changes there, reduced by two lots from 12 to 10, made larger
lots. I tried to address the neighborhood to the west by slightly bowing the road. Again,
to traffic calm. We left the sidewalk off that westerly boundary, and the boundary just
below the existing home because we weren’t fronting any homes on there. And
making people, or thinking people would walk down that west side was unrealistic
when all the homes were on the other side. So, we are proposing only to remove the
sidewalk on the one section.
It also gave us a greater buffer from those homes, so we can add additional
landscaping. As an additional buffer along those homes to the west, we proposed –
and it’s not a real great diagram in the packet, but we’re proposing a half-block wall
fence with a metal structure above it, which we would put decorative art in that
section using the CORE-TEN steel that offers both, somewhat of a sound barrier, and a
physical barrier for lights for the neighboring properties to the west.
The retaining wall on the west boundary was necessitated by the grade. Fire
department is very strict right now on a maximum 10% grade, so to achieve that 10%
grade, we had to cut into that hillside below that house, and on that west boundary,
which facilitated that nine-foot high retaining wall. But it actually helped buffer the
properties to the west because the traffic lights would shine into that retaining wall
before they make that left-hand turn down the hill.
Also, we’ve proposed putting a small pond up in the gulch, above all the homes as a
water catchment for wildlife, and also for sediment control running off that hill. We’ve
got permission to discharge directly into ACHD’s system in Collister, but they want
sediment control, and I think there’s a good potential to capture water so that the
deer, let’s just call it what it is, the deer migrate down into Collister and down looking for
water. This way, they have a place for water. It doesn’t actually have to migrate down.
Chairman Gillespie: Excuse me. One second. Leon, can you show us on that map right
there where this catchment is that he’s talking about.
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yeah, let’s see if it’s on another plan here. One second.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): It’s on the grading plan I think.
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yeah, I think the Hillside plan here, up above.
Chairman Gillespie: It’s right there. Thank you.

Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yeah, sure.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): And through the process, we came up with the
idea of asking the City if they would like a connection to Polecat for residents only, or
not residents only of my project, but the neighborhood. So, wouldn’t be a destination. It
wouldn’t be a parking lot where people would go to use the trailhead. It would just be
locals who would want to walk to the trailhead.
And that was met well with Parks. And we’ve come up with an actual design of that
now. I would build a connection through, up to their point, and then they would take it
on, and build about two miles of trail up to the Polecat trailhead.
So, that’s another great benefit not to only to my residents, but to all the neighborhoods
from there on Hill Road. They don’t now have to drive all the way up to the trailhead.
Now they can just walk up, catch it and go. Our proposal is to build that pathway up to
the pond, and then the City would take it from there on.
Chairman Gillespie: Can you show me where that takeoff is for the – I’m sorry. Because
I just decided to do it now. It’s so much more efficient. Where’s the takeoff onto the
Polecat connection to that upper left corner?
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Chairmen, I include the slide provided by David Gordon
from Ridge to Rivers, who we’ve worked closely with on figuring out what that
connection could look like. And Jim might be able to give you some of the numbers a
little bit more specific in terms of how you get to the ridge that would give you access
back to the Polecat system. Because that’s the, as I understand it, the number one
challenge here is gaining the elevation to get on top of the ridge that makes it an
actual
accessible
route
back
into
the
Polecat
system.
But this is the newest alignment proposed, as David and his team went out and looked
at the project recently. And I should back up, and state that on this slide here, you’ll
note that this large parcel is deemed non-buildable, and basically Jim has agreed to a
public access blanket easement across the lot so that we can get the best alignment
for that access into the Polecat system.
Chairman Gillespie: But the access is somewhere in that pink area, or somewhere
north, or on the edge of it.
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yeah, it starts down on Collister, makes its way through the
development, and then I guess if you see this portion here, that was the previously
proposed alignment of the trail. But looking at David’s information, Mr. Gordon
information, it looks like it’s going to shoot a little bit higher, and then make its way in.
But Jim may have some more details for you on that.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you. It’s good.

James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): If you go back to the plat – go to the landscape
plan if you don’t mind.
Leon Letson (City of Boise): I don’t know if I have the landscape plan in this
presentation here.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): That one’s good enough. So, you can see at our
entrance, to the north of entrance, there’s a trail that goes off at a little bit of a loop,
goes up, and it crosses our road, and then up at the top of the hammerhead, there’s a
little common lot that goes on out, and the trail goes on up. So, that’s where the City
would pick up the trail up above those houses. I would pave it all the way to the pond.
And then they would take it off from there.
Chairman Gillespie: Great. Thank you.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): And then I had laid out a trail from David’s
location back over to the trailhead. But that’s an easy part of it. The hard part, which is
gaining the elevation. And so that’s what we’ve been working with Parks to get that
done.
The other thing is, for the most part, and I would think pretty much all the lots will be
designed and built by myself. I always like challenges, and I like uniqueness. And I think
this site provides me both. And so the designs you’ll see, that will be the typical. There’s
some also some other drawings where I showed how we’ll build into the hillside to
accommodate – I don’t want to go in and flatten the ground, and put big retaining
walls and just build a straight house. I will build up the hillsides, and use the lots to
determine my character of the home.
Also, we’re proposing water catchment systems within each house. So the roof drain-off
will collect that on each individual lot, and then just reuse it for that irrigation. Not
necessarily lawns, but for drought tolerant vegetation that’s more natural to the hillside.
So, I think I’ve covered – I did see a comment from a previous hearing that we got
tabled on, but I guess one person did comment during that process about traffic on Hill
Road. I don’t really know how to address the traffic there. I drive it frequently, but don’t
drive it every day. I’ve never personally seen a traffic issue at Hill and Collister. Collister
right now is being rebuilt at the intersection of State Street and Collister. I don’t know
how that alleviates traffic. I don’t know what ACHD’s plans are. But I do know that
ACHD’s report is recommending approval.
And there is one correction, ACHD required a seven-foot sidewalk, and I think Leon had
put down a five-foot. So, it’s a seven-foot sidewalk. Or five-foot detached, seven-foot
attached. And we’re in agreement with both ACHD and the City staff. And with that, I
stand for any questions.
Chairman Gillespie: Alright, thank you very much. So, questions for city staff or the
applicant.

Commissioner Stevens: Mr. Chair.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Stevens.
Commissioner Stevens: I think this is a question for Leon. In Mr. Jewett’s letter, he said
he’s going to put a dam across Polecat Gulch, which immediately raised all sorts of
flags for me. And then I keep reading, and we have a letter, a long letter from a city
staff person, Melissa Jannusch, I don’t know how you say her name, who’s here. Hi. So
maybe this is best addressed to her, but we’ll see. Describing what this pond is
supposed to be, it’s pre-development stormwater, I don’t understand it. And so I’m
hoping somebody can explain what the purpose of it is, and why staff is recommending
approval of a dam across Polecat Gulch because I don’t get it.
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yeah, Chairman, Commissioner Stevens, that – great point,
and I’m happy Melissa’s here tonight because she’s going to do a great job of
answering that question.
Melissa Jannusch (City of Boise): Hi, Mr. Chairman, Commissioner Stevens. So, I’ll try to
answer your question.
So, the stormwater pond, that’s up at the top, will be to path those pre-development
flows. So basically, what that is, is you’re allowed two path flows that were coming onto
your property before you built it. So, you have to contain all the new stormwater from
your impervious area, or your new development, your sidewalks, your roofs on site. And
they’re going to be able to do that. They have some seepage beds down at the low
point of their site. So, they’re going to be containing all the new drainage they’re
creating. But with the existing flows that are coming onto the site, that’s what they’re
proposing to pass on into the ACHD system.
And then there would need to have an agreement from ACHD to be allowed to do
that. So we need some sort of license agreement. And then with the design of the
pond, we don’t typically like to see any infiltration above homes just because you don’t
want to infiltrate water above people’s houses. So that’s why we’re creating it like we
would like it to be lined. And that will be so that there’s no water getting into the soil
there.
And then the overflow would go with the ACHD. That’s how that works. And the design
would be required to follow all of our stormwater design manuals. And that’s why
there’s that berm there, that looks like a dam, there’d be an overflow similar to that.
And that’s just so that the water will stay in that area.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Stevens.
Commissioner Stevens: I’m just trying to process this because by doing that, we are
actually putting a dam in. We are hurting the return of that water to the ground, and to
the groundwater basin. So, I’m just trying to understand – I get it, I understand the
engineering side of it. I just am surprised that that meets our comp plan. So I guess I’ll

just be puzzled over it, and consider it for a little while longer, unless you want to add
anything to it.
Melissa Jannusch (City of Boise): I suppose so. The water that is coming down from predevelopment does make its way into Collister and into the ACHD system now. So you
would lose a little bit of the natural infiltration from the overland flow. But you’d be
losing that anyways with the addition of that impervious area. And they will be taking
their stormwater that they’re creating, and they’ll be putting that into an onsite
infiltration facility. So, putting that back into the ground.
So, you’ll still get all of your over land infiltration until it hits that pond, and then it will just
– it’ll skip where that development is. And then just get into the ACHD system basically.
Commissioner Stevens: That actually helps a lot.
Melissa Jannusch (City of Boise): And a lot of it too, the idea of a lined pond is that it’ll
just evaporate. And with our hot climates here, a lot of it will just evaporate naturally
instead of – because we don’t want it to infiltrate, and that would happen in a lot of
stormwater ponds that we have around.
Commissioner Stevens: Thank you. That was actually extremely helpful. I appreciate it.
Can I ask another question, Mr. Chair?
Chairman Gillespie: Sure.
Commissioner Stevens: This is not related to that, so thank you, Melissa.
Melissa Jannusch (City of Boise): Thanks.
Commissioner Stevens: This is also for staff, though, I think. In that same letter, there was
a reference to wildlife corridors. And I don’t see any evidence of that on the plan.
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yeah, Chairman, Commissioner Stevens, this was
transmitted to Idaho Fish and Game for comment. They made no comment regarding
corridors. We did discuss that. But there’s no identified corridor that would need to be
planned for here. However, I will note that again, 3.3 acres of the top portion of the site
is remaining public and open, and largely in its natural state, which is directly
connected to the Polecat Reserve.
So certainly, looking at this portion of development down here, where we actually have
the homes, we certainly have lost the ability to get wildlife from here directly down to
the site here. But again, all of this connects to the city system. So in terms of the actual
corridor, I don’t think that we’re that far off. I would allow Jim to elaborate on that if he
has some more comments about wildlife in this area.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Chairman Gillespie, Commissioner Stevens. So at
our neighborhood meeting, the issue of wildlife, and having some corridor for them
came up, and that’s what started the process of having a pathway connectivity. So

initially, it was a plan just to have that pathway that would go up to the pond that
would just allow the animals to use the same pathway instead of having to go through
people’s yards. And then it just developed into a further connection to the city system.
So, that pathway, the deer would still be able to walk down it just like a human would
be able to walk down, if they choose to. I guess the whole idea behind the pond is that
if they’re going down, necessarily to look for water farther down, they don’t have to. If
there is water in the pond, they can just drink it there, and then migrate back up within
the hills. So, that was what developed from that meeting was, first it was for a corridor
for the animals, and it developed into this whole pathway connection that we see now.
Commissioner Stevens: Thank you very much.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Welcome.
Chairman Gillespie: Any further questions for the city staff, or the applicant?
Commissioner Ansotegui: Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Ansotegui.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Thank you. I have a clarification question for staff. Under the
findings for Hillside development under number one, you mentioned that a portion of
the project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. You all say that prior to any grading
of the subject property, the planning team has recommended a condition that the
applicant be required to comply with the floodway and floodplain ordinance, but we
didn’t see a condition in the specific conditions. Is it your intent to add that as a
condition?
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yes. Chairman, Commissioner Ansotegui, there actually is a
condition under planned unit development. It’s 2C. It says, prior to any grading of the
subject property, the applicant shall be required to comply with the floodway and
floodplain ordinance. And so, that’s large in terms of how they can do that, but it would
be a floodplain development permit to allow for development of the site.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Thank you.
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yeah.
Commissioner Stead: Mr. Chair.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Stead.
Commissioner Stead: I think this is another question for Leon. Can you just please
remind us what the ACHD report says about the added traffic to Hill Road and this
area?

Leon Letson (City of Boise): Yes. Chairman, Commissioner Stead, so ACHD has identified
that Collister Drive is functioning in an acceptable level of service, and that this project
will not drop out below what is acceptable. They did not provide information on the
Collister Hill Road intersection, so I don’t have information that way. I think people are
aware of Hill Road being problematic, and has been for a while.
But Collister, as we’re all aware, is being redesigned as an intersection with State Street,
so the intention there is, it will continue to function as a collector. It’s functioning at an
acceptable level of service, and the estimate would be that the majority of traffic
would make its way down Collister versus down Hill Road to get to the places that it
needs to be.
Commissioner Stead: Great, thank you.
Chairman Gillespie: Any further questions? Alright. Thank you very much. So, the
neighborhood association record is Collister. So, is there someone here from the Collister
Neighborhood Association?
Alright, hearing none, we’ll go to public testimony. So, we have one, two three, four,
five people signed up. Although Angela and Mark are trying to do the two-on-one-line
thing. So, we’ll start with Miss Stilton. Welcome back.
NO NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION
PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Kristin Stilton (2198 W. Bent Bow Court): Thank you for welcoming me back. I’m going to
go ahead and read what I wrote, even though some of it’s been addressed. My
name’s Kristin Stilton. I live at 2198 West Bent Bow Court, Boise, Idaho.
The PUD process allows for grouped and reduced size lots in exchange for larger areas
of open space being dedicated to the good of the community. The process as well as
acceptance of required community amenities is subjective. And we citizens rely upon
the thoughtful review of, and recommendation by our planning professionals within the
framework of Boise development code.
This project has, what I would call, super reduced home lots averaging 7100 square feet
in an R-1A zone that normally requires 20,000 square foot per home lot. This is way
different than the PUD before this. Visually this will stand out as different and denser than
the neighbor’s, all in a transitional Foothill neighborhood that should read as more rural,
per Blueprint Boise.
The additional steep retaining wall is also less rural in feeling than any of the surrounding
communities. Open space with pathway connection is listed in the application as an
amenity. Two amenities are required for PUD consideration.
The second is not actually in the application, but is in the planning staff notes. It is
written as drought-tolerant landscape, and energy-efficient design. The actual

verbiage in Boise development code says that the amenity can be energyconservation measures such as solar energy, heating, or water heating capacity, or
water conservation measures such as the use of drought-tolerant plants. This is a sandy
clay hillside, and with very little planting area defined outside of the small pads. I would
suggest that replanting at any of the disturbed areas was never going to be anything
but drought tolerant. And even then, there’s very little new planting proposed.
Without projections of any actual water conservation, I hesitate to see this as a
measurable benefit as compared to a development without the PUD process. Staff and
commissions are to weigh the benefits and trade-offs on both sides of the PUD process.
Without equal weight, concessions may read as benefits to the developer, maximum lot
numbers, super small lots at the expense of real community benefit of equal value.
My request is to please consider a more specific verbiage or direction for the entirety of
what is now being called the unbuildable lot. I feel this is the more important trade off,
or amenity that allows for the acceptance of the resulting significantly smaller lots. This is
visual natural open space, a known wildlife area, and also a buffer, or neighbor parcel
to the Polecat Reserve. Labeling this simply as unbuildable, except for the trail
easement within it, is not permanent. And I should know. I live in a community with an
unbuildable lot.
I would ask the commission to create, or propose a more binding deed restriction on
this lot as part of the condition for approval that can be either direction or dedication,
or sale of this parcel to the public agencies, or part of the Polecat Reserve.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much. Alright. So, after Miss Stilton is either Mark or
Angela Hurley. And do you both want to testify, or just one of you? Come on, let’s just
play it straight. Mr. Hurley, welcome.
Mark Hurley (5470 N. Collister): Hi, Mr. Chairman, and members of the commission. I’m
Mark Hurley. I live at 5470 North Collister. So, we’re the first house on the opposing side
of Collister on the Briarhill neighborhood there.
First, I’d like to address, I have several concerns with the actual subdivision. I’d like to
address traffic first. We’ve heard about traffic on Hill Road recently. A subdivision on Hill
and Forsythia, had a traffic study done, and they determined that Hill Road was
already over capacity by 50%. And we suggest that any additional traffic on Hill Road
would be too much. They suggested that traffic would go down Collister to State. State
is also impassable. So, we’re dealing with an issue here where most people who come
out of Collister, almost all of them actually go down Hill Road. Especially if they work on
the north side of the area.
Sometimes we see backups now going all the way back to the roundup when you’re
coming home from work. Go all the way back to the new roundup to Collister Road. So
one mile, you are actually stop and go traffic to get to your house. So 15 minutes for
one mile. So, it’s pretty crazy, and we just can’t really have any more traffic on that
road.

So, the subdivision, as we just heard, it’s not in within character of what’s in the Collister
neighborhood there. And especially Briarhill. They’re all quarter-acre lots there. There’s
just a house on each side of the road all the way up. So, it would be very different than
what we’re used to.
We also really oppose more public access related to the wildlife. There’s already
access at the Polecat Gulch subdivision. This is major winter rains for mule deer
especially. And we really don’t need any public traffic through there. It’d be best to just
leave them alone. So, we really oppose any sort of addition to the trailhead for that.
Also, we were worried about parking. They addressed that a little bit, but if we had
public access, there’d be people parking right on Collister. It’s already a blind corner
there. The actual road coming out of Quail Ridge is always already real busy, which
certainly would not like to see any more parking alongside the road for accessing any
sort of public trailhead. So, we’re opposed to that.
And our last thing is streetlights. The North Briar subdivision has no streetlights. That’s by
design. It’s in the HOAs. We’d rather not like to see those streetlights anywhere in the
Collister neighborhood. Thank you.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you, Mr. Hurley. So for the record, Angela Hurley, would you
like to testify, or are you going to waive your right? Okay. Thank you very much.
Alright, next person’s Mr. Quick, followed by Mr. [Trevales 03:18:59].
Tim Quick (5364 N. Goldie Place): Thank you, Mr. Commissioner. My name is Tim Quick. I
live at 5364 N. Goldie Place in Boise. I am the neighbor directly to the west of the new
proposed road.
Let me start by saying, I’m not against development per se of this property. Open
space is preferable, but this property is adjacent to and offers access to Polecat
Reserve, which is nice. And that I do view it as an infill project and reasonable that this
lot should be developed in some way, at least the lower portion of it.
That being said, I do have some concerns with this project as proposed. The first being a
timeline. I understand that building permits will not be issued until the final platting is
completed. And that building permits are typically good for two years with the option
to request an extension for a year. It’s not clear to me though, if that is per one house,
or for the whole request, the whole project, 10 houses if that’s approved. I bring this up
because once the final project is approved, it will be in the best interest for the
surrounding communities that the project is completed in a timely manner.
The construction phase from start to finish will be a nuisance to neighbors. This is not
news for you guys, from noise to commercial traffic, and dust. We will all be buried in
dust until the last house is finished, and landscaped despite strict adherence to
sediment and erosion control protocols is inevitable.

I understand Mr. Jewett wants to build all the homes himself. He enjoys the challenge,
and I appreciate that. But I don’t want to live next to a pet project for the next 5, 10
years. So, I request City requiring establishment of a timeline for completion of the
project with checkpoints or circuit breakers within incentives for maintaining pace in the
form of penalties for not completing the project within an agreed upon reasonable
timeframe.
My next concern is dam gulch retention pond, and the stormwater swale that is
located in the curve of the road. The location of these features strike me because I just
finished my own project in the backyard where I had to replace existing railroad tie
retaining walls that were dilapidated. I was told by the city that I could not place the
retention swale in my backyard. Because it was above grade, I had to move it around
to the front yard below grade at significant expense in additional design and
engineering costs.
And now I see that my neighbor is being permitted to dam the gulch and build a pond
directly above 10 houses they intend to build and directly up the fall line of my house.
This seems to me like a double standard. And I request the city recommends
modification to the plan to collect direct water runoff for collection below the grade of
existing homes with sediment control, the same standards that the City applied to the
individual homeowners.
My next concern is the road and the retaining wall. During the neighborhood meeting,
as Jim mentioned, the preliminary plan had retaining wall running directly up the west
part of the property, and I expressed to him concern about having a road with a
greater than 10% grade on a 90-degree corner directly on their property line above my
house. The developer has now modified the road to include two 90-degree corners.
They’re just still directly above my house, and it does not address any of my concerns
for safety, white pollution and noise.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much, Mr. Quick. Appreciate it.
Tim Quick (5364 N. Goldie Place): Thank you.
Chairman Gillespie: Alright, the next person on the signup sheet is Chris Trevales. No?
Alright, the next person on the signup sheet is Patrick Mercatta. Excuse me, Patricia
Mercatta. I apologize. Welcome.
Patricia Mercatta (5333 N. Goldie Place): Good evening. Patricia Mercatta. I live at
5333 North Goldie Place. And my house is the second house into the west on Outlook
from the adjacent property.
Some of the concerns I want to start out with, and we haven’t seen the plans yet, or
heard what they’re going to do about floodway and floodplain. But my property, and
the one across from me on Goldie are in the floodplain. Corners of it. And we currently
have drainage running through the front of our property. Yesterday it rained. Not a lot,
but at one point there was, but it didn’t rain all day long. It didn’t rain for two days. And
still the drainage in front of our house is completely full. So I’m concerned about during

construction, how are we going to keep that from encroaching into our two properties
into a known floodplain? That’s one of the big concerns.
I’m worried about the pond as far as, is it attracting wildlife down into the
neighborhood? They’re coming for water? Just a thought there. But something that
hasn’t been brought up is traffic on Outlook. Outlook is a very popular cut through from
Collister to Hill. There are cars buzzing through there all day long. No one has looked at
this.
The other thing that happens on Outlook is people park there to walk up to Polecat
every day, all day. They’re lined on Outlook, they’re lined up on Goldie, so now we’re
adding another access to Polecat Gulch, with the already trailhead, where they’re
already parking down in this area, which is going to congest that even more. When you
come out going east on Outlook to turn onto Collister north or south, there is a blind
curve there. You cannot see anybody coming down from the north.
It’s really tight. I also walk there all the time. Almost every day of the week, I’m walking
up to Polecat along Collister, or I’m walking up Quail Ridge for exercise. And that
intersection, I’m scared every day of just stepping out when I’m coming back onto
Collister. Because cars cannot see me until I’m in the middle of the street. So if we’re
putting houses just directly above that intersection, and there’s cars that are going to
start stacking up to make a left-hand turn into this new development, and cars behind,
they’re waiting because there’s cars coming down the hill. People on the street can’t
see them. What else was I going to say? The access to the Foothills, like I said, I just, I
don’t see it not creating more traffic and more people right in that spot. I just don’t. Like
I said, I’m there every day.
And the other thing I wanted to just briefly say was the setbacks on an average of 15.
But they’re really – at least the plan I saw – I don’t know if it’s changed, but they’re 20
feet to the garage, but 10 to the house.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much Miss Mercatta. Alright, so that wraps up the
signup sheet. Just before I go off the signup sheet, will you guys help me remember, did
I call Chris Trevales’ name, and was that person here, or not here? Not here. Thank you.
Sorry, I’m trying to take good notes here.
So, we’re done with the signup sheet. So, would anyone else like to testify tonight on this
matter? Come on up. And you’ll need to give your name and address for the record,
and hand in a little white slip.
Ester Ceja (3901 N. Cambria Way): My name is Ester Ceja. I reside at 3901 North
Cambria. I live in the Collister neighborhood, and have since 2004, when you could
afford to buy a place in the neighborhood. And these homes well, with the size of the
proposed homes, I don’t think anybody even on a state agency salary will be able to
afford to live there.
But really my primary comment here is traffic. I don’t know how many people recall
some years ago, there was a proposal to build a fire station on the corner of Shirley and

Hill Road. And that failed. I believe in large part because of traffic. And so you see
these types of proposals either on North Collister, or anywhere, really, along Hill Road.
We need to remember the cumulative impacts of developments to the west because
we see a lot of traffic on Hill Road from the Eagle area. So I’m not saying that I oppose
this development, but I would like for you guys to consider the traffic impacts, and I
think Commissioner Stevens mentioned affordability earlier on an earlier project. So,
thanks.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much. So please hand in a slip for this one with the
– we got to get the right item number on that. Is there anyone else who’d like to testify
tonight on this matter? Come on up.
Michael Horner (5333 N. Goldie Place): I’m not on the list, but I’ll sign one of these for
you. Hello, my name is Michael Horner, 5333 North Goldie.
I live just at the bottom of this project, basically. And I love hiking those hills back there.
And when I saw the plans on that, I was shocked because if you look at the picture
here of where the current house is, it’s backed up to the hill. There’s nothing behind it.
It’s straight up hill. And I was like, “Well, how are you getting anything beyond that?”
And I guess you’d want to carve into the hill, and this is a wildlife area back there, and
too steep to hike. I do a different access to it because that’s just straight up.
And it is a floodplain, and to carve it back further, I can’t see it being anything but a
hazard for the people that live below that, it’s just a frightening thing. What happens
when we do get that season where it’s super rainy? Are they going to be able to retain
all that water? Or is it going to flood my house? My soil in my back yard is so saturated
all summer long just because of the way it drains through there. And to put a project
like this in there, I just see it being a problem.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much, Mr. Horner. Please remember to fill out that
white slip and hand it up to us at the desk. Is there anyone else who’d like to testify on
item eight tonight? Seeing none, Mr. Jewett, you have five minutes for rebuttal.
APPLICANT REBUTTAL
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Okay, I’ll touch on as much as I can, and leave
the pond for last. So, there was some comments on lights infiltrating the neighbors from
cars, and then I think street lighting. We’re only proposing one streetlight at the end of
the road at the turnaround at the fire hydrant. As far as streetlights, again, we’ve
mitigated by one, bringing the first turn-in between the two houses, so there’s no direct
light traffic going to either home. Secondly, we’ve put a solid fence up. And then
thirdly, the road dives a little bit into the ground at the northern end again diffusing that
light into that rock wall instead of into neighbors.
So as far as Mr. Quick’s house, and I know I worked the most, and talked the most with
him and his wife about the issues to try to mitigate. He is impacted the most. He is
directly next door. And we looked at moving the road to the west, to the east, and it’s
just, there was just no options. And the final configuration was the best we could do. We

deviated with a slight bend in the road to give him a little bit more privacy, slow traffic
down. So, I think we have done all we can.
Just to make sure I have – values. Value of the home. I started out here with a smaller
lot. The consensus at neighborhood meeting was I was affecting values in a negative
way. So, I went less lots of a little bit more expensive home, and now it’s the other way
around. So, I don’t know if I can always please everybody. I just do the best I can.
Pond. The pond’s not necessary. The pond I thought was an amenity. I thought was a
benefit. We can capture the water in its existing gully, and just take it on down through.
We have to have some form of sediment catch because ACHD. But right now, when it
does rain, it does bring sediment down, it runs across the road, and it gets in their system
now. That’s the product of sand. It just runs.
So, the pond served a lot of purposes. I think it brings an esthetic value. I think it brings a
benefit to the wildlife, and I think it’s a benefit to the sediment control. Is it necessary?
No. We could just pipe it through. If this body says it wants to make a recommendation
that there is no pond, you won’t see a fight from me. I think it’s a benefit, and I think
that it benefits – it’s just something you don’t have in the Foothills.
Some of you commissioners may remember, and I had application up on the top of
Quail Ridge, my own personal home. There’s a pond that’s just a water catchment
below me, and deer hang out there. I see them from my yard. They just hang out down
there. They’re attracted to water. I don’t find that a negative. I find that a positive. So I
like to see it there. I think it’s a benefit.
As far as the access, if people are already parking on the street to walk up to Collister,
that should tell you something. That they want to get to the trailhead, they want to get
on the trail system, they don’t necessarily want to drive up and park there. They want to
walk from here. So that would tell you that the trailhead here is necessary for not only
the local people, but it’s just a need. The city needs these connectivities.
And the Parks is looking more towards having these pedestrian only accesses, not
driving. And we’re going to stop people from parking? They’re not going to park in
Collister if they can’t. But are they going to park where they are now? I don’t know. I
haven't witnessed it, but I’m assuming it happens. If there’s anything that the
commissioners felt I should address, I’ll take that comment now, and I’ll try to address it.
Oh, one other one. The timing of construction. I don’t know if I want to call it my pet
project. It’s something I take pride in. I do want to build the homes. And is putting me
on a time restraint reasonable? I guess it depends on what that time restraint would be.
I envisioned three years, four years as a build out.
I don’t appreciate dust. There will not be dust. If it’s windy, and my guys are working,
they shut down. I do not allow dust. Nuisance dust is the worst. You get fined for it. But
aside for the fine, it’s not good for neighbors. I won’t do work like that in the heat of the
summer because it’s hard to control dust. So I will be the first advocate to say that I will

shut myself down if I have dust. I will not impact my neighbors with dust. So 26 seconds.
Go.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much, sir. Alright. And with that, this matter is
before the commission. Let’s see, as a reminder, we are – where are we? We are final
on the PUD, the variance in the Hillside, and the recommending body for the
subdivision. You can do it in one, or many motions. It’s up to you.
Commissioner Gibson: Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Gibson.
Commissioner Gibson: I’m not going to make a motion, but I’m just going to throw
some thoughts out while other commissioners write notes, and also collect their
thoughts.
Probably the most troubling component of this project is the road, and how the road
just feels like it’s shoehorned in there. And the previous project that we reviewed up off
of Bogus Basin Road, the layout, all of the geometry made sense. My job as an
architect is to lay things out, and I’ll admit that the location of the individual pads on
the project, as well as the insertion of a fairly significant retaining wall, it just really
bothers me.
But more than anything else, the testimony from the neighbors to the west, that would
be most adversely affected by having a roadway, say less than 20 feet from your back
yard, or back of your house in essence. Based upon that, I have an issue.
But more than anything else, I don’t feel like the issue with stormwater has been
sufficiently addressed, at least to my liking, where I appreciate fellow commissioners
bringing up the question about the dam that’s not a dam. I also don’t consider that an
amenity. And just the sheer reality of, if things go wrong in a location such as this where
you do have a lot downstream.
And then finally, my main concern is also significantly tied to traffic. I think it’s the, once
again, death by a thousand pinpricks with traffic on both Hill Road and Collister, as we
continue to eke out these little four and five-acre parcels that then now add a car here
and a car there, and then eventually it’s an hour where it was only 15 minutes prior to
just get across town, type of deal. So I’m not in a position to make a motion, but I
wanted to at least throw some ideas out because I’m troubled.
Chairman Gillespie: Yeah, so I’d like maybe to comment. So this parcel’s in the city. It’s
zoned R-1A. So, he’s got six acres, he couldn’t – is it six houses, or 12?
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Twelve.
Chairman Gillespie: He can plop down a plat in a curb cut onto Collister, and it’s hard
to say no because of the way our subdivisions codes are written both at the state and
the city level. So, he’s doing a PUD, one might argue, because he has to because it’s

really steep and expensive to build on that steep land. The issue we have here is it’s not
an annexation. He’s here, he’s trying to deal with a difficult issue, and the water issue’s
a problem in this area. We’ve heard this before on Collister down there, that the water
designed in the ‘60s, ‘70s, and ‘80s wasn’t that great. And so we do have downstream
water issues.
But the question is on this particular lot, it’s zoned this particular way, what are we going
to do about it? And I guess we need to think about that. But I’ll let someone try and
make a motion.
Commissioner Stevens: Mr. Chair.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Stevens.
Commissioner Stevens: I think while I appreciate your comments, I tend to agree with
Commissioner Gibson on this. And I think we have pretty clear findings in our CUP
approval criteria that encapsulates some of the things that Commissioner Gibson was
referring
to.
So, for instance, if you look at – we have five things we need to find for approval. The
ones that I’m having a hard time finding in favor of, are number one, the location’s
compatible to other uses in the general neighborhood. The phrasing there is not very
easy to understand because we are talking about single-family homes, which are also
in this neighborhood. But when you look at the compatibility of the way the other ones
are laid out, we’ve got a pretty strange configuration, for lack of a better way of
putting it, on this. Because, yes, there’s six acres, but we are squeezing all of it onto this, I
guess we’ll call it the buildable part.
And so, that leads me to the next one, which is finding number three, which says the
site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use in all yards open spaces,
pathways, walls, fences, parking, lodging – not lodging, loading, landscaping and other
such features as are required by this code. And I am just having a hard time finding in
favor of that particular one.
Finally, number four, which is that the proposed use, if it complies with all conditions
imposed will not adversely affect other property in the vicinity. And this is where I think
the water problem comes in.
I understood the engineering of the pond. And I appreciate Melissa explaining it to me.
A layperson when it comes to engineering. But I’m just not sure it’s the right thing for us
to be doing here, and I do have concerns about the downstream effects on this. So I’m
interested in hearing my other fellow commissioners’ comments on this before making a
motion, which I know is not how the chairperson prefers to proceed. And he’s probably
about to kill me.
Chairman Gillespie: No, no, it’s alright. So anybody want to talk about what those two
guys just said? I’ll add my two cents while you’re thinking about it.

So, in respect to the water issues, getting the water diverted, the upstream water, the
water that doesn’t fall on the houses, getting it diverted higher up, into the Collister
storm drain, it’s probably going to help the downstream houses. It’s going to reduce the
net amount of water flowing all the way down to the bottom of the subdivision. It’s
going to get it in the Collister drain system higher up. And then all the water that falls on
the houses is going to try to be captured on site, so that won’t go downhill either.
So, from my point of view, the water, if it works, is better. The City spends an enormous
amount of resources figuring out if the proposal’s going to work. And so we have a
Public Works department with stormwater engineers, and that’s what they do, it’s hard
for me not to trust them. So, on that issue, I’m okay.
On the issue of, is it compatible with the other uses, it’s single-family homes,
unreasonably big size lots, I look at that picture, and I see all kinds of single-family homes
on big and small lots in the field of view of the photo. So, I’m not sure that will look, or be
that different than the way the homes going up Quail Ridge look, or the ones as you
move up Collister. It’s steep, so they stack, and that’s what they look like. And that
whole gulch is filled with stuff like that. So, to me it is compatible.
And I don’t really have much to say, or a comment on like, it’s strange because the
way the road does those two 90-degree turns. I kind of agree with you, but we’re trying
to get access up that – through that. Almost like an arrowhead pointing down. I don’t
have a better plan. I don’t know what I would do differently with the roads to make it
better. So, I guess the question is, is the road so bad that we’re going to just say that’s
incompatible with our findings? Just you can’t have roads with those big sharp bends,
and a nine-foot retaining wall on one corner. And I’m not quite prepared to make that
finding. That that per se is not right.
So, that’s just some long comments. But we can keep talking. Because I’ve already
missed dinner. So just to help break it loose, we can defer, and we could tell Mr. Jewett
to go work on a few things, or we can turn him down, or we can say yes, and move on.
Whatever you want to do.
Commissioner Gibson? Do our other fellow commissioners have any comments?
Chairman Gillespie: We’re waiting for you guys.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Ansotegui.
Commissioner Ansotegui: I’ll add a comment before we make a motion. On page 48,
we are under the Hillside development’s findings. And as we roll down to number four, it
says, the project does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire,
erosion, etcetera. And while the Public Works’ letter does state that generally, it also
requires a number of reviews, including soil stability, and runoff, and a handful of other
things, if I can find the – oh, that’s on page 66.

So, on the one hand, I don’t see that we have evidence that soils are – will remain
stable with this development. Ultimately, Public Works will pick this up later down
because there are some requirements for these reports to come through before any
building can start. So, I’m just adding that to our conversation as we go. Because I feel
like, I don’t know if we can defer pending those studies. Or if that even makes any
sense, given that the studies will happen anyway.
Chairman Gillespie: Why don’t we ask the city, just on the timing and sequences of all
of those hydrological drainage questions mentioned in the Hillside development
criteria?
Melissa Jannusch (City of Boise): Mr. Commissioner, council members, well, how we’ve
worked this system is that it’s – they do a preliminary report. And then after they get
approval of their preliminary plat, once we get to that stage, then they can turn in for
their final reports. So, that’s when we would do the soil stability analysis. So, they’ll
actually turn in two geotechnical reports. The geotechs will go out and dig more test
bits, and give us more information about all that stuff. And they would also do like,
that’s when they would give us recommendations for the pond liner, and give us
recommendations, more specific recommendations on actual construction practices.
And so, all of that has to be approved through the subdivision process, all the final
reports that are acquired in our Hillside technical manual, and then before they would
ever be able to get a grading permit, or start construction on homes.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Mr. Chairman, may I follow up?
Chairman Gillespie: Yes, please.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Thanks. So, what happens if it turns out that the soils aren’t
stable for this development? Does the project just languish until it comes back in front of
us again in a different configuration?
Melissa Jannusch (City of Boise): So that’s what the preliminary reports are making sure
won’t happen. So basically, that’s why we have them go out and do preliminary
testing. So, the geotech has even given us a statement that says that this site is suitable
for the proposed development. So, that’s what we’re trying to avoid. And that’s what
we ask them to give us is something that shows, “Hey, we see this, this, and this need
more testing to determine what our recommendations are going to be so we can
engineer our way out of this. Or how we’re going to engineer it to make it work.”
So basically, they’ve shown us, “Hey, there might be a problem, but there’s possible
solutions, and this is some of the ways that we can fix it.” And then once we get into the
final report, they’ll be able to pinpoint, “Alright, we know exactly – this is our
recommendation for what you’ll need to do.” And so, we take their recommendation,
and we will make them a requirement as conditions for their grading and drainage
permits.
Commissioner Stead: Mr. Chair.

Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Stead.
Commissioner Stead: Just to chime in on this. I would say that I think that the pond is
actually innovative, and I would trust the findings and reports of Public Works and the
geotechs. I’m sure that they know more about the land there than I do. So maybe I’d
like to make a motion to move this along. I will move to approve PUD18-00044, CVA1800074, CFH18-00107, and recommend approval for SUB18-00058.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much. Is there a second?
Commissioner Finfrock: Second.
Chairman Gillespie: Seconded by Commissioner Finfrock. Welcome to the record.
Alright, so is there any discussion on the motion? Commissioner Stead.
Commissioner Stead: It’s clear to me that there is a lot of thought that’s gone into this
development and it sounds like there might have to be some additional engineering
down the road, based on the reports and findings. But, again, I’ll trust the experts in
those fields.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much, Commissioner Stead. So, I’ll just chime in. So
I'm going to support the motion. If the motion doesn’t work, then I guess we’ll be looking
at either a deferral or denial, and I'm trying to figure out what the levers might be. One
thing we all need to think about is he’s asked for 10 homes, I believe, and we can
always try and cut that back and make the lots bigger if you think that that would fit
more compatibly with the neighborhood, or address whatever concerns you have. But
I’ll be supporting the motion as is. Is there any further discussion on the motion?
Commissioner Stevens.
Commissioner Stevens: Mr. Chair. We don’t often as a body sit here and have these
kinds of discussions. And when we do it gives me great pause to approve. I think there
have been enough questions raised that I’m just not sure I’m in a place with what’s in
front of us to support the motion. I also though am not comfortable denying it. So I
would be most comfortable with the deferral. And I look at the satellite photo and I see
where there is an existing road, it’s not a real road, but it’s certainly more – that’s going
up to the existing house that’s there right now. That just is more in line with what the
neighborhood looks like. It’s more compatible.
So, I don’t know if it’s a matter of fewer houses, bigger lots, but I think that looking
around the neighborhood, what we have in front of us just isn’t compatible. And I’ve
already gone through the points on the CUP where I’m getting stuck. So I won’t support
the motion, and I would be in favor of a deferral and trying to get some of these things
worked out so that there’s a greater comfort level on all of our part so that we can
support it unanimously the way we do when we know that it’s right.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you, Commissioner Stevens. Any further discussion?
Commissioner Gibson.

Commissioner Gibson: Mr. Chairman. So, I keep asking myself is this the best that we
can do? And I know that that’s like intuitively when we hit gridlock it’s because we’re all
very concerned about the end product in 30, 40, 50 years down the road. So much of
the Boise Foothills has been developed in a thoughtful manner, and I can’t approve this
project based upon just intuitively how I feel about the layout and the configuration. I
would support a deferral and recommend that the city staff work with the applicant to
come up with some design solutions that might address some of our concerns about
the circulation and their impact upon the adjacent neighbors who have invested in
their homes and their community. We wouldn’t want to do anything necessarily that
would adversely affect them if we have an opportunity to come up with a better
design.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you, Commissioner. Any further discussion on the motion?
Commissioner Ansotegui.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Mr. Chair. Sorry, a little slow. I too would support a deferral in
this case. Convinced by Commissioner Stevens and Commissioner Gibson.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Stead.
Commissioner Stead: Mr. Chair. Could I withdraw my motion?
Chairman Gillespie: You may.
Commissioner Stead: And make a motion to defer –
Chairman Gillespie: Hold on just one second. Commissioner Finfrock, do you assent to
the withdrawal of the motion to approve?
Commissioner Finfrock: I do.
Chairman Gillespie: Alright. So, the table’s clear for any new motions. Commissioner
Stead.
Commissioner Stead: Mr. Chair. I’d like to make a motion to defer –
Chairman Gillespie: Mr. Jewett, can you roll up to the front? So, can you just hold that
thought for one second so that we can maybe get a date? So, Mr. Jewett, as you
know, City code would like you to agree to a deferral because it sets certain time
parameters that work for us. So, would you agree to a deferral, which will not – and
Leon is thinking about it. So, let’s let him suggest a date.
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Mr. Chairman, we are looking at future public hearing
dates, so March it’s 4th and the 11th would be the next. April 1st and 8th.
Chairman Gillespie: Would you voluntarily accept a deferral to March 4th or 11th?

James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Could I add some comment?
Chairman Gillespie: Yes.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Okay. And I appreciate the –
Chairman Gillespie: Just on the deferral issue though.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): That’s difficult.
Chairman Gillespie: Then you can’t make a comment.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): I beg to differ with you. Commissioners have
offered comment that wasn’t brought up as part of testimony. I should be allowed
rebuttal.
Chairman Gillespie: We can’t do that. We just are discussing a deferral.
James Jewett (8640 W. Atwater Drive): Then I would recommend denial.
Chairman Gillespie: Okay, thank you very much. So, the applicant is not in agreement
with the deferral. We can still do a deferral until March 4th or 11th, right?
Leon Letson (City of Boise): Or even April 1st would technically be within the City’s
allowance.
Chairman Gillespie: So commissioners, what is our preference on when you’d like to
see this back? It looks to me like this is a fairly complex geotechnical problem, so I'm not
sure how quick it can be done. So, what are your thoughts on that? Commissioner
Stevens.
Commissioner Stevens: Mr. Chair. I’d like to offer a substitute motion.
Chairman Gillespie: Okay, hold on just a second.
Commissioner Stevens: No, I can do that by Robert’s rules if I get a second.
Chairman Gillespie: Okay, please continue.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Second.
Commissioner Stevens: So may I make the substitute motion?
Chairman Gillespie: Yes.
Commissioner Stevens: And that is to deny – sorry Tamara I said it a little too soon. I
asked for a second before I’d made a motion. So, my substitute motion is to deny the
project.

Commissioner Ansotegui: Second.
Chairman Gillespie: Okay. So, we have a motion now to deny all four items. Is there
any discussion on the motion? Commissioner Stevens.
Commissioner Stevens: Mr. Chair. I’ve already stated my reasons to prefer deferral,
which definitely is my preference. By denying this, we preclude the applicant from
coming back for six months. And, of course, he has the option to appeal to City
Council, which in fact he may choose to do, but I sense enough of a reluctance on all –
many of our parts to believe that as Commissioner Gibson said, this isn’t the best we
can do in this spot. And if I didn’t say it earlier, I should say it now that I do support
developing this. Most people know how I feel about it infill and know that I believe that
it’s a good policy, and I do think that this lot can support development. So it’s not a
matter of – my motion to deny is not a matter of me not wanting any development
here, it’s a matter of us helping the applicant get to a place where we can be proud of
what we put in this spot in a Foothills location. But because the applicant has indicated
that he doesn’t want to defer, I made this motion instead.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you, Commissioner Stevens. Is there any further discussion on
the motion to deny? Alright, hearing none, will the clerk please call the roll.
Commissioner Stead: No.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Aye.
Chairman Gillespie: No.
Commissioner Stevens: Aye.
Commissioner Gibson: Aye.
Commissioner Finfrock: No.
Clerk: Three in favor, three opposed, motion does not carry.
Chairman Gillespie: So we are still working. So now the table is clear for any other
motions. Commissioner Stead.
Commissioner Stead: Mr. Chair. I move to defer to April 1st.
Commissioner Stevens: Mr. Chair, may I just make a procedural question?
Chairman Gillespie: Yes.
Commissioner Stevens: I believe that when the substitute motion dies, the previous
motion is automatically back on the table.

Chairman Gillespie: Oh, okay. So, we now have a motion on the table – although we
didn’t get a date inserted. So, the motion as I understand it is to defer to April 1st.
Commissioner Finfrock, are you okay with that date insertion?
Commissioner Finfrock: Mr. Chair, I am. Yes.
Chairman Gillespie: And is the City alright with that? Alright. So, is there any further
discussion? So, there’s a motion to defer until April 1st. Is there any further discussion on
the motion? Commissioner Stead.
Commissioner Stead: Mr. Chair. I think that within the deferral policy, this gives him as
much time as we can give him, and if he feels he needs more time he can withdraw
and start again.
Chairman Gillespie: Alright. Thank you very much. Any further discussion on the motion
to defer? Alright, hearing none, will the clerk please call the roll.
Commissioner Stead: Aye.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Aye.
Chairman Gillespie: Aye,
Commissioner Stevens: Aye.
Commissioner Gibson: No.
Commissioner Finfrock: Aye.
Clerk: Five in favor, one opposed. Motion carries.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you very much. I appreciate it. That was a hard hearing and
I appreciate everybody’s – especially you guys up here and in the audience. Thanks.
We’re done.
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TO:

Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission

FROM:

Leon Letson, Associate Planner Current Planning

CC:

Céline Acord, Current Planning Manager

DATE:

April 8, 2019

RE:

PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058

PROJECT SUMMARY
Conditional use permit for a planned residential development comprised of 10 detached
single family homes on 6.07 acres in a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone located at
5357 N. Collister Drive. Also included are variances for retaining walls in the front and rear
setbacks, and a reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to a maximum of 15’ along the
eastern boundary of the development, as well as a hillside development permit for the
grading associated with a preliminary plat comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots.
BACKGROUND
On February 4, 2019, the Planning and Zoning Commission deferred these items to
address a number of concerns expressed by members of the public as well as the
Commission. In addition to comments focused on the compatibility of the project to the
surrounding neighborhood, the applicant was specifically directed to:
1. Provide additional information regarding the proposed stormwater pond on the
northern portion of the development as well as the overall plan for site drainage.
2. Explore alternatives to the proposed layout of the development, including lot size,
arrangement, retaining walls, and the meandering nature of the private street.

In response to these requests, the applicant proposes to redesign the stormwater
management system of the development as detailed in the attached letter The
redesigned system will be reviewed and approved by Public Works prior to signature of
the final plat. Requests were also made by members of the public to have the developer
dedicate to the City the large non-buildable parcel located in the northern portion of
the project where the trail connection to Polecat Gulch Reserve is proposed. In response,
the developer has committed to completing this dedication prior to signature of the final
plat. As for the layout of the development, the applicant has provided an explanation
from the project engineer concerning the necessity of the current design of the street to
provide access that meets the requirements of the Boise Fire Department. As a result, the
design of the retaining wall located along the western portion of the development is also
necessary. Finally, there are no changes proposed to the number of buildable lots or their
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layout. The applicant maintains that the project is compatible with surrounding uses as
there are single-family homes throughout the neighborhood on various sized lots,
including a large-scale townhome development on Briarhill Drive less than ¼ mile to the
south.

RECOMMENDATION
The Planning Team remains supportive of the applicant’s original proposal and
recommends the project be approved as detailed in the February 4, 2019 Planning and
Zoning Commission Project Report.
ATTACHMENTS
Letter from the Project Engineer dated March 19, 2019
Letter from the Project Engineer dated March 21, 2019
Letter from the Project Applicant dated March 21, 2019
February 4, 2019 Planning and Zoning Commission Project Report
February 4, 2019 Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
January 14, 2019 Planning and Zoning Commission Minutes
Additional Public Testimony
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Focus Engineering
Civil-Geotechnical-Environmental-Structural
5140 W. Catalpa Court, Boise, Idaho 83703
(208) 395-1979
focusboise@gmail.com

March 26, 2019
RE:

Polecat Lofts Subdivision
Private Road Design

Several design iterations have been made in creating new private street and emergency vehicle
access road and lot layout for the proposed Polecat Lofts Subdivision in the Boise Hillside area.
The natural grade throughout the site varies; along the lower part of the west boundary the
natural grade ranges from 12% (8.2:1 H:V) to 14% (7:1 H:V); some areas along the upper part
of Collister Drive have slopes 2:1 next to the street. The upper part of the site to the north,
which will mostly remain undeveloped, has slopes ranging from 2:1 to 5:1.
The requirements for the new street and lot layout is limited to constraints imposed by
emergency vehicle access road regulations of maximum 10% slope, minimum 20’ wide and
minimum inside radius 28’. In order to achieve these requirements, while still obtaining the
elevation needed to reach upper lots and existing home, the street must be lengthened; slope of
the new street is the overall elevation gain divided by the length, so by maximizing the length
of the street the slope of the street can be decreased.
It is also desired to accommodate the wishes of the existing neighboring homes by using a
street layout that will minimize headlight glare in their windows.
As can be seen on the alternate plan view and profile view designs they are unsatisfactory due
to excessive slope or excessive earthwork needed for construction of the street.
The final private street and lot layout was selected after consideration of the above design
constraints and existing site conditions.
Sincerely,
Focus Engineering, Inc.
Boise, Idaho
Carl Geiger, PE

Street Layout - alt1

Street Profile - alt1

Street Layout - alt2

Street Profile - alt2

Street Layout - alt3

Street Profile - alt3

Preliminary
01/17/2019 3:09:00 PM

Preliminary
01/17/2019 3:09:02 PM

Preliminary
01/11/2019 3:00:57 PM

Preliminary
01/11/2019 3:01:00 PM

Preliminary
Preliminary
01/11/2019 3:02:23 PM

01/11/2019 3:02:25 PM

TO:

Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission

FROM:

Leon Letson, Planning and Development Services

RE:

PUD18-00044, CFH18-00107, CVA18-00074 & SUB18-00058 / Late
Correspondence

DATE:

February 4, 2019

Summary
On January 14, 2019, this item was deferred by the Planning and Zoning Commission to a date
specific of February 4, 2019. One member of the public, Ms. Diane McConnaughey, requested to
provide public testimony as they would be unable to attend the February 4, 2019 hearing. A copy
of the draft minutes for this item, including this public testimony, is attached.
Attachments
 Draft minutes for PUD18-00044, CFH18-00107, CVA18-00074 & SUB18-00058 from
the January 14, 2019, Planning and Zoning Commission hearing.

January 14, 2019
1:27:17 – 1:31:35
CFH18-00107 / JLJ, Inc.
REQUESTING DEFERRAL TO FEB 4, 2019
5357 N. Collister Drive
Hillside development permit for the grading associated with a residential subdivision
comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots on 6.07 acres in an R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone. Leon Letson
SUB18-00058 / Polecat Gulch Lofts
REQUESTING DEFERRAL TO FEB 4, 2019
5357 N. Collister Drive
Preliminary plat for a residential subdivision comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots
on 6.07 acres in an R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone. Leon Letson
PUD18-00048 / T-O Engineers
2825 W. Canal Street
Conditional use permit for a planned residential development comprised of 27
townhomes on 1.93 acres located in a R-2 (Medium Density Residential) zone. Leon
Letson
SUB18-00065 / Bradbury Townhomes Subdivision
2825 W. Canal Street
Preliminary plat for a residential subdivision comprised of 27 buildable and 1 common lots
on 1.93 acres located in an R-2 (Medium Density Residential) zone. Leon Letson
Chairman Gillespie: So while everyone’s leaving, we have a little problem that we have
a couple people here who are going to have to wait a really long time to testify on 8, 8A
and 8B, which we would then presumably defer. So I was thinking with the commission’s
approval, and we’re going to need a motion. Can we take up the testimony for the
deferral associated with 8A and 8B and 8 at this time? And I need a motion to do that.
Commissioner Gibson: Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Gibson.
Commissioner Gibson: I’m going to move that we take testimony on items 8, 8A, 8B.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Second.
Chairman Gillespie: So we have the motion to pick up item 8 at this time. Is there any
discussion? Will the clerk please call the roll?
Clerk: Stead.
Commissioner Stead: Aye.
Clerk: Gillespie.
Chairman Gillespie: Aye.

Clerk: Gibson.
Commissioner Gibson: Aye.
Clerk: Ansotegui.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Aye.
Clerk: All in favor, motion carries.
Chairman Gillespie: So what I’m going to do is call up item 8 but James and Cody, I
don’t think we need the City to give a preface. What I’d like to do is just call up the
people who would like to – now this, again, this is if you cannot come back on February
4th, okay? So we’re going to hear this item on February 4th and maybe during that
hearing you’ll learn something. But if you want to testify now and you can’t come back
on February 4th, this is your chance. We’re just going to call you up, you’re going to testify,
you’re going to put your name and address into the record. If you testify tonight, you
can’t then testify again on February 4th, okay? So with that in mind, who would like to
testify tonight on 8, 8A, or 8B who cannot come back on February 4th? Please come
forward. Just give us your name and address. Make sure you fill out a slip.
PUBLIC TESTIMONY
Diane McConnaughey (4315 Castlebar Court): I’m on the sign up.
Chairman Gillespie: Okay, so then you just tell me which one you are. I bet you’re Diane.
Diane McConnaughey (4315 Castlebar Court): Yeah. Diane McConnaughey, 4315
Castlebar Court.
Chairman Gillespie: Welcome Diane.
Diane McConnaughey (4315 Castlebar Court): Hi. And thank you for letting me testify
now instead of later.
Chairman Gillespie: Yeah, it’s like two hours.
Diane McConnaughey (4315 Castlebar Court): Yeah. My one concern is the increased
traffic more development brings to Hill Road, and is it really designed for that? I think the
dog bone at 36th and Hill was done well, it really helps get traffic flowing through there.
And I would hope there would be consideration for Collister and State. And I understand
there is, but I’m not sure what that is or when it would happen. And then to perhaps have
a CHD post “Do not block intersecting roads.” I’m off of Edward Street, Edwards and
Tamarack kind of make a horseshoe right there, and it’s often hard to get out.
Chairman Gillespie: Alright. Thank you, Diane. Appreciate it. Is there anyone else who
wishes to testify tonight who cannot come back for our February 4th meeting? Okay. So
I’m going to say we’re done with that. Thank you very much. We’re now going to move
onto item two and I look forward to hearing from Ms. Acord. Hold on. Stop. Oh yes, that’s
right. So let me then just say this. So now we’re going to take up the motion to defer. I
assume that the applicant is in agreement and the City’s in agreement. Is there anyone

else who wishes to testify on this item tonight? Okay. So we would need a motion from
the commission.
MOTION TO DEFER
Commissioner Ansotegui: Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Gillespie: Commissioner Ansotegui.
Commissioner Ansotegui: I move to defer item 8, 8A, 8B to February 4th.
Chairman Gillespie: Thank you so much.
Commissioner Gibson: Second.
Chairman Gillespie: Second by Commissioner Gibson. Motion by Commissioner
Ansotegui. So this is a motion to defer 8, 8A, 8B to February 4th. Is there any discussion on
the motion? Hearing none, will the clerk please call the roll?
Clerk: Stead.
Commissioner Stead: Aye.
Clerk: Gillespie.
Chairman Gillespie: Aye.
Clerk: Gibson.
Commissioner Gibson: Aye.
Clerk: Ansotegui.
Commissioner Ansotegui: Aye.
Clerk: All in favor, motion carries.
[01:31:35]
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PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB1800058 / JLJ, Inc.
Summary
Conditional use permit for a planned residential development comprised of 10 detached single
family homes on 6.07 acres in a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone located at 5357 N. Collister
Drive. Also included are variances for retaining walls in the front and rear setbacks, and a
reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to a maximum of 15’ along the eastern boundary of the
development, as well as a hillside development permit for the grading associated with a
preliminary plat comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots.
Prepared By
Leon Letson, Associate Planner
Recommendation
The Planning Team recommends approval.
Reason for the Decision
Planned Unit Development
As further detailed in the report, the proposed planned unit development is compatible with
existing uses in the neighborhood. Detached single-family homes exist to the west and south; to
the north and east is the Polecat Gulch Reserve. The subject property is zoned R-1A (Single Family
Residential) and primarily designated “Suburban” on the Land Use Map, which both support
residential projects, such as the one proposed. The density of the project does not exceed the
limitations of the existing zone and with the requested variance the site is large enough to
accommodate the requested use, including parking, open space, landscaping and amenities.
The project is consistent with several principles in Blueprint Boise that encourage a mix of new
housing and pedestrian-oriented infill development that does not require the costly extension of
infrastructure. All necessary utilities and infrastructure are readily available to the site.
Furthermore, the project is compliant with the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise,
which contains a number of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between
development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing foothills
neighborhoods. Comments from public agencies confirm the project will not place an undue
burden on the transportation system or other infrastructure in the neighborhood.
Variance
There are exceptional circumstances associated with the subject property. It is a uniquely
shaped lot with steep hillside areas. To meet the requirements for emergency access, a retaining
wall that exceeds the allowed height of the Development Code is needed along the western
boundary of the development for the private street. The reduced rear setback requested along
the eastern boundary of the development is also justified due to the unique layout of the
proposed lots and their adjacency to either common lots within the development or City-owned
property. The requested variances do not run counter to Blueprint Boise and will not be materially
detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare of the neighborhood.

8/
8a/8b

Hillside Development
The project is in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside and Foothills Areas
Development Ordinance. The applicant’s engineering analysis, approved by Boise City Public
Works, demonstrates the land is capable of the volume and type of development proposed.
The project does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, or erosion.
Furthermore, the Boise Fire Department noted the application can be approved subject to
compliance with the Boise City Fire Code and adopted sections of the International Fire Code.
Located within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) zone “A,” the proposed development will be
required to comply with these standards. Conditions of approval will prevent adverse impacts
on other property in the vicinity as it relates to grading, drainage, and hazardous areas.
Preliminary Plat
The proposed preliminary plat conforms to the requirements of the R-1A (Single Family
Residential) zone. With the recommended conditions of approval, the Preliminary Plat is in
conformance with the Boise City Comprehensive Plan, Development Code, and other guiding
documents.

This report includes information available on the Boise City Website.
The entire public record, including additional documents, can be viewed through PDS Online.
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Landscape Notes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.

NO CANALS, CREEKS, DRAINS, PONDS, WETLANDS, FLOODPLAINS, HIGH GROUNDWATER AREAS, OR ROCK OUTCROPPINGS ARE EXISTING ON THIS SITE.
CONTRACTOR SHALL REPORT TO LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT ALL CONDITIONS WHICH IMPAIR AND/OR PREVENT THE PROPER EXECUTION OF THIS WORK, PRIOR TO BEGINNING WORK.
ALL EXISTING TREES OUTSIDE OF WORK LIMITS WILL BE RETAINED AND PROTECTED DURING THE CONSTRUCTION PROCESS.
NEW SHRUB PLANTING, SEE DETAIL 1/PP-L2. CONTRACTOR SHALL STAKE ALL TREES DEEMED NECESSARY, I.E..... FROM BEING BLOWN OVER, PLANTED WITH LOOSE ROOT BALL, ETC. CONTRACTOR'S
OPTION.
ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL CONFORM TO THE AMERICAN NURSERYMAN STANDARDS FOR TYPE PLANTS
AND SIZEWILL
SHOWN.
BE REJECTED IF NOT IN A SOUND AND HEALTHY CONDITION.
ALL PLANT MATERIAL SHALL BE GUARANTEED FOR A PERIOD OF ONE YEAR BEGINNING AT THE DATE OF ACCEPTANCE BY OWNER. REPLACE ALL PLANT MATERIAL FOUND DEAD OR NOT IN A HEALTHY
CONDITION IMMEDIATELY WITH THE SAME SIZE AND SPECIES AT NO COST TO THE OWNER.
FINISH GRADES TO BE SMOOTH AND EVEN GRADIENTS WITH POSITIVE DRAINAGE IN ACCORDANCE WITH SITE GRADING PLAN.
IN ALL PLANTER BED AND LAWN AREAS, THE TOP 6 INCHES OF TOPSOIL WILL BE AMENDED AT A RATIO OF 3 CUBIC YARDS OF COMPOST/ORGANIC MATTER PER 1000 SQUARE FEET. ROTO-TILL ORGAN
MATTER A MINIMUM OF 6 INCHES INTO TOPSOIL. ALL TREE PITS SHALL BE A MIX OF SEVEN PARTS TOPSOIL (AS SPECIFIED IN THESE NOTES) AND THREE PARTS COMPOST/ORGANIC MATTER, BY VOLUM
FERTILIZE ALL TREES AND SHRUBS WITH 'AGRIFORM' PLANTING TABLETS. QUANTITY PER MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS.
ALL PLANTING BEDS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM OF 18" OF TOPSOIL, SOD AREAS A MINIMUM OF 12" OF TOPSOIL. SPREAD, COMPACT AND FINE GRADE TOPSOIL TO A SMOOTH AND UNIFORM GRADE 3"
BELOW SURFACE OF WALKS AND CURBS IN PLANTING BED AREAS, AND 1/2" IN LAWN AREAS.
RE-USE EXISTING SURFACE TOPSOIL WHERE POSSIBLE. VERIFY SUITABILITY OF SURFACE SOIL TO PRODUCE TOPSOIL MEETING REQUIREMENTS AND AMEND WHEN NECESSARY. TOPSOIL SHALL BE A
LOOSE, FRIABLE, SANDY LOAM, CLEAN AND FREE OF TOXIC MATERIALS, NOXIOUS WEEDS, WEED SEEDS, ROCKS, GRASS OR OTHER FOREIGN MATERIAL AND A PH OF 5.5 TO 7.0. IF ON-SITE TOPSOIL
DOES NOT MEET THESE MINIMUM STANDARDS, CONTRACTORS ARE RESPONSIBLE TO EITHER: A) PROVIDE APPROVED IMPORTED TOPSOIL, OR B.) IMPROVE ON-SITE TOPSOIL WITH METHODS APPROVE
BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. SUPPLEMENT WITH IMPORTED TOPSOIL WHEN QUANTITIES ARE INSUFFICIENT. CLEAN TOPSOIL OF ROOTS, PLANTS, SODS, STONES, CLAY LUMPS AND OTHER EXTRANEOU
MATERIALS HARMFUL TO PLANT GROWTH.
IF IMPORTED TOPSOIL FROM OFF-SITE SOURCES IS REQUIRED, PROVIDE NEW TOPSOIL THAT IS FERTILE, FRIABLE, NATURAL LOAM, SURFACE SOIL, REASONABLY FREE OF SUBSOIL, CLAY LUMPS, BRUSH
WEEDS AND OTHER LITTER, AND FREE OF ROOTS, STUMPS, STONES LARGER THAN 2 INCHES IN ANY DIMENSION, AND OTHER EXTRANEOUS OR TOXIC MATTER HARMFUL TO PLANT GROWTH.
OBTAIN TOPSOIL FROM LOCAL SOURCES OR FROM AREAS HAVING SIMILAR SOIL CHARACTERISTICS TO THAT FOUND AT PROJECT SITE. OBTAIN TOPSOIL ONLY FROM NATURALLY, WELL-DRAINED SITE
WHERE TOPSOIL OCCURS IN A DEPTH OF NOT LESS THAN 4 INCHES.
IMMEDIATELY CLEAN UP ANY TOPSOIL OR OTHER DEBRIS ON THE SITE CREATED FROM LANDSCAPE OPERATIONS AND DISPOSE OF PROPERLY OFF SITE.
ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS SHALL HAVE AN AUTOMATIC UNDERGROUND SPRINKLER SYSTEM WHICH ENSURES COMPLETE COVERAGE AND PROPERLY ZONED FOR REQUIRED WATER USES. SEE IRRIGATI
PLANS.

Material Legend
DRY-LAND SEED REVEGETATION AREA, SEE
REVEGETATION AND EROSION CONTROL INFORMATION ON
SHEET PP-L2.
ROCK MULCH OWNER SELECTION,
DEPTH OF 4-INCHES.
EXISTING VEGETATION TO BE RETAINED AND PROTECT, ANY AREA
DISTURBED DURING CONSTRUCTION PROCESS SHALL RECEIVE
DRY-LAND SEE MIX PER REVEGETATION AND EROSION CONTROL
INFORMATION ON SHEET PP-L2.

BOTANICAL NAME / COMMON NAME
SIZE
ARTEMISIA TRIDENTATA / BIG SAGEBRUSH
3 GAL.
ACHILLEA MILLEFOLIUM `` SUMMER BERRIS`` / SUMMER BERRIES 1YARROW
GAL.
CHRYSOTHAMNUS NAUSEOSUS / RUBBER RABBITBRUSH
3 GAL.
CHRYSOTHAMNUS VISCIDIFLORUS / YELLOW RABBITBRUSH
3 GAL.
PINUS MUGO / MUGO PINE
5 GAL.
PURSHIA TRIDENTATA / ANTELOPE BITTERBRUSH
3 GAL.
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Ronald Kirkemo
JLJ, Inc. / Jim Jewett
5357 N. Colliser Drive
±6.07 acres
R-1A (Single Family Residential)
Suburban and Slope Protected
Foothills
Collister / Suzanne Stone
The Planning and Zoning Commission renders a final
decision on the planned unit development, variance,
and hillside development permit, and makes a
recommendation to City Council on the subdivision.

Current Land Use
Single Family Home
Description of Applicant’s Request
Conditional use permit for a planned residential development comprised of 10
detached single family homes on 6.07 acres in a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone.
Also included are variances for retaining walls in the front and rear setbacks, and a
reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to a maximum of 15’ along the eastern boundary
of the development, as well as a hillside development permit for the grading
associated with a preliminary plat comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots.

2. Land Use
Description and Character of Surrounding Area
The subject property is located on the north side of Collister Drive, approximately 1,000’
north of the Hill Road intersection. Primary uses in the surrounding area consist of
detached single-family homes and the Polecat Gulch Reserve.

Adjacent Land Uses and Zoning
North
South
East
West

Polecat Gulch Reserve / R6 (Ada County – Medium Density Residential)
Single Family Residential / A-1 (Open Land Low Density) and R-2 (Medium
Density Residential)
Polecat Gulch Reserve / R6
Polecat Gulch Reserve and Single Family Residential/ RP (Ada County – Rural
Preservation) and R-1A

PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 | Planning & Zoning Commission
February 4, 2019 | Page 2 of 16

3. Project Proposal

8/
8a/8b

Structure(s) Design
Number and Proposed Use of Buildings
10 detached single family homes.
Number of Stories / Building Height
Three / 35’ maximum
Amenities
(1) publicly accessible trail to the Polecat Gulch Reserve and (2) drought tolerant
landscaping and energy efficient design.

Setbacks (Perimeter)
All homes within the development front on the proposed private street. As such, there
are no front yard areas and various rear yard areas throughout the development, in terms
of perimeter setbacks. Internal to the development, the applicant is proposing to make
use of standard R-1C (Single Family Residential) setbacks.
Required
Proposed
Building
Parking
Building
Parking
Front (none)
15’
20’
N/A
N/A
Side (west)
10’
10’
10’
10’+
Side (east)
10’
20’
15’
20’+
Rear (various)
30’
30’
15’*
15’*
* Subject of the variance request, which is limited to the lots adjacent or nearest to
Collister Drive.
Yard

Parking
Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest parking will be
provided on driveway aprons, which will measure 20’ in length from back of sidewalk.

4. Development Code (Boise City Code Title 11)
Section
11-03-04.4
11-03.04.7
11-03.04.14
11-03.04.17
11-04-03.1
11-07-03
11-07-06.05
11-09

Description
Specific Procedures: Subdivision Plat
Specific Procedures: Planned Unit Developments
Specific Procedures: Variance
Specific Procedures: Hillside Development Permit
General Purpose of Residential Districts
Off-Street Parking and Loading Standards
Planned Unit Development Standards
Subdivision Standards
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5. Comprehensive Plan (Blueprint Boise)
Chapter
Chapter 2 - Citywide Vision and Policies

Chapter 4 - Planning Area Policies: Foothills
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Goals, Objectives & Policies
Principle NAC3.2
Principle FH-C3.1
Principle FH-C3.2
Principle FH-CCN1.3
Principle FH-CCN2.1
Principle FH-CCN3.1
Principle FH-CCN3.2

6. Transportation Data
This development is estimated to generate 94 additional vehicle trips per day (9 existing),
with 10 additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). Acceptable level of service for a
two-lane collector (Collister Drive) is “D” (425 VPH).
PM Peak
Roadway
Frontage Functional Classification
LOS
Traffic Count
Collister Drive
590’
Collector
124
Better than “D”

7. Analysis
The applicant is requesting a conditional use permit
for a planned residential development comprised
of 10 detached single family homes on 6.07 acres in
a R-1A (Single Family Residential) zone located at
5357 N. Collister Drive. Also included are variances
for retaining walls in the front and rear setbacks, and
a reduction to rear setbacks from 30’ to a maximum
of 15’ along the eastern boundary of the
development, as well as a hillside development
permit for the grading associated with a preliminary
plat comprised of 10 buildable and 3 common lots
(Figure 1).
Located on the north side of Collister Drive,
approximately 1,000’ from the Hill Road intersection,
the subject property is surrounded by detached
single-family homes and the Polecat Gulch Reserve.
Buildable lots for the proposed development range
from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in size and will take
access from the private street, Polecat Lofts Lane.
The design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding pattern of development, which consists
of buildable lots ranging from 8,000 to 20,000 square
feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or
exceeded to adjacent single-family homes.

Figure 1
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Planned Unit Development
Based on reduced lot sizes, widths, and setbacks internal to the development a planned
unit development is required in conjunction with the subdivision. Per the requirements for
developments of this size, two amenities have been provided. These include the publicly
accessible trail to the Polecat Gulch Reserve and the incorporation of energy-efficient
home design and drought-tolerant landscaping throughout the development. Also
associated with this project is a request to exchange 850 square feet of City-owned land
to construct the entrance to the development in exchange for a comparable sized
portion of the subject property to construct the publicly accessible trail. In addition, more
than half (3.3 acres) of the subject property will be preserved in a non-buildable common
lot (Lot 8) where the future trail connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve will be located.
To allow for the best design of this trail, the applicant proposes to provide a blanket public
access easement over Lot 8 (Figure 2).
Figure 2

Variance
Concerning the requested variances, a 9’9” retaining wall is necessary along the western
boundary of the project for the proposed private street; all other retaining walls
throughout the development have been redesigned to meet the height requirements of
the Development Code. This retaining wall will only be visible from within the
development and will provide screening to the adjacent properties, in terms of vehicle
lights and noise. The variance to reduce the rear setback from 30’ to a maximum of 15’
along the eastern boundary of the development will not negatively impact adjacent
properties as the proposed lots in this area of the development are adjacent to either
PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 | Planning & Zoning Commission
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common areas or City owned property. As such, all homes will be setback a minimum of
20’ from Collister Drive, with most setback more than 40’.
Hillside Development Permit
In regards to the hillside development permit for this project, the development consists of
existing slopes ranging from 8% to over 50% in some areas. Essential grading for the private
street, retaining walls, the shared driveway, and various lots within the development will
be completed with the initial construction of the subdivision. More specifically,
approximately 2,650 cubic yards of cut and 409 cubic yards of fill are proposed for the
project, resulting in 2,241 cubic yards of export from the site. Individually, each buildable
lot will be required to apply for administrative hillside development permits. Public Works
has determined the land is capable of the volume and type of development proposed
as identified by the geological, hydrological, and soils engineering analysis, and does not
create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, erosion, or fire.
Furthermore, a portion of the project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any
grading of the subject property, the Planning Team has recommended a condition that
the applicant be required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance.
Connectivity
A connectivity index review was not provided because future street connections are
unlikely due to the slope and topography of the site. Furthermore, the surrounding
properties are either already developed, included in the Polecat Gulch Reserve, or lack
necessary street frontage for development.
The applicant has requested a waiver to Table 11-09.1 of the Boise City Subdivision
Ordinance. Specifically, they are requesting to only install sidewalks on portions of the
private street adjacent to homes, rather than on both sides. All other standards for private
streets have been met. In addition, ACHD has required that 5’ attached sidewalks be
constructed along Collister Drive from the entrance to the development to the Outlook
Avenue intersection. The Planning Team recommends approval of the requested waiver.
As indicated below, the Planning Team finds the applications to be consistent with the
standards for approval.

8. Approval Criteria
Conditional Use Permit (11-03-04.7.a)
The Hearing Examiner or the PZC shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Section 11-0303.4 and according to the following criteria.
i.

The location is compatible to other uses in the general neighborhood;
The proposed planned unit development is compatible with existing uses in the
neighborhood. Detached single-family homes exist to the west and south; to the
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north and east is the Polecat Gulch Reserve. The subject property is zoned R-1A
(Single Family Residential) and primarily designated “Suburban” on the Land Use
Map, which both support residential projects, such as the one proposed.
ii.

The proposed use will not place an undue burden on transportation and other public
facilities in the vicinity;
Correspondence received from commenting agencies indicate the project will not
place an undue burden on transportation or other public services. The Ada County
Highway District (ACHD) approved the project on January 18, 2019. They estimated
the project will generate 94 additional vehicle trips per day (9 existing), with 10
additional during the PM Peak Hour (1 existing). All other reviewing agencies
approved the project with standard conditions.

iii.

The site is large enough to accommodate the proposed use and all yards, open
spaces, pathways, walls, fences, parking, loading, landscaping, and such other
features as are required by this Code;
The density of the project (1.6 dwellings per acre) is under what is allowed for the R1A zone (2.1 dwellings per acre). With the requested variance, the site is large
enough to accommodate the requested use, including parking, open space, and
landscaping. In addition, all homes will be setback 20’ or more from Collister Drive.
Each single-family home will have a minimum of a two-car garage. Guest parking
will be provided on driveway aprons, measuring 20’ in length from back of sidewalk.

iv.

The proposed use, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not adversely affect
other property of the vicinity;
With the attached conditions of approval, the project will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity. The proposed design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding residential neighborhood. Buildable lots for the proposed development
range from 6,573 to 12,485 square feet in size and will take access from the private
street, Polecat Lofts Lane. The design of the project integrates well with the
surrounding pattern of development, which consists of buildable lots ranging from
8,000 to 20,000 square feet in size. Like yards will also be matched or exceeded to
adjacent single-family homes.

v.

The proposed use is in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan.
The development is in conformance with numerous principles in Blueprint Boise, the
Boise City Foothills Policy Plan, the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan, and the Ridge
to Rivers Pathway Plan.
Principle NAC3.2 encourages residential infill and redevelopment be directed to
areas identified as suitable for change within each planning area, as addressed in
Appendix C of Blueprint Boise. The majority of the site is identified as an area
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expected to undergo some infill and redevelopment. The project is compliant with
the requirements of the Foothills Planning Area section of Blueprint Boise, which
contains a number of goals and policies focused on striking a balance between
development and the natural environment, as well as the protection of existing
foothills neighborhoods. Principles FH-CCN 2.1 and FH-CCN 3.1 direct development
in the foothills to be compatible with and complimentary to adjacent uses and
neighborhoods, including density and design. The character (building types, lot
sizes, etc.) and density of the proposal is consistent with the surrounding residential
neighborhood.
Principle FH-CCN1.3 requires developers to submit detailed information regarding
wildlife habitat areas, existing slopes, geology, and soils in order to identify the
appropriate amount, type, and location of development when submitting
applications for projects in the Foothills Planning Area. The Hillside Development
application as well as the agency review process associated with this project
ensures compliance with this policy. Principle FH-CCN 3.2 promotes a clustered
layout design to persevere open space. The project design clusters 10 dwelling units
along a new private street, Polecat Lofts Lane, allowing the preservation of
approximately 3.3 acres of open space that will be accessible to the public via a
blanket easement and offer a future connection to the Polecat Gulch Reserve; the
majority of this open space will remain in its current and natural state. The inclusion
of this open space, as well as the preservation of existing trails are supported by
Principles FH-C 3.1, FH-C- 3.2, FH-CCN 3.3, and numerous objectives and
recommendations from the Interim Foothills Transportation Plan and the Ridge to
Rivers Pathway Plan.
Variance 11-03-04.14(C7b)
The Hearing Examiner or the PZC shall hold a public hearing pursuant to Section 11-0303.4 and according to the following criteria.
i.

There is either a hardship associated with the property itself or an exceptional
circumstance relating to the intended use of the property that is not generally
applicable in the district;
There are exceptional circumstances associated with the subject property. It is a
uniquely shaped lot with steep hillside areas. To meet the requirements for
emergency access, a retaining wall that exceeds the allowed height of the
Development Code is needed along the western boundary of the development for
the private street. The reduced setback requested along the eastern boundary of
the development may also be justified due to the unique layout of the proposed
lots and their adjacency to either common lots within the development or Cityowned property. The requested variances do not run counter to Blueprint Boise and
will not be materially detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare of the
neighborhood.
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Granting of the variance will not be in conflict with the Comprehensive Plan and will
not affect a change in zoning; and,
The requested variance does not run counter to any principles within Blueprint Boise.
Furthermore, the single access point and new sidewalk along Collister Drive
proposed for the development is supported by access management policies of the
Ada County Highway District and City of Boise.

iii.

Granting of the variance will not be materially detrimental to the public health,
safety, or welfare, or injurious to the property or improvements of other property
owners, or the quiet enjoyment thereof.
The public health, safety, or welfare of the surrounding neighborhood will not be
negatively impacted by this project. Correspondence received from commenting
agencies indicate the proposed use will not place an undue burden on
transportation or other public services. The proposed design of the project
integrates well with existing uses in the neighborhood.

Hillside Development (11-03-04.17 (B7))
Category III - a public hearing is required pursuant to Section 11-03-03.4 and according
to the following criteria:
i.

The proposed development is in compliance with the technical requirements of
Section 11-07-08 including those related to grading, drainage, hazardous areas,
revegetation, preservation of outstanding and unique features.
The project is in compliance with the technical requirements of the Hillside Ordinance
and the Foothills Area Development Ordinance, including those related to grading,
drainage, hazardous areas, revegetation, and preservation of outstanding and
unique features. The engineering analysis provided by the applicant and reviewed
by Boise City Public Works demonstrates the land is capable of the volume and type
of development proposed. A portion of the project is impacted by the 100-year
floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject property, the Planning Team has
recommended a condition that the applicant be required to comply with the
Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance. Comments received from other City
departments and agencies confirm the project will not create hazards related to soil
instability or fire.

ii.

The proposed development, if it complies with all conditions imposed, will not
adversely affect other property in the vicinity.
With the conditions proposed, this development will not adversely affect other
property in the vicinity. Essential grading for the private street, retaining walls, the
shared driveway, and various lots within the development will be completed with the
initial construction of the subdivision. More specifically, approximately 2,650 cubic
yards of cut and 409 cubic yards of fill are proposed for the project, resulting in 2,241
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cubic yards of export from the site. Individually, each buildable lot will be required to
apply for administrative hillside development permits. This plan is similar to previously
approved subdivisions in the City.
iii.

The land itself is capable of the volume and type of development proposed as
determined by geological, hydrological and soils engineering analysis.
Public Works review of the geotechnical information confirms the land is capable of
the volume and type of development proposed as determined by the geological,
hydrological and soils engineering analysis.

iv.

The project does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, erosion,
etc.
Correspondence received from commenting agencies confirm the project will not
create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, fire, or erosion. A portion of the
project is impacted by the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject
property, the Planning Team has recommended a condition that the applicant be
required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance. The site is also
within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) zone “A”. WUI requirements are designed
to protect foothill developments from fire hazards and the future development will
be required to comply with these standards.

v.

The proposal complies with all requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills
gulches including the requirements of Section 11-07-08 and the Floodway and
Floodplain Ordinance.
The project is located within Polecat Gulch and is in compliance with all requirements
of the Zoning Ordinance for foothills gulches. A portion of the project is impacted by
the 100-year floodplain. Prior to any grading of the subject property, the applicant
shall be required to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance.

9. Recommended Conditions of Approval
Site Specific
1.

Compliance with plans and specifications submitted to and on file in the Planning
and Development Services Department dated received November 6, 2018, the
revised site, grading, and drainage plan dated January 14, 2019, and the revised
preliminary plat dated received January 23, 2019, except as expressly modified by
the following conditions:
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a. R-1C setbacks are permitted internal to the development; for lots adjacent
or nearest to Collister Drive, a minimum15’ setback is permitted.
b. A variance to allow a 9’9” retaining wall along the western boundary of the
development for Polecat Lofts Lane is permitted. All other retaining walls
within the development shall adhere to the dimensional standards of the
Development Code.
c. Prior to any grading of the subject property, the applicant shall be required
to comply with the Floodway and Floodplain Ordinance.
3.

Subdivision
a. A note on the face of the Final Plat shall state: “The development of this property
shall be in compliance with the Boise Development Code or as specifically
approved by PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, and CFH18-00107.”
b. A note on the Final Plat shall state: “Blanket access shall be provided to the
public for Lot 8 as well as any trail system throughout the development.”
c. Polecat Gulch Lofts Subdivision is approved for 10 buildable and 3 common lots.
d. No building permit for the construction of any new structure shall be accepted
until the Final Plat has been recorded pursuant to the requirements of the B.C.C.
11-09-04.1. If a Non-Building Agreement is approved by Boise City Fire
Department, no building permits shall be submitted until a “Satisfaction of NonBuilding Agreement” is recorded.
e. The name, Polecat Gulch Lofts Subdivision, is reserved and shall not be changed
unless there is a change in ownership, at which time, the new owner(s) shall
submit their new name to the Ada County Engineer for review and reservation.
Should a change in name occur, applicant shall submit, in writing, from the Ada
County Engineer, the new name to the Department of Planning and
Development Services and re-approval by the Council of the "revised" Final Plat
shall be required. Developer and/or owner shall submit all items including fees,
as required by the Planning and Development Services Department, prior to
scheduling the "revised" Final Plat for hearing.
f.

Developer shall provide utility easements as required by the public utility
providing service (B.C.C. 11-09-03.6). f. Prior to submitting the Mylar of the Final
Plat for the City Engineer’s signature, all the conditions of approval must be
satisfied. Approvals must be provided on agency letterhead.
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g. The Mylar shall include the following endorsements or certifications: signatures of
owners or dedicators and acknowledgment, certificate of the surveyor,
certificate of the Ada County Surveyor, certificate of the Central District Health
Department, certificate of the Boise City Engineer, certificate of the Boise City
Clerk, signature of the Commissioners of the Ada County Highway District and
the Ada County Treasurer (I.C. Title 50-17). The signatures of the owners or
dedicator, certificate of the surveyor, certificate of the Central District Health
Department and acceptance of the Commissioners of the Ada County Highway
District must be executed prior to submittal of the Mylar for the City Engineer’s
signature.
h. Developer shall comply with B.C.C. 11-03-04.4 which specifies the limitation on
time for filing and obtaining certification. Certification by the Boise City Engineer
shall be made within two years from date of approval of the Final Plat by the
Boise City Council.
i.

The developer may submit a request for a time extension, including the
appropriate fee, to the Boise City Planning and Development Services
Department for processing. Boise City Council may grant time extensions for a
period not to exceed one year provided the request is filed, in writing, at least
twenty working days prior to the expiration of the first two-year period, or
expiration date established thereafter.
i. If a time extension is granted, the Boise City Council reserves the right to
modify and/or add condition(s) to the original preliminary or Final Plat to
conform with adopted policies and/or ordinance changes.
ii. The Final Plat shall be recorded with the Ada County Recorder within one year
from the date of the Boise City Engineer’s signature. If the Final Plat is not
recorded within the one-year time frame it shall be deemed null and void.

j.

Covenants, homeowners’ association by-laws or other similar deed restrictions
which provide for the use, control and maintenance of all common areas, private
streets, shared access and shared parking shall be reviewed and approved by
the Boise City Attorney. After recordation of the final plat and CC&R’s, no building
permit shall be accepted until a copy of the recorded CC&R’s have been
submitted to the Boise City Attorney.
k. Prior to the City Engineer's Certification of the Final Plat and/or prior to earth
disturbing activities, an Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC) permit must be
obtained. An ESC plan conforming to the requirements of Boise City Code is to be
submitted to the ESC Program Manager for review and approval. No grading or
earth disturbing activities may start until an approved ESC permit has been issued.
l.

An individual who has attended the Boise City Responsible Person (RP) certification
class, or has obtained Interim Certification for the RP shall be identified for this
project. A permit will not issue until such time as the name and certification number
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of the RP has been provided to Boise City. This information can be faxed to 3843867 or e-mailed to along@cityofboise.org.
m. The developer shall make arrangements to comply with all requirements of the
Boise City Fire Department and verify in one of the following ways:
i. A letter from the Boise City Fire Department stating that all conditions for
water, access, and/or other requirements have been satisfied,
OR
ii. A Non-Building Agreement has been executed and recorded with a note on
the face of the Final Plat identifying the instrument number.
NOTE: “No Parking” signs and curb painting shall be required on streets
having a width less than 36-feet, back of curb to back of curb. Contact the
Boise City Fire Department for sign placement and spacing. Developer may
either construct prior to final platting or post bond in the amount of 110% of
the estimated costs with the Boise City Planning and Development Services
Department.
n. A letter from the appropriate school district is required stating, "The Developer has
made arrangements to comply with all requirements of the School District." A letter
of acceptance for water service from the utility is required (B.C.C. 11-09-04.3).
o. Developer shall provide a letter from the United States Postal Service stating, "The
Developer and/or Owner has received approval for location of mailboxes by the
United States Postal Service."
Contact:
Dan Frasier, Postmaster
770 S. 13th St.
Boise, ID 83708-0100
Phone No. (208) 433-4341
FAX No. (208) 433-4400
p. Correct street names as approved by the Ada County Street Name Committee
shall be placed on the plat per the requirements of Boise City Code.

Agency Requirements
4.

Comply with requirements of the Ada County Highway District (ACHD) as outlined
in their January 18, 2019 approval.

5.

Comply with the requirements of the Boise Fire Department as outlined in comments
dated December 6, 2018.
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The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Boise City Public Works
Department (BCPW):
a.
b.
c.
d.

Hillside per comments dated January 27, 2019
Sewer and Irrigation per comments dated November 6, 2018
Solid Waste per comments dated November 8, 2018
Street Lights per comments dated November 7, 2018

Contact BCPW at 208-608-7150 for specific comments or questions. All requirements
of the BCPW shall be completed or bonded for prior to submittal of the Final Plat for
the signature of the Boise City Engineer.
7.

Comply with requirements of Central District Health Department as outlined in
comments dated November 16, 2018.

8.

Comply with the requirements of the Boise School District as outlined in comments
dated December 19, 2018.

Standard Conditions of Approval
9.

This approval does not exempt the applicant from compliance with all local, state,
and federal regulations where applicable by law or judicial decision.

10.

Vision Triangles, as defined under Section 11-012-03 of the Boise City Code, shall
remain clear of sight obstructions.

11.

All landscaping areas shall be provided with an underground irrigation system.
Landscaping shall be maintained according to current accepted industry
standards to promote good plant health, and any dead or diseased plants shall be
replaced. All landscape areas with shrubs shall have approved mulch such as bark
or soil aid.

12.

Swales/retention/detention areas shall not be located along the streets, unless it
can be shown that landscaped berms/shrubs will screen the swales.

13.

In compliance with Boise City Code, anyone planting, pruning, removing or
trenching/excavating near any tree(s) on ACHD or State right-of-ways must obtain
a permit from Boise City Community Forestry at least one (1) week in advance of
such work by calling 208-608-7700. Species shall be selected from the Boise City Tree
Selection Guide.

14.

Deciduous trees shall be not less than 2" to 2 1/2" inch caliper size at the time of
planting, evergreen trees 5' to 6' in height, and shrubs 1 to 5 gallons, as approved
by staff. All plants are to conform to the American Association of Nurseryman
Standards in terms of size and quality.
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15.

Any outside lighting shall be reflected away from adjacent property and streets. The
illumination level of all light fixtures shall not exceed two (2) footcandles as
measured one (1) foot above the ground at property lines shared with residentially
zoned or used parcels.

16.

No change in the terms and conditions of this approval shall be valid unless in writing
and signed by the applicant or his authorized representative and an authorized
representative of Boise City. The burden shall be upon the applicant to obtain the
written confirmation of any change and not upon Boise City.

17.

An Occupancy Permit will not be issued by the Planning and Development Services
Department until all of these conditions have been met. In the event a condition(s)
cannot be met by the desired date of occupancy, the Planning Director will
determine whether the condition(s) is bondable or should be completed, and if
determined to be bondable, a bond or other surety acceptable to Boise City will
be required in the amount of 110% of the value of the condition(s) that is
incomplete.

18.

Any change by the applicant in the planned use of the property, which is the
subject of this application, shall require the applicant to comply with all rules,
regulations, ordinances, plans, or other regulatory and legal restrictions in force at
the time the applicant, or successors of interest, advise Boise City of intent to change
the planned use of the property described herein, unless a variance in said
requirements or other legal relief is granted pursuant to the law in effect at the time
the change in use is sought.

19.

Failure to abide by any condition of this approval shall be grounds for revocation by
the Boise City Planning and Zoning Commission.

20.

The planned unit development and variance shall be valid for a period not to
exceed 24 months from the date of approval by the Planning and Zoning
Commission. The hillside development permit shall be valid for a period not to
exceed 36 months from the date of approval by the Planning and Zoning
Commission. Within this period, the holder of the permit must acquire construction
permits and commence placement of permanent footings and structures on or in
the ground.

21.

Prior to the expiration of this approval, the Commission may, upon written request
by the holder, grant a two-year time extension. A maximum of two (2) extensions
may be granted.

22.

To reduce the noise impact of construction on nearby residential properties, all
exterior construction activities shall be limited to the hours between 7:00 a.m. and
7:00 p.m. Monday through Friday and 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. for Saturday and
Sunday. Low noise impact activities such as surveying, layout and weather
protection may be performed at any time. After each floor of the structure or
PUD18-00044, CVA18-00074, CFH18-00107 & SUB18-00058 | Planning & Zoning Commission
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building is enclosed with exterior walls and windows, interior construction of the
enclosed floors can be performed at any time.
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Rebecca W. Arnold, President
Mary May, 1st Vice-President
Sara M. Baker, 2nd Vice-President
Jim D. Hansen, Commissioner
Kent Goldthorpe, Commissioner

January 18, 2019
To:

JLJ, Inc.
James Jewett
8640 W Atwater Drive
Garden City, ID 83714

Subject:

Polecat Gulch/ BPP18-0037/ PUD18-00044
5357 N Collister Drive
Planned Unit Development consisting of a 10-lot single-family development

In response to your request for comment, the Ada County Highway District has reviewed the
submitted application and site plan for the item referenced above. It has been determined that
ACHD has site specific conditions of approval for this application.

A. Findings of Fact
1. Collister Drive
a. Policy
Collector Street Policy: District policy 7206.2.1 states that the developer is
responsible for improving all collector frontages adjacent to the site or internal to
the development as required below, regardless of whether access is taken to all of
the adjacent streets.
Master Street Map and Typologies Policy: District policy 7206.5 states that if
the collector street is designated with a typology on the Master Street Map, that
typology shall be considered for the required street improvements. If there is no
typology listed in the Master Street Map, then standard street sections shall serve
as the default.
Street Section and Right-of-Way Policy: District policy 7206.5.2 states that the
standard right-of-way width for collector streets shall typically be 50 to 70-feet,
depending on the location and width of the sidewalk and the location and use of
the roadway. The right-of-way width may be reduced, with District approval, if the
sidewalk is located within an easement; in which case the District will require a
minimum right-of-way width that extends 2-feet behind the back-of-curb on each
side.
The standard street section shall be 46-feet (back-of-curb to back-of-curb). This
width typically accommodates a single travel lane in each direction, a continuous
center left-turn lane, and bike lanes.
Residential Collector Policy: District policy 7206.5.2 states that the standard
street section for a collector in a residential area shall be 36-feet (back-of-curb to
back-of-curb). The District will consider a 33-foot or 29-foot street section with
written fire department approval and taking into consideration the needs of the
adjacent land use, the projected volumes, the need for bicycle lanes, and on-street
parking.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Sidewalk Policy: District policy 7206.5.6 requires a concrete sidewalks at least 5feet wide to be constructed on both sides of all collector streets. A parkway strip at
least 6-feet wide between the back-of-curb and street edge of the sidewalk is
required to provide increased safety and protection of pedestrians. Consult the
District’s planter width policy if trees are to be placed within the parkway strip.
Sidewalks constructed next to the back-of-curb shall be a minimum of 7-feet wide.
Detached sidewalks are encouraged and should be parallel to the adjacent
roadway. Meandering sidewalks are discouraged.
A permanent right-of-way easement shall be provided if public sidewalks are placed
outside of the dedicated right-of-way. The easement shall encompass the entire
area between the right-of-way line and 2-feet behind the back edge of the sidewalk.
Sidewalks shall either be located wholly within the public right-of-way or wholly
within an easement.
Minor Improvements Policy: District Policy 7203.3 states that minor
improvements to existing streets adjacent to a proposed development may be
required. These improvements are to correct deficiencies or replace deteriorated
facilities. Included are sidewalk construction or replacement; curb and gutter
construction or replacement; replacement of unused driveways with curb, gutter
and sidewalk; installation or reconstruction of pedestrian ramps; pavement repairs;
signs; traffic control devices; and other similar items.
b. Staff Comments/Recommendations: Collister Drive is improved with 2-travel
lanes, 32-feet of pavement, vertical curb and gutter on the north side and vertical
curb, gutter, and sidewalk along the south side from the Outlook Avenue/Collister
Drive intersection north/ northeast to where Collister Drive currently terminates in
a temporary turnaround (approximately 0.77-miles). There is also a plan with Boise
City Parks to relocate a new trailhead within the vicinity of this site. Therefore, staff
recommends that the applicant be required to construct a 7-foot wide attached
sidewalk (5-foot wide detached) along Collister Drive abutting the site by tying into
existing improvements at the Outlook Avenue/Collister Drive intersection then
north/northeast to the proposed driveway and extending to the newly relocated
trailhead. The applicant should be required to provide a permanent right-of-way
easement to 2-feet behind back of sidewalk for any public sidewalk placed outside
of the dedicated right-of-way. Staff is not recommending extending the sidewalk
further north of the trailhead because of the existing slope conditions.
Consistent with District Minor Improvements policy, the applicant should be
required to repair or replace any damaged improvements along Collister Drive
abutting the site.

Collister Drive from Hill Road to Quail Ridge Drive was overlaid in 2018 and is listed
on the no-cut moratorium. Any pavement cuts to Collister Drive will have to be
approved by the ACHD pavement cut committee.
2. Driveways
a. Policy
Access Policy: District Policy 7205.4.1 states that all access points associated
with development applications shall be determined in accordance with the policies
in this section and Section 7202. Access points shall be reviewed only for a
development application that is being considered by the lead land use agency.
Approved access points may be relocated and/or restricted in the future if the land
use intensifies, changes, or the property redevelops.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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District Policy 7206.1 states that the primary function of a collector is to intercept
traffic from the local street system and carry that traffic to the nearest arterial. A
secondary function is to service adjacent property. Access will be limited or
controlled. Collectors may also be designated at bicycle and bus routes.

Driveway Location Policy: District policy 7206.4.4 requires driveways located on
collector roadways near a STOP controlled intersection to be located outside of the
area of influence; OR a minimum of 150-feet from the intersection, whichever is
greater. Dimensions shall be measured from the centerline of the intersection to
the centerline of the driveway.
Successive Driveways: District policy 7206.4.5 Table 1, requires driveways
located on collector roadways with a speed limit of 25 MPH and daily traffic volumes
greater than 100 VTD to align or offset a minimum of 245-feet from any existing or
proposed driveway.
Driveway Width Policy: District policy 7206.4.6 restricts high-volume driveways
(100 VTD or more) to a maximum width of 36-feet and low-volume driveways (less
than 100 VTD) to a maximum width of 30-feet. Curb return type driveways with 30foot radii will be required for high-volume driveways with 100 VTD or more. Curb
return type driveways with 15-foot radii will be required for low-volume driveways
with less than 100 VTD.
Driveway Paving Policy: Graveled driveways abutting public streets create
maintenance problems due to gravel being tracked onto the roadway. In
accordance with District policy, 7206.4.6, the applicant should be required to pave
the driveway its full width and at least 30-feet into the site beyond the edge of
pavement of the roadway and install pavement tapers in accordance with Table 2
under District Policy 7206.4.6.
b. Applicant’s Proposal: The applicant is proposing to construct a new 32-foot wide
private road access onto Collister Drive from the site located approximately 248feet south of Quail Ridge Drive.
c. Staff Comments/Recommendations: The applicant should be required to
construct a new maximum 30-foot wide curb return type private road access onto
Collister Drive from the site, located approximately 248-feet south of Quail Ridge
Drive.

B. Site Specific Conditions of Approval

1. Construct a 7-foot wide attached sidewalk (5-foot wide detached) along Collister Drive
abutting the site by tying into existing improvements at the Outlook Avenue/Collister Drive
intersection then north/northeast to the proposed driveway and extending to the newly
relocated trailhead.
2. Provide a permanent right-of-way easement to 2-feet behind back of sidewalk for any
public sidewalk placed outside of the dedicated right-of-way.
3. Repair or replace any deficient or deteriorated vertical curb and gutter along Collister Drive
abutting the site.
4. Construct a new maximum 30-foot wide curb return type private road access onto Collister
Drive from the site, located approximately 248-feet south of Quail Ridge Drive.
5. Other than the access approved, direct lot access is prohibited to Collister Drive and should
be noted on the final plat.
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6. A Traffic Impact Fee will be assessed by ACHD and will be due prior to issuance of a
building permit. Please contact the ACHD Planner (see below) for information regarding
impact fees.
7. Plans shall be submitted to the ACHD Development Services Department for plans
acceptance, and impact fee assessment (if an assessment is applicable).
8. Comply with the Standard Conditions of Approval as noted below.

C. Traffic Information
Trip Generation
This development is estimated to generate 94 additional vehicle trips per day (9 existing); and
10 additional vehicle trips per hour in the PM peak hour (1 existing), based on the Institute of
Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 10th edition.
Condition of Area Roadways: Traffic Count is based on Vehicles per hour (VPH)
Roadway

Frontage

Functional
Classification

Collister Drive

590-feet

Collector

PM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Traffic Count Level of Service
124

Better than “D”

* Acceptable level of service for a two-lane collector is “D” (425 VPH).
Average Daily Traffic Count (VDT): Average daily traffic counts are based on ACHD’s most current
traffic counts

•

The average daily traffic count for Collister Drive north of Hill Road was 2,306 on
03/23/2017.

D. Attachments
1.
2.
3.
4.

Vicinity Map
Site Plan
Standard Conditions of Approval
Appeal Guidelines

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (208) 387-6171.
Sincerely,

Stacey Yarrington
Planner III
Development Services
cc:

Project File
City of Boise
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CITY OF BOISE
INTER-DEPARTMENT
CORRESPONDENCE
Date:

January 27, 2019

To:

Leon Letson
Planning and Development Services

From:

Melissa Jannusch, E.I.T.
Public Works Engineering – Hillside Review

Subject:

Polecat Gulch Subdivision
5357 N Collister Dr.
PWE 884 | CFH18-00107 | SUB18-00058

Summary
The proposed development is comprised of 9 new single-family-home lots, 1 existing
home (that is to remain), 1 open space lot, 1 private road, 1 common lot (containing
the subdivision’s private drainage), and a walking trail. The approximately 6-acre site is
bordered on the northwest by privately owned currently vacant land, the southeast by
Outlook Heights Subdivision, the north and east by Polecat Gulch Reserve (owned by
City of Boise Parks & Recreation). A 0.2-acre area in the southern portion of the property
is in the floodplain. Development in this area will need to comply with Boise Floodplain
Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). The floodplain boundary will need to be depicted on the
preliminary and final plats.
A private road is proposed to access the site via N. Collister Drive. The private road
traverses the site (at a 10% grade) with two 90 degree turns ending in a hammerhead
fire turnaround. Several retaining walls are proposed ranging from 3 to just under 10
feet in height. At the second 90-degree turn (to accommodate the private road at 10%
and allow the existing house to remain) an approximatly10-foot wall is proposed. The
exposed face of the wall will be facing within the new subdivision to minimize visual
impacts to the existing Outlook Subdivision. There will be an approximately 6-foot wall
bordering lot 6 and the walking path. Two 3-foot terraced retaining walls are proposed
along the north end of the hammerhead fire turnaround. Based on the preliminary
grading plans an excess of 2,241 cubic yards of material would need to be removed
from the site. This equals approximately 112 truck with trailer trips. A series of seepage
beds located at the low end of the site are proposed to contain the post-development
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drainage for the 100-year storm event. Run-on flows will be collected in a lined pond
that overflows to the ACHD stormwater system in Collister Drive. No copy of the
agreement with ACHD has been submitted to the City to date and will be required prior
to the approval of any permits.
Soils are typical for the geologic area and are comprised of mostly sand, silt, and silty
sand. Collapsible soils are expected to be found onsite. No testing of the collapsible soil
potential, severity, or depth was provided to the City for the preliminary review.
Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted for the final geotechnical
engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered during the final investigation,
recommendations for remediation of the collapsible soils will be required to be
provided in the final report. Development on collapsible soils is permissible (per B.C.C
11-07-08 4) if the project engineer can demonstrate satisfactorily that the site limitation
can be overcome. Per Material Testing and Inspection’s City Review Comments Letter
dated January 25, 2019, “remediation options may include partial or complete removal
of the collapsible soils depending on the severity of the collapse potential and depth of
collapsible soils.” The letter concluded that the site is suitable for the proposed
development based on the preliminary grading plans.
Based on the preliminary engineering reports supplied to the city for review, the land is
capable of the volume and type of development proposed. The proposed
development does not create a potential hazard of flooding, soil instability, erosion, or
fire if the recommendations of the proposed reports are adhered to. Finally, the
proposed development is in general compliance with the technical requirements of the
Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance including those related to grading,
drainage, hazardous areas, revegetation, and preservation of outstanding and unique
features.
All residential lots will need to comply with the City’s Hillside and Foothills Development
Standards (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-07-09) and all requirements in the Public Works
Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual.
Preliminary Grading Plan Review
The existing grade of the site slopes up from Collister Dr. to the north. The existing slopes
range from 8% to over 50% in some areas. Essential grading (the private road, some lots,
the shared driveway, and retaining walls) is proposed to be completed during
subdivision development. Approximately 2,650 cubic yards of cut and 409 cubic yards
of fill totaling 2,241 cubic yards of export is proposed. This would require approximately
112 truck with trailer trips from the site.
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Focus Engineering provided preliminary grading and drainage plans (dated January 24,
2019) for review. The proposed private road will take access from N. Collister Drive. The
private road runs east, west for the first 150ft at a 2-4.8% grade. Approximately 7 feet of
cut is proposed along the street centerline. A 3-foot tall retaining wall is proposed along
the northern side of the private road and runs for approximately 100 feet. The private
road then turns to run north, south for 250ft at a 10% grade. Under one foot of fill is
proposed along the private road centerline in this section. The private road then makes
a 90 degree turn to run east, west at an 8.4% grade. There is a 4-foot retaining wall
proposed along the eastern edge of the private road. At the 90-degree corner on the
west side of the private road, a retaining wall is proposed to allow the existing home to
remain at its fixed elevation while maintaining the private road at a 10% grade per fire
requirements. The exposed face of the wall will face inwards towards the new
subdivision to minimize the visual impacts to the existing subdivision. The wall ranges
from 3 feet along the existing Outlook Subdivision property line, to approximately 10
feet at the corner, to 7 feet running east, west along lot 12’s property line and tapering
down to 4 feet near the end of the wall. Up to 6.5 feet of cut is proposed for this section
of private road. The private road then curves into a hammerhead fire turnaround with
a 2% grade. The private road in this area follows the existing grade closely. Two, 3-foothigh terraced retaining walls running for 130 feet, are proposed along the northern
edge of the hammerhead fire turnaround. A private driveway (at a 12.7% grade) takes
access on the west side of the fire turnaround to provide access to lots 9, 10, and 11.
The walking path trail is proposed to cross the shared driveway. Submittal of cross
access easement agreements to the planning department will be required prior to
issuance of any permits. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be
required to obtain a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services
Department. All retaining walls will require structural engineering.
Lots one and two are at the southern end of the development. The existing grade is
approximately 10 percent. Grading work for these lots will be done during individual lot
development. The floodplain zone runs approximately 29 feet into lot 1. Lot 3 is reserved
for the private drainage system and a portion of the lot is in the floodplain zone. These
lots will need to comply with Boise Floodplain Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). Lots 4 and 5
have an existing grade of approximately 14 percent. Grading on these lots will be done
to accommodate the private road. The setback along the shared property line of lots 4
and 5 will require a minimum 10-foot side yard setback to allow room for side yard
swales or other drainage. Lot 4’s property line should align with the top elevation of the
slope between lots 4 and 5 so lot 4 can keep its drainage onsite. Lot 6 is proposed as a
stepped lot to facilitate a daylight basement style home. The step in the lot matches
the existing topography of lot 7. A retaining wall is proposed along the western property
line of lot 6 which will be a max of 6 feet in height. The walking path is to the west of the
wall. Lot 8 is proposed as open space and will have some grading to accommodate
the hammerhead turnaround. Lots 9, 10, and 11 have existing grades ranging from
approximately 17-38 percent. Lot grading for these homes will be left to individual lot
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development. The existing home is located on lot 12 and is proposed to remain. The
grade on this lot will remain mostly unchanged with some small adjustments. The
existing retaining walls are shown intersecting with the proposed retaining wall running
along lot 12’s southern property line. Significant grading and retaining walls are required
on all parts of the site to accommodate the subdivision.
The final grading and drainage plan will need to provide the following, along with
satisfying all requirements in the Public Works Hillside Technical Report Requirements
Manual:
1. A minimum 10-foot side yard setback will be required along the shared
property line of lots 4 and 5 to allow each lot to contain its own drainage
onsite.
2. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be required to
obtain a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services
Department. All retaining walls will require structural engineering.
3. Submittal of cross access easement agreements to the planning department
for the shared driveway will be required prior to issuance of any permits.
4. Provide cross sections of typical pad showing tier between pads, berm at the
top of the tier and location of property line.
5. The professional who prepares the geotechnical report shall supply
documentation stating that the grading plan conforms with the
recommendations in the geotechnical report.
6. A revegetation plan and report shall be completed by an Idaho-registered
professional competent to practice in the subject matter that addresses all
requirement listed under Revegetation Plan Report Letter B in the Hillside
Development Requirements for Technical Reports will be required to be
submitted and approved by the City’s revegetation specialist prior to
approval of the final design documents.
7. A detail sheet showing all details necessary for grading and drainage related
work.
a. Provide cross sections of retaining walls and detail how all parts of the
wall including footing, grading, and drainage will remain on the
subject property.
Preliminary Hydrology Report Review
The preliminary hydrology report (by Focus Engineering dated January 11, 2019)
contains a description of the project, discussion of the current and proposed hydrology
of the site, and a discussion of the proposed stormwater infrastructure. The site slopes
down at approximately 12-15% grade towards Collister Drive. A drainage area of
approximately 21 acres is located above the site. A stormwater pond is proposed to
pass through predevelopment run on flows. The pond is located at a higher elevation

Page 4 of 12

8/
8a/8b
than the proposed homes and will require an impervious liner. The geotechnical
engineer will need to provide recommendations for the impervious liner. The pond will
be required to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design Manual. An access to the
pond for maintenance will need to be provided. The proposed pond has an overflow
that is connected directly to the ACHD’s stormwater system in Collister Dr. to pass the
predevelopment run on flows. A copy of the agreement allowing the connection has
not been provided to the City and will be required prior to the issuance of any permits.
The development will be required to retain their stormwater onsite. The development
proposes infiltrating stormwater runoff in a series of seepage beds located at the low,
southern end of the site. The preliminary sizing calculations show that the beds will be
able to accommodate the 100-year storm event. Percolation testing will be required to
determine a design infiltration rate. No increase in stormwater runoff flows will be
permitted. The report concludes, “the proposed private street and subdivision
construction are suitable for this site’s soils conditions, location and topography where
the above recommendations are followed.”
1. A full discussion of pre-development and post-development peak runoff rates
and volumes. Supporting documentation in the form of calculations, computer
program input and output data, and drainage maps of the project drainage
basin will be included.
2. A pre-and post- development hydrograph showing that the post development
peak flow rate is no greater than the pre-development peak flow rate for the
100-year storm event.
3. Obtain recommendations from the geotechnical engineer for the impervious
pond liner.
4. Drainage infrastructure will need to comply with the City’s Stormwater Design
Manual.
5. Provide an access to the pond for maintenance.
6. Provide a copy of the ACHD agreement to allow the pre-development flow to
pass through the proposed pond and to overflow directly into the ACHD system
in Collister Drive.
Preliminary Geology/Geotechnical Engineering Report Review
The preliminary geology/geotechnical engineering report (by Materials Testing and
inspection dated August 7, 2018) provided by the engineer and geologist contains a
site description for the project, literature search/references, field reconnaissance,
subsurface exploration, preliminary hazard assessment, multiple exploratory locations,
recommendations for future investigation, and proposed areas of further study.
Seven exploratory test pits were dug in the area proposed for development on the site.
The soils encountered were consistent with the area’s geologic profile of Sand and
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Mudstone of Stream and Lake Sediments. Sand, silt, and silty sand was common
throughout the top layer of the soil profile. In some test pits, the top layer of soil also
contained organics and fill materials to about a foot below ground surface. Under lying
the top layer, in some tests pits, was a silt layer. Groundwater was not encountered in
any test pits.
This area is considered an alluvial fan as it has intermittent stream flow. Soils in these
areas often do not fully consolidate and have a loose honeycomb structure. When they
get wet they are prone to settlement. The preliminary report notes that collapsible soils
are expected to be found onsite. No testing of the collapsible soil potential, severity, or
depth was provided to the City for the preliminary review. Additional subsurface
exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential laboratory testing will be
required to be conducted for the final geotechnical engineering report. If collapsible
soils are encountered during the final investigation, recommendations for remediation
of the collapsible soils will be required to be provided in the final report. Development
on collapsible soils is permissible (per B.C.C 11-07-08 4) if the project engineer can
demonstrate satisfactorily that the site limitation can be overcome. Per Material Testing
and Inspection’s City Review Comments Letter dated January 25, 2019, “remediation
options may include partial or complete removal of the collapsible soils depending on
the severity of the collapse potential and depth of collapsible soils.” The letter
concluded that the site is suitable for the proposed development based on preliminary
grading plans.
A Third Party Geotechnical and Geological Engineering firm may be utilized to review
and comment on the final report. No grading or building permits will be issued until all
technical documents have satisfied the intent of the Hillside Ordinance.
The final geology/geotechnical engineering report will need to provide the following,
along with satisfying all requirements in the Public Works Hillside Technical Report
Requirements Manual:
1. Before submitting the final report, the applicant should be fully aware of the
proposed design of the development, including proposed cuts, fills, and
anticipated use.
2. The professional who prepares the geotechnical report shall supply
documentation stating that the grading plan conforms to the recommendations
in the geotechnical report.
3. The final geology/geotechnical engineering report will need to provide a slope
stability analysis based on the final grading and drainage plans. Slope stability
(include factor of safety) for any proposed engineered slopes including site
specific specifications.
4. Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted for the final geotechnical
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engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered during the final
investigation, recommendations for remediation of the collapsible soils will be
required to be provided in the final report.
5. Recommendations for an impervious pond liner from the geotechnical engineer
will be required and any relevant recommendations for the pond area.
6. Geologic map - prepared at a scale not smaller than 1" to 100' unless otherwise
stipulated or agreed upon, but always at the same scale as the subdivision plat.
The geologic map shall have an attached overlay showing the proposed
development. Interpretations of subsurface conditions shall be illustrated in one
or more structure cross-sections. The geologic map should include the items listed
in the City of Boise Hillside Development Requirements for Technical reports
under Final Geotechnical Report Section A in detail.
7. Geologic description shall contain a brief but complete description of all
geologic materials and structural features recognized or inferred. State where
interpretations are made based on direct observations. The geologic description
shall address items listed in the City of Boise Hillside Development Requirements
for Technical reports under Final Geotechnical Report Section B in detail.
Preliminary Plat Review
Place the following note on the face of the Final Plat: “Individual lot development shall
comply with the Boise City Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance (B.C.C.
11-07-08 through 11-07-09), International Building Code Chapter 18 and Appendix J as
modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02 and the conditions of approval for CFH1800107
The floodplain boundary will need to be depicted on the preliminary and final plats.
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Public Works Recommended Conditions of Approval
The final plans and reports will need to provide the above-mentioned items, along with
satisfying all requirements in the Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual Boise
City Hillside and Foothills Areas Development Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-0709). Once the above-mentioned items are addressed, the technical requirements are
met, and the final plans are approved by Public Works, a grading permit can be issued
with the following conditions of approval.
1. Prior to final plat signature by the City Engineer or issuing grading/building permits
the developer shall submit final reports and drawings in accordance with the
requirements of the City’s Hillside and Foothills Development Standards (B.C.C. 1107-08 through 11-07-09) and Hillside Technical Report Requirements Manual.
2. All site work shall comply with the Boise City Hillside and Foothills Areas
Development Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-07-08 through 11-07-09), International Building
Code Chapter 18 and Appendix J as modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02.
3. A portion of the property is in the floodplain zone. Development in this area shall
comply with Boise Floodplain Ordinance (B.C.C. 11-08). The floodplain boundary is
to be depicted on the preliminary and final plats.
4. A copy of the agreement allowing the connection of the stormwater pond
overflow to the ACHD system in Collister Dr. will be required prior to the issuance of
any permits.
5. Additional subsurface exploration on the project site and soil collapse potential
laboratory testing will be required to be conducted by the geotechnical engineer
for the final geotechnical engineering report. If collapsible soils are encountered
during the final investigation, recommendations for remediation of the collapsible
soils will be required to be provided by the geotechnical engineer in the final
geotechnical engineering report.
6. Submittal of cross access easement agreements to the planning department for
the shared driveway will be required prior to issuance of any permits.
7. Prior to construction of any retaining walls the applicant will be required to obtain
a building permit from Boise City Planning and Development Services Department.
8. A minimum 10-foot side yard setback will be required along the shared property
line of lots 4 and 5 to allow each lot to contain its own drainage onsite.
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9. All bonding for grading, erosion protection, revegetation and related work,
including an agreement to perform work under this permit, shall be submitted to
and accepted by Boise City prior to the issuance of a grading permit. In the event
of default and/or failure to complete the project and to perform the conditions
stipulated herein, the developer/landowner hereby grants to Boise City and their
agents the right of access to the property to do the work as necessary to
complete the improvements and/or restore drainage and aesthetics of the site.
10. Prior to the start of earthwork construction, the project engineer shall hold a
preconstruction meeting. Authorized representatives from the project engineer,
the contractor, the developer, the geotechnical engineer and Boise City shall
attend this meeting. This meeting will outline all construction activities, erosion and
sediment control techniques, geotechnical engineering testing, report submittal
requirements, etc.
11. Any changes to the Grading, Drainage, or Revegetation plan shall be forwarded to
the Public Works Department in writing for review and approval prior to
commencing with actual construction.
12. All earthwork must be done in compliance with the recommendations contained
in the approved Final Geotechnical Engineering Evaluation and Engineering
Geology Evaluation and under the direct supervision of the geotechnical
engineer. Inspection and testing of earthwork is to be provided by a soils
engineer/testing laboratory. Embankment compaction test data and daily logs of
construction activities shall be submitted to Public Works by the Project Engineer
on a weekly basis.
13. Unforeseen or difficult soil conditions may be encountered during earthwork
activities. If soil conditions, weather conditions, or other situations alter work
activities or potentially impact satisfactory completion of work; the City shall be
immediately notified. The geotechnical engineer shall respond to these conditions
in a manner acceptable to the City. If these conditions are not appropriately
dealt with, a work stoppage will be imposed on the project until satisfactory
resolution of these problems can be achieved.
14. The Contractor and/or Developer to whom this permit is issued, shall be responsible
for maintaining the project site in a safe, environmentally stable condition. If the
Project Engineer is notified of unacceptable conditions at the project site,
including but not limited to, excessive dust generation, excessive erosion of soil
materials from the site and deposition of these materials on adjoining properties,
and the permittee does not respond to and resolve these matters, then the City of
Boise reserves the right to direct and have said unacceptable conditions
corrected by a contractor of its choice. The cost of said work will be paid for by
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the Developer or Contractor as appropriate. In the event the Developer will not
pay for work performed, the City will demand payment from the grading bond
held for this grading work.
15. The Owner/Contractor must provide for temporary erosion protection of all
disturbed slopes on an as required basis until the project is successfully
revegetated. The intent of this condition is to minimize erosion to this project and
to prevent the transport of eroded materials outside the boundary of this project.
The Owner/Contractor shall have onsite or readily available sandbags, sediment
fence or other materials deemed necessary by the Project Engineer for
emergency response to drainage, erosion or sedimentation problems.
16. If excess waste materials or excavated materials are to be removed from the site,
positive measures shall be taken to prevent soil and other debris from being
deposited on existing streets. Any offsite disposal of excess cut material must be
approved in advance by Boise Public Works. The permitee shall also repair any
damage the work causes to existing public and/or private property.
17. Stripping and topsoil removal shall not be done on an area until just prior to cutting
or filling in the area.
18. The permittee shall apply water or other dust palliative to control dust when
necessary.
19. All slopes and disturbed area shall be protected in accordance to an approved
erosion control plan & revegetated in accordance to the approved revegetation
plan and report.
20. If blasting is required, it shall be done in compliance with a blasting permit
obtained from the Boise City Fire Department.
21. No operation of heavy equipment shall occur prior to 7:00 a.m. or later than 7:00
p.m., Monday through Saturday. Upon request, work may be permitted outside of
these hours on limited basis provided that there is not excessive disturbance to
adjacent property owners from noise and/or lights.
22. Any correspondence and communications relative to this permit shall be directed
to the Department of Public Works with copies to the Building Department.
23. Boise City shall be reimbursed for review and inspection costs associated with
Hillside Ordinance Requirements.
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24. Final reports as required by International Building Code Chapter 18 and Appendix
J as modified by Boise City Code Chapter 4-02 shall be provided prior to full
release of grading performance security.
a. An as-built grading plan prepared by the registered design professional
retained to provide such services showing original ground surface
elevations, as-graded ground surface elevations, lot drainage patterns,
and the locations and elevations of surface drainage facilities and of the
outlets of subsurface drains. As-constructed locations, elevations and
details of subsurface drains shall be shown as reported by the registered
design professional. Registered design professionals shall state that to the
best of their knowledge the work within their area of responsibility was
done in accordance with the final approved grading plan.
b. A report prepared by the registered design professional retained to
provide such services, including locations and elevations of field density
tests, summaries of field and laboratory tests, other substantiating data,
and comments on any changes made during final grading and their
effect on the recommendations made in the approved soils engineering
investigation report. Registered design professionals shall submit a
statement that, to the best of their knowledge, the work within their area
of responsibilities is in accordance with the approved soils engineering
report and applicable provisions of this chapter.
c. A report prepared by the registered design professional retained to
provide such services, including a final description of the geology of the
site and any new information disclosed during the grading and the effect
of same on recommendations incorporated in the approved grading
plan. Registered design professionals shall submit a statement that, to the
best of their knowledge, the work within their area of responsibility is in
accordance with the approved engineering geology report and
applicable provisions of this chapter.
d. The grading contractor shall submit in a form prescribed by the building
official a statement of conformance with the as-built plan and the
specifications
25. Prior to final plat signature the applicant must submit two copies of all final
documents (geotechnical inspections, compaction testing, hydrology reports,
ACHD stamped approved plans, post construction reports as required by the
Hillside Development Requirements for Technical Reports Manual, etc.)
26. The landscape architect shall be required to perform the following tasks:
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a. Sample the stockpiled topsoil and make any recommendations for
necessary soil amendments before the topsoil is redistributed on the
disturbed slopes
b. After the topsoil has been applied to the slopes, the landscape architect
shall inspect and certify that the topsoil has been properly amended and
spread at the minimum thickness recommended in the revegetation
report.
c. After the hydroseed and mulch have been applied, the landscape
architect shall inspect and certify that the correct rates were applied.
d. After the first year of revegetation, the landscape architect shall write a
report on the progress and success of the revegetation. The report shall
address the need for any remedial revegetation work that may be
required. Periodic reports shall be required thereafter on an as needed
basis until the landscape architect certifies the revegetation is complete.
At this time, the revegetation bond shall be released.
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December 6, 2018
Leon Letson
PDS – Current Planning
Re: PUD18-00044; XREF SUB18-00058, and CFH18-00107
Dear Leon,
This is a request for a Subdivision consisting of 10 buildable lots and 3 common lots located
in Wildland Urban Interface Zone A.
The Boise Fire Department has reviewed and can approve the application subject to
compliance with all the following code requirements and conditions of approval. Any
deviation from this plan is subject to Fire Department approval. Please note that unless
stated otherwise, this memo represents the requirements of the International Fire Code
(IFC) as adopted and amended by Ordinance 6308.
Comments:
1. This proposed subdivision is located within Wildland-Urban Interface Zone “A” and
Compliance with Boise City Code Section 7-01-69 is required for all structures within
this subdivision. A minimum 30’ defensible space shall be provided from
undeveloped land. Details of the landscape maintenance shall be outlined in the
wildfire safety plan. Lots 6 and 7 appear to be too shallow to provide a 30’
defensible space to undeveloped land, an alternative method may be required
depending on location and size of homes on these lots.
2. A wildfire safety plan is required for this subdivision. A plan shall be submitted and
approved prior to approval of the final plat. The plan shall be based on a site-specific
wildfire risk assessment that includes considerations of project size, location,
topography, aspect, flammable vegetation, climatic conditions and fire history. The
plan shall address water supply, access, building ignition and fire-resistive factors, fire
protection systems and equipment, defensible space and vegetation management.
(BCC 7-01-69)
3. Fire hydrants, capable of producing the required fire flow, shall be located along
approved fire access roadways. Fire hydrant spacing shall meet the requirements of
IFC table C105.1.1 (IFC 507.3, IFC B105.2, IFC C105). The proposed fire hydrant at the
end of the turn-around shall be located between lot 4 and Lot 5
4. Please provide details on access to lots 9 and 10. The grading appears to create
access problems to these two lots.
General Requirement:
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Specific building construction requirements of the International Building Code,
International Fire Code and Boise City Code will apply. However, these provisions are best
addressed by a licensed Architect at time of building permit application.
Regards,
Ron L. Johnson
Division Chief – Assistant Fire Marshal
Boise Fire Department
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TO:

Planning and Development Services

FROM:

Evan Carpenter
Environmental Analyst
Public Works Department

DATE:

11/8/2018

RE:

Solid Waste Comments – PUD18-00044

City of Boise Solid Waste staff has reviewed the application for this project and has the
following comments. The following requirements for trash and/or recycling service apply
to any residential subdivision or development in the City of Boise. Solid Waste collection
vehicles utilize mechanical arms to collect 48 to 95-gallon plastic wheeled carts which
require certain space and access specifications. If the following conditions can’t be
met, commercial service or separate collection locations may be required.
A. General Requirements
i)
All streets and alleyways must be designed so that collection vehicles are
not forced to back up at any time. (Hammerhead drives may be permitted
only with prior approval from Public Works, 384-3906)
ii)
All developments utilizing residential service, including, condominiums, town
homes, and patio homes, must provide a minimum of 9 feet of curb space
per dwelling unit for the carts to be placed at the curb for collection.
iii) Cul-de-sacs must have an unobstructed 70’minimum diameter.
iv) Alleyways and service drives designated for solid waste collection shall be a
minimum of 16’ (curb to curb) with no parking permitted.
v)
Trees, street lights, wiring and other overhead obstacles shall not impede
trash or recycling collection and will be maintained to provide an 18’ high
clearance above the cart collection location(s).
vi) Designated parking areas shall not impede curbside solid waste collection;
no parking is permitted in cul-de-sacs.
vii) Developers of gated subdivisions shall provide the solid waste hauler with
access to the subdivision.
viii) “Flag lots” and lots with private or shared driveways must take their carts to
the street for collection or pay for carry-out service.
ix) Trash service will be provided on private streets only when a service
agreement is signed.
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NOTE:
This development is OK as planned.
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CITY OF BOISE
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INTER-DEPARTMENT
CORRESPONDENCE
Date: November 6, 2018
To:

Planning and Development Services

From:

Mike Sheppard, Civil Engineer
Public Works

Subject:

PUD18-00044; 5357 N. Collister Drive; Sewer Comments

Connection to central sewer is required. Sanitary sewers are available in N. Collister
Drive.
Prior to granting of final sewer construction plan approval, all requirements by Boise City
Planning and Development Services must be met.
If you have any further questions, please contact Mike Sheppard at 608-7504.
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CITY OF BOISE

INTER-DEPARTMENT
CORRESPONDENCE
Date: 7 November 2018
To:

Planning and Development Services

From:

Tom Marshall, Street Lighting Technician
Public Works

Subject:

PUD18-00044; 5357 N Collister Dr; Street Light Comments

Street lights are required. The specific location and type of facilities to be
installed will be identified in the conditions of subdivision plat approval.
Street lights are required. Provision shall be made by applicant for a
Developer, Owner, or Homeowners’ Association to operate and maintain
the street lights until annexation by the City of Boise, at which time the City of
Boise will take over ownership, operation and maintenance. Applicant shall
contact Boise City Public Works for location, plan submittal, system design
requirements and payment of fees.

New Street Light installations shall conform to the 2015 version of the Boise
Standard Revisions, Idaho Standards for Public Works Construction (ISPWC)
using approved LED fixtures listed in Attachment A to the Boise Standard
Revisions.
Developer shall not connect, or allow any subcontractor to connect any irrigation
timers, decorative lighting, entrance lighting, outlets or other electrical devices to
any street lighting circuits. Any and all irrigation timers, decorative lighting,
entrance lighting, outlets or other electrical devices shall be connected directly to
Idaho Power at an Idaho Power approved location.

If you have any further questions, please contact Tom Marshall at 608-7526.

PUD18-00044
Planning and Zoning Commission
February 12, 2019
For inclusion in P & Z Hearing
Attending the meeting February 4th for subject property, I was struck by one commissioner’s implication that
there is an irrevocable right for property owners to develop their land to highest maximum zoned density
(acreage multiplied by zoning formula). That is false. Steep and unbuildable hillsides are inherent to
hillside development, and more often than not there is land that is cost-prohibitive to develop. Within the
confines of minimum lot sizes by zone designation, this means that sometimes, fewer lots/homes can be
built. Lucky for property owners, there is a way, through the PUD process, to get some reprieve, such as
grouping or allowing smaller lots than zoning would normally permit in exchange for benefits to the
community that would otherwise not be a part.
The subject property is zoned R1-A, and as such, lot size minimum is 20,000 sq ft. The proposed layout
2/4/2019 presented average building lot size of 7,105 sq ft. This is significantly less than even R1-B zone.
The cramped lots and odd squared private road are visually and physically out of place for this part of Boise
hillsides. A commissioner recommendation for continuance was that perhaps the builder can revisit lot
number and reconfigure. I especially liked the comment by another commissioner, “Boise can do better.”
I would like to propose a more fitting layout, and yes, reduced lot quantity, even as lot sizes are smaller
than 20K sq ft. I would also like to ask for a more binding deed restriction on what is now called the
“unbuildable lot” or whatever is the final so-called “unbuildable lot.” The current nomenclature can be
overturned simply by a new, future, zoned meeting. Perhaps as a condition of approval, this parcel can be
directed for dedication or sale to a public agency to be part of Pole Cat Reserve.
Last, I have concern over the integrity, skill, experience, and now what seems lip-service by Mr. Jewett, the
applicant who claims he is an expert in unique hillside home building and design. His company, JLJ, Inc
(592597) has been administratively dissolved since 10/31/18 due to lack of filing AR. This does bode well
for the expectations of neighbors and concerned Boiseans from believing anything he says. If one can’t
properly administer the simplest of business processes, what else will fall by the wayside as far as
standards and attention to detail?

Kristin Stilton
2198 W. Bent Bow Ct.
Boise, ID 83703
ENC: This is accompanied by sketch layout of a preferred preliminary plat.

