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March 20, 2018 

 

 

 

RE:  ZOA18-00001 – Proposed Commission Level Zoning Ordinance Changes 

 

To the Mayor, City Council, and Planning and Zoning Commission: 

 

The following are comments on the proposed changes to the city’s zoning code, which are 

submitted on behalf of the North End Neighborhood Association. 

 

As an overall comment, we first note that the proposed changes are not accompanied by any 

explanatory text or history describing the rationale for the changes.  We request that the city 

provide a brief rationale for why each of the changes below are proposed.   

 

We now turn to individual comments on each of the proposed changes.  The changes are first 

reproduced, and comments are interlineated below. 

 

 

 

PROPOSAL: 
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COMMENT:  We could potentially support the increase for ADUs from 600 to 700 sf especially 

because it makes such units more appropriate for alternative housing.  That said, a major issue in 

many neighborhoods where ADUs are popular is lot coverage.  For instance, the recent increase 

in lot coverage in historic districts was highly contentious.  The staff should explain why this 

change is proposed; how it relates to the historic preservation guidelines changes; and how changes 

to ADUs will relate to the principal use lot coverage.  Another concern in the neighborhood is that 

these ADUs will be used primarily for short-term rentals, which the city is largely preempted from 

regulating.  The city should analyze whether increasing ADU size will also potentially change the 

character of the neighborhood by essentially zoning in short-term rentals as opposed to alternative 

housing options. 

 

 

PROPOSAL: 

 
 

COMMENT:  Without explanation, we cannot support the removal of a neighborhood meeting 

requirement in 11-03-04.14.  We continue to support transparent city government that is responsive 

to local concerns and educating citizens about their growth. 

 

 

 

PROPOSAL: 
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COMMENT:  We may be able to support this proposed change with explanation.  As it is, the 

removal of this term in 11-06-07.3 seems arbitrary.  Again, explanation is vital to helping 

decisionmakers and the general public understand why the department is acting as it does. 

 

 

PROPOSAL: 

 
 

COMMENT:  The removal of requirements for findings on conditional uses requires explanation.  

Without such explanation, we cannot support the removal of these findings provisions. 
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PROPOSAL: 
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COMMENT:  The proposed changes to 11-03-03.13 are very important and should not be 

undertaken without considerable discussion.  These provisions govern deferrals.  There is a 

fundamental misunderstanding about deferrals that should be cleared up in this instance.  The issue 

arises because the parliamentary procedure of the Planning & Zoning Commission is Robert’s 

Rules of Order (Robert’s).  Robert’s provides numerous reasons for deferrals, and numerous ways 

that deferrals can occur.  The deferral sections in the zoning code here make no statement that they 

override the parliamentary procedure of Robert’s, which is adopted by the Commission’s bylaws.  

For that reason, no matter what changes are made here, Robert’s Rules of Order continues to 

provide a sufficient reason for the Commission to defer independent of the changes in this code 

provision.  Nonetheless, this section in the code muddies the waters, confuses project sponsors, 

planning staff, and even many of the city’s attorneys that do not routinely address administrative 

matters.  The relationship between this deferral section and those of Robert’s adopted in the bylaws 

should be clearly articulated. 

 

We believe there is no reason to limit the commission’s ability to defer an action if there is good 

reason.  Robert’s already addresses what those reasons must be, and they are the adopted processes 

of the commission.  Rather than tinkering with this zoning code provision, this section should 

simply be eliminated in its entirety and replaced with a section that says something to the effect 

of:  “The Commission may defer hearing on an application in accordance with the parliamentary 

procedures adopted in its bylaws.” 

 

Finally, some projects are simply too large to be legitimately evaluated in one evening.  Sometimes 

a project would benefit from new information or investigation that only comes to light in the 
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hearing.  There is no good democratic rationale for limiting the ability of the commission to defer 

of its own devise.  The city council has such an ability to defer; why limit the commission? 

 

To the extent that the city staff differs, they should have to state their rationale clearly for 

evaluation.  Further, staff should clarify in writing their belief of how this section squares with the 

parliamentary procedures of the commission. 

 

 

PROPOSAL: 

 
 

COMMENT:  It is unclear what the “x” means, as it is not in “strikethrough” text like the rest of 

the proposed revisions.  A clarification, as well as a rationale for the elimination of these sections, 

is necessary prior to a vote by the commission or the council. 
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PROPOSAL: 

 
COMMENTS:  The term “these sections” in the note here is unclear.  What sections were deleted 

and “carried through”?  Did the city council vote to eliminate these sections, or not? 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these proposed Zoning Code changes.  We believe 

these are important provisions and hope the Planning & Zoning Commission and City Council will 

not change them without a significant discussion of their potential impact.   

 

We also hope that a written staff report will be provided with a rationale for each of the proposed 

changes that will further serve as a legislative history in future interpretation of any changes. 

 

 

North End Neighborhood Association 

board@northendboise.org 
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