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To: The Board Members of the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 
From: David Hasegawa and Zechariah Taylor 
CC: Rob Lockward, John McDevitt 
Date: October 16, 2024 (amended October 21, 2024) 
Re: Project Approval Meeting – October 22, 2024 
 
 

I. Background 

This report has been prepared by the staff of the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District, 
No. 1 (the “District”) to provide information and recommendations to the District Board relating 
to its consideration of resolution HRCID-13-2024 and the underlying project GO20-7 (see Exhibit 
A– Project Resolution). The purpose of this staff report is fourfold: 
 

1. Provide the background of the District, including prior history of the community 
infrastructure projects that have previously been approved by the Harris Ranch Community 
Infrastructure District No. 1 Board (the “Board”). 

2. Provide an overview of the projects that Harris Family Limited Partnership (“HFLP”) and 
Barber Valley Development, Inc. (“BVD”) on HFLP’s behalf (collectively, the “Developer”) 
have presented for purchase and acquisition by the District. 

3. Summarize staff recommendations relating to the projects submitted by the Developer for 
consideration and acquisition by the District. 

4. Present comments in support of, and against the projects submitted by the Developer for 
consideration and acquisition by the District. 

 
The District has requested feedback from residents and stakeholders of the District (see Section  
V - Format of Board Meeting). Timely feedback will be incorporated and discussed in future 
updates to this document. 
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III. Background of Harris Ranch CID 

On April 2, 2010, a petition for the formation of the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure 
District No. 1 (“the District”) was filed with the City of Boise City, Ada County, Idaho (the “City”) 
by the owners of all real property located within the proposed District. After notice was duly 
published and mailed and a public hearing was held on May 11, 2010, by the City Council of the 
City (the “City Council”), the formation was approved, and the District was formed pursuant to 
Resolution No. 20895 adopted by the City Council on May 11, 2010.   

 
Issuance of the general obligation bonds supported by the levy was authorized by an 

election of the qualified electors within the District on August 3, 2010. The qualified electors 
voted unanimously to authorize the District to issue general obligation debt with a cumulative 
principal amount of $50 million. The authority to issue was authorized for thirty years from the 
date of the election.  

 
On September 20, 2010, notice of the District’s authority to issue general obligation bonds 

in one or more series up to $50 million over thirty years was caused to be recorded by the District 
against all real property located within the District’s boundaries as Ada County, Idaho, Instrument 
No. 110087657. Additional background and overview of the District can be found in Exhibit B – 
Overview of the District attached hereto.  
 

IV. Previously Approved Projects 

Over the history of the District most of the project purchases have been approved via the bond 
resolution. Below is a list of the Board resolutions approving those project purchases as well as 
the exceptions where specific projects were approved or pre-approved. 

 
On December 17, 2013, the Board approved resolution HRCID-8-13 which ratified 

authorization of the acquisition of certain community infrastructure projects within the District 
totaling approximately $5.7 million, consisting of  

(i) consulting costs relating to the formation of the District,  
(ii) acquisition of a wetland conservation easement,  
(iii) the Warm Springs Realignment,  
(iv) the Warm Springs Ave. Segment C Right-of-Way,  
(v) Fire Station Land acquisition,  
(vi) Fire Station Road construction,  
(vii) Fire Station Right-of-Way  
(viii) Barber Valley Road Segment B,  
(ix) Parkway Roadway and Round-Abouts design, 
(x) Parkway Right-of-Way, 
(xi) North ½ of Barber Road improvements,  
(xii) Offsite Water and Sewer improvements,  
(xiii) certain Stormwater Ponds, and  
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(xiv) Deflection Berm. Proceeds of the District’s $319,000 General Obligation Bond, 
Series 2013 issued pursuant resolution HRCID-3-2013 were used to pay for a 
portion of these eligible projects. 

 
On August 20, 2015, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-13-2015 approving additional 

community infrastructure projects within the District totaling approximately $1.5 million, 
including:  

(i) certain consulting costs relating to the issuance of general obligation bonds and 
the administration of the District,  

(ii) Wetland Improvements,  
(iii) Round-About Construction,  
(iv) Power Line relocation,  
(v) Warm Springs By-pass Fuel Remediation. Proceeds of the District’s $3,744,404 

General Obligation Bonds, Series 2015A and 2015B issued pursuant resolution 
HRCID-8-2015 were used to pay for a portion of the approved eligible projects.   

 
On April 5, 2016, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-7-2016 approving additional 

community infrastructure projects within the District totaling approximately $1.8 million, 
including:  

(i) additional consulting costs,  
(ii) construction of the Parkway and 1st Round-About,  
(iii) additional Barber Valley Road Segment B improvements,  
(iv) additional Fire Station Road improvements, and  
(v) Bypass Roadway improvements. Proceeds of the District’s $1,331,390 General 

Obligation Bonds, Series 2016 issued pursuant to resolution HRCID-10-2016 that 
same year were used to pay for a portion of the approved eligible project. 

 
On August 29, 2017, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-4-2017 which approved the 

issuance of the District’s $1,801,193 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2017A and Series 2017B 
(Taxable) to pay for the acquisition of:  

(i) the Warm Springs Bypass Road construction,  
(ii) a conservation easement approved by resolution HRCID 8-13, and  
(iii) certain consulting fees relating to the conservation easement, formation of the 

District and project eligibility review.  
 
On August 20, 2018, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-4-2018 which approved the 

issuance of the District’s $1,979,736 General Obligation Bond, Series 2018 to pay for the 
acquisition of:  

(i) the land for the Alta Harris Park, and  
(ii) certain construction costs relating to the Warm Springs Bypass Road approved by 

HRCID-4-2017.   
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On August 10, September 2019, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-9-2019 which 
approved the issuance of the District’s $3,921,911 General Obligation Bonds, Series 2019 to pay 
for the acquisition of:  

(i) the Barber Road Sediment Basin Easement,  
(ii) the Warm Springs Creek Realignment Easement,  
(iii) the Warm Springs Avenue Storm Water Ponds Easement,  
(iv) the Barber Junction Storm Water Ponds Easement, and  
(v) certain construction costs relating to  

a. the Warm Springs Bypass Road approved by resolution HRCID-4-2017,  
b. certain Barber Road construction costs approved by HRCID-8-13,  
c. certain sediment basin construction costs, and 
d. certain construction costs relating to the Fire Station approved by resolution 

HRCID-13-2015.   
 
On August 25, 2020, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-9-2020 which approved the 

issuance of the District’s $2,121,599 General Obligation Bond, Series 2020 to pay for the 
acquisition of:  

(i) the remaining acquisition price of the Warm Springs Avenue Storm Water Ponds 
Easement approved by resolution HRCID-9-2019,  

(ii) construction costs of the E. Parkcenter Roundabouts, and  
(iii) certain remaining construction and consulting costs relating to the Warm Springs 

Creek Realignment project.   
 
On October 5, 2021, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-12-2021 which approved the 

projects below. The total approved project amount was: $7,071,224.19. 
 Project No. GO21-1 – Accrued Interest.  

o Description: The purchase amount of this project represents interest 
accrued between the time the project was completed and the time the 
project was purchased by the District. 

o Amount – the approved amount was: $1,390,833.17. 
 Project No. GO21-2 – Dallas Harris Estates Town Homes #9 (“DHETH #9”).  

o Description: This project is comprised of roadways, sidewalks, storm 
drains, sanitary sewer, streetlights, and other related costs within the 
DHETH #9 Subdivision.  

o Amount – the approved amount was: $1,670,900.05. 
 Project No. GO21-3 – Dallas Harris Estates Town Homes #11 (“DHETH #11”).  

o Description: This project comprises the construction of roadways, 
sidewalks, storm drains, sanitary sewer, streetlights, stormwater pond 
improvements, and other related costs within the DHETH #11 Subdivision. 

o Amount – the approved amount was: $4,009,490.97. 

Also on October 5, 2021, the Board approved resolution HRCID-13-2021 which authorized 
the issuance of general obligation bonds in a principal amount of up to $5,200,000 to finance the 
acquisition of the projects approved under resolution HRCID-12-2021. No bonds have yet been 
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issued by the District to purchase the approved projects. This is due to an ongoing legal challenge 
from the HRCID Taxpayer’s Association (the “Association”).   

 
On February 21, 2023, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-1-2023, which approved the 

projects below. The total approved project amount was: $4,606,304.14. 
 Project No. GO22-1 –Haystack #1 and Utility Improvements 

o Work related to roadway improvements, sanitary sewer, and streetlights, 
and other related costs within the Haystack Subdivision #1   

o Amount – the approved amount was: $1,428,172.44. 
 Project No. GO22-2 – Dallas Harris South #1 and Utility Improvements 

o Work related to roadway improvements, sanitary sewer, and streetlights, 
and other related costs within the Dallas Harris South Subdivision #1 

o Amount – the approved amount was: $1,660,319.34. 
 Project No. GO22-3 – Dallas Harris South #2 and Utility Improvements 

o Work related to roadway improvements, sanitary sewer, and streetlights, 
and other related costs within the Dallas Harris South Subdivision #2 

o Amount – $1,167,812.36 
 Also approved were legal costs with a not-to-exceed amount of $350,000.00. 

Also on February 21, 2023, the Board approved resolution HRCID-2-2023 which 
authorized the issuance of general obligation bonds in a principal amount of up to $9,000,000 to 
finance the acquisition of the projects approved under resolution HRCID-1-2023. No bonds have 
yet been issued by the District to purchase the approved projects. This is due to an ongoing legal 
challenge from the Association. 

 
On January 30, 2024, the Board adopted resolution HRCID-1-2024, which approved the 

projects below.  
 Project No. GO21-4 – Southern Half Roadway Parcels 

o This project was for the purchase price of the right-of-ways for property 
that was dedicated to ACHD for use as roadways in the southern half of 
the District. 

o Amount – the approved amount was $1,874,000.00 
 Project No. GO23-1 – Accrued Interest – Tranche II 

o The purchase amount of this project represents interest accrued between 
the time the project was completed and the time the project was 
purchased by the District. 

o Amount - $312,458.10 
 Also approved were legal costs with a not-to-exceed amount of $350,000.00 

 A map of all previously purchased (reimbursed) projects can be found under Exhibit C– 
Map of Purchases to Date.  
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V. Format of Board Meeting 

 At the October 22, 2024, meeting, the Board will decide whether to approve in whole or 
in part Project GO20-7 – Conservation Easement (“Project GO20-7”).  
 

The meeting will not be a public hearing. No oral testimony will be provided from the 
Developer, the HRCID Taxpayer’s Association (the “Association”), or the public. However, on 
Thursday, October 10, 2024, a notice (see Exhibit D – Website Notice) was posted on the District’s 
webpage1 of the meeting date, time, location, the proposed projects that would be presented. 
Existing comments, concerns, and objections from the Association, the Developer, residents, and 
other interested parties were included in the notice. Additionally, the notice invited interested 
stakeholders to provide additional comment prior to Thursday, October 17, 2024.2 Notices were 
also physically posted at each of the postal pavilions throughout the District on Saturday, October 
12, 2024. Finally, the District published the notice in the Idaho Statesman on Wednesday, 
October 16, 2024. This notice also notifies the public of the meeting and inviting them to provide 
comments (see Exhibit E – Idaho Statesman Notice). 

 
District staff will orally provide information relative to the decisions to be made by the 

Board and indicate whether they recommend Project GO20-7 for approval. Prior to the meeting 
the Board has been provided the following documentation. 

 
1. The developer’s purchase request for Project GO20-7 (Exhibit F – Developer’s Purchase 

Request). 
2. The developer’s completeness letter for Project GO20-7 (Exhibit G - Developers 

Completeness Letter). 
3. The developer’s response to the HRCIDTA objections (Exhibit H - Developer Response to 

HRCIDTA). 
4. A certificate of HFLP and BVD (Exhibit I – Certificate of HFLP and BVD). 
5. A developer letter regarding the effective date of the conservation easement (Exhibit J - 

Developer Letter Regarding Effective Date of Conservation Easement). 
6. The final appraisal review from Gregory Graybadger, MAI, RPRA, AI-GRS (Exhibit K – Final 

Appraisal Review). 
7. Second addendum letter from Joe Corlett, MAI, SRA (Exhibit L – Appraiser - 2nd 

Addendum). 
8. First addendum letter from Joe Corlett, MAI, SRA (Exhibit M – Appraiser - 1st Addendum) 
9. The initial appraisal review from Gregory Graybadger, MAI, RPRA, AI-GRS (Exhibit N – 

Initial Appraisal Review). 
10. This staff report (as amended). 
11. A letter from the HRCIDTA objecting to Project GO20-7 (Exhibit O – HRCIDTA’s Objection 

Letter). 

 
1 https://www.cityofboise.org/departments/finance-and-administration/city-clerk/harris-ranch-cid/ 
2 Note that the Association has had notice of, and has submitted objection letters concerning, the Conservation 
Easement proposed for reimbursement in Project GO20-7 since 2021. The Developer has submitted responses to the 
Association objections. All of the letters are included as exhibits herein.  
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12. A letter from the HRCIDTA arguing that the appraisal’s use of hypothetical assumptions 
was inappropriate (Exhibit P – HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter: Hypothetical Assumptions) 

13. A letter from the HRCIDTA arguing that an easement does not fulfill the public ownership 
requirement of the CID Act (Exhibit Q – HRCIDTA’s Public Ownership Objection Letter) 

14. The development agreement between HFLP, Barber Mill Company and the Ada County 
Highway District (“ACHD”) for the Parkcenter Blvd Extension (Exhibit R – Parkcenter Blvd 
Development Agreement) 

15. The easement appraisal from Joe Corlett, MAI, SRA (Exhibit S – Easement Appraisal) 
16. The first amendment to the development agreement (Exhibit T – 1st Amendment to 

Development Agreement) 
17. The deed of conservation easement between the Harris Family Limited Partnership and 

the Idaho Foundation for Parks and Lands (Exhibit U – Deed of Conservation Easement) 
18. The assignment and assumption agreement between the Idaho Foundation for Parks and 

Lands and the City of Boise (Exhibit V – Assignment and Assumption Agreement) 
19. Letters and e-mails of objection from the residents (Exhibit W – Resident Letters) 

 
The Association has been provided all materials in advance of the October 22, 2024, Board 

meeting (see Exhibit X – Correspondence with HRCIDTA). 
 Developer’s purchase request: The purchase request for Project GO20-7 was 

provided to the Association in May 2021. This purchase request was also publicly 
available in the lead up to the District’s October 5, 2021, board meeting3. The 
purchase request already includes within it the following: 

o Developer’s completeness letter. 
o Assignment and assumption agreement. 
o Deed of conservation easement and Army permit. 
o The easement appraisal. 
o The development agreement and the first amendment to the 

development agreement. 
 Developer’s completeness letter: This letter was made publicly available in the 

lead up to the District’s October 5, 2021, board meeting3. 
 The developer’s response to the HRCIDTA objections. This letter was made 

publicly available in the lead up to the District’s October 5, 2021, board meeting3. 
 The initial Appraisal Review and the Developer’s letter regarding  the effective 

date of the deed of the conservation easement was provided via e-mail to the 
Association on December 4, 2023. 

 The final Appraisal Review was provided via e-mail to the Association on October 
8, 2024. 

 All other materials were provided as part of the public noticing process as 
described above. 

 
3 https://www.cityofboise.org/departments/finance-and-administration/city-clerk/harris-ranch-cid/harris-ranch-cid-
10-5-21-meeting/ 
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This format and information are intended to assist the Board in determining whether 
Project GO20-7 satisfies the requirements of the August 31, 2010, tri-party District Development 
Agreement No. 1 (“Development Agreement”, see Exhibit Y – District Development Agreement) 
and qualify as community infrastructure eligible for purchase under I.C. § 50-3102(2). 
 

Under I.C. § 50-3102(2): 
 

"Community infrastructure" means improvements that have a substantial nexus 
to the district and directly or indirectly benefit the district. Community infrastructure 
excludes public improvements fronting individual single family residential lots. Community 
infrastructure includes planning, design, engineering, construction, acquisition or 
installation of such infrastructure, including the costs of applications, impact fees and 
other fees, permits and approvals related to the construction, acquisition or installation of 
such infrastructure, and incurring expenses incident to and reasonably necessary to carry 
out the purposes of this chapter. Community infrastructure includes all public facilities as 
defined in section 67-8203(24), Idaho Code, and, to the extent not already included within 
the definition in section 67-8203(24), Idaho Code, the following: 

(a)  Highways, parkways, expressways, interstates, or other such designation, 
interchanges, bridges, crossing structures, and related appurtenances; 

(b)  Public parking facilities, including all areas for vehicular use for travel, ingress, 
egress and parking; 

(c)  Trails and areas for pedestrian, equestrian, bicycle or other nonmotor vehicle 
use for travel, ingress, egress and parking; 

(d)  Public safety facilities; 
(e)  Acquiring interests in real property for community infrastructure; 
(f)  Financing costs related to the construction of items listed in this subsection; 

and 
(g)  Impact fees. 
 

 
VI. Projects for Consideration & Staff Recommendations 

A. Summary of the Project GO20-7 for Consideration. 

The Developer originally submitted their purchase request for project GO20-7, 2007 
Conservation Easement on November 1, 2015. A transfer of the easement to the City of Boise 
occurred on September 23, 2019, a necessary step for Project GO20-7’s eligibility for purchase. 
The Developer later updated their purchase request on September 29, 2021 (see Exhibit F – 
Developer’s Purchase Request).  

 
This purchase request is for the value of land. Additional details on the nature of the value 

and the land associated with the purchase request will follow later in this report. Because the 
purchase price is not associated with invoices for contracted work but rather rest upon an 
appraisal submitted with the purchase request, the District contracted with an independent 
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appraiser to review the appraisal conducted on behalf of the Developer and contained in Project 
GO20-7.  

 
On June 20, 2023, the Board approved resolution HRCID-12-2023 which engaged Gregory 

L. Graybadger’s services to review the appraisals for projects GO20-7 and for previously approved 
project GO21-4. Mr. Graybadger delivered an appraisal review for Project GO20-7 (the “Appraisal 
Review”, see Exhibit K – Final Appraisal Review).  
 

In addition to the projects listed below District staff propose that the Board consider 
authorizing payment of accrued interest on Project GO20-7, as required pursuant to the 
Development Agreement, plus the costs of the legal defense of resolutions HRCID-13-2024 in an 
amount not-to-exceed $350,000.00. A breakdown of the rational for including these legal costs 
is included later in this report.  
 
Table 1 – Projects Pending Board Action ($) 

    
Initial Requested 

Amount 
Recommended 

Amounts 
GO20-7 2007 Conservation Easement $1,979,000.00 $1,979,000.00 
    

    
 Legal Costs (not-to-exceed) N/A 350,000.00 

 Total Project Cost4 N/A $2,329,000.00 
 
 
B. Project GO20-7 – 2007 Conservation Easement 

1. Project Description 

This purchase request is for the appraised price of a conservation easement 
located along the north bank of the Boise River (see Figure 1). Additional details 
can be found in Exhibit F – Developer’s Purchase Request. The history of this 
purchase request extends back to 2005. Below is a breakdown of the history of 
this request as it relates to the holder of the conservation easement. 

 
History 

 July 29, 2005 – HFLP, the Barber Mill Company, and Ada County Highway 
District (“ACHD”) entered into a development agreement (see Exhibit R – 
Parkcenter Blvd Development Agreement) for the extension of Parkcenter 
Blvd to Warm Springs Ave and for the construction of the East Parkcenter 
Bridge. Section 5.3 indicates that the Developer agrees to assist ACHD with 
any wetland mitigation requirements. 

 
4 Excluding accrued interest – resolution HRCID-13-2024 delegates authority to the District Treasurer to calculate 
accrued interest and include the calculated accrued interest into the total project price. 
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 The July 29, 2005, development agreement is amended (see Exhibit T – 1st 
Amendment to Development Agreement). Among other things, Section 3 
indicates that the HFLP, “shall provide a conservation easement on 
acreage north of the Boise River”. 

 November 12, 2007: Joe Corlett, MAI, SRA, from Mountain States Appraisal 
and Consulting completes an appraisal of the conservation easement for 
the HFLP (the “Appraisal”, Exhibit S – Easement Appraisal). 

 November 28, 2007: A deed of conservation easement is entered into by 
HFLP, the Idaho Foundation for Parks and Lands5 (“IPFL”), and ACHD (see 
Exhibit U – Deed of Conservation Easement)  

 December 23, 2008: The deed to the conservation easement was recorded 
with Ada County as instrument number 108117302 (see Exhibit F – 
Developer’s Purchase Request, p. 25). 

 April 2010 – the conservation easement was amended to assign certain 
third-party enforcement rights to the Wetlands Group, LLC in connection 
with a U.S. Army Corps Clean Water Act 404 Permit for the project (see 
Exhibit F – Developer’s Purchase Request, p. 142). 

 January 17, 2014 – the US Army Corps confirmed that the requirements of 
the permit were satisfied. 

 September 23, 2019 – The City of Boise became the holder of the 
conservation through an assignment and assumption agreement where 
IFPL assigned its interest in the conservation easement (see Exhibit V – 
Assignment and Assumption Agreement).- 

 December 1, 2023: Gregory Graybadger, MAI, RPRA, AI-GRS completes the 
initial Appraisal Review of Joe Corlett’s Appraisal for the District (see 
Exhibit N – Initial Appraisal Review). The Appraisal Review notes 
outstanding issues with the Appraisal and requests additional materials 
from Joe Corlett to address these issues (more details follow below). 

 June 20, 2024: Gregory Graybadger updates the Appraisal Review (see 
Exhibit K – Final Appraisal Review) based on two addendum letters from 
Joe Corlett (see Exhibit M – Appraiser - 1st Addendum and Exhibit L – 
Appraiser - 2nd Addendum). The updated Appraisal Review confirms the 
Appraisal from Joe Corlett and thus supports the appraisal amount 
$1,979,000.00. 
 

Appraisal Review 
The final Appraisal Review analyzes the standards, principles, and appraisal 
methodology of the Appraisal. It concludes that the standards principles and 
appropriate appraisal methodology after corrections and explanations have been 
met. The Board can find that analysis on pages 18 – 26 of the Appraisal Review 
(see Exhibit K – Final Appraisal Review). 
 

 
5 IPFL is an Idaho nonprofit: https://idaholands.org/who-we-are/ 
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There is one technical matter that warrants further analysis. That matter is the 
effective date of the Appraisal and the analysis follows below. 

 Effective Date of Appraisal 
o According to the Appraisal Review, for the Appraisal to be valid, the 

date of the Appraisal should match the date of conveyance. The 
date of the Appraisal is November 12, 2007.  The deed of the 
conservation easement states that the conservation easement will 
be effective upon recording.  

o On November 12, 2007, the IFPL’s signature on the deed of the 
conservation easement was notarized.  This is the date that HFLP 
delivered the deed for the land that is part of GO20-7. ACHD’s 
signature was later notarized on November 28, 2007. 

o On October 23, 2008, the deed of the conservation easement was 
recorded. As stated above, the deed contains a notarization of 
ACHD’s execution on November 28, 2007. 

o The Developer submitted a letter regarding the effective date issue 
dated August 13, 2024 (see Exhibit J - Developer Letter Regarding 
Effective Date of Conservation Easement).  

o District staff Analysis 
 Before looking at an analysis it is helpful to understand the 

market conditions for November 2007, October 2008, and 
September 2019: 

 Data from Zillow Home Value Index (“ZHVI”) 
o Average home value in the Harris Ranch 

neighborhood in November 2007 according 
to ZHVI: $365K 

o Average home value in the Harris Ranch 
neighborhood in October 2008 according to 
ZHVI: $352K, a 3% decline in value from the 
November 2007 number. 

o Average home value in the Harris Ranch 
neighborhood in September 2019 according 
to ZHVI: $515K, a 41% increase over the 
November 2007 value. 

 Ada County’s figures: The District was formed in 
2010 and average property values are not available 
until 2011. 

o The average home’s assessed value in 2011 
was $144K and rose to $494K in 2019. This is 
a 244% increase. The discrepancy between 
Zillow and Ada County’s figures likely stems 
from the fact that Ada County was 
considering properties without a house built 
on them and Zillow did not. 
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 One argument that could be made is that the Appraisal 
should have been dated as of the 2008 recording date 
instead of the date on which IFPL executed the deed of 
conservation easement in 2007. However, there is also 
language in the deed of conservation easement supporting 
an appraisal date at the time of execution. In addition, it is 
worth noting that a 3% reduction were applied to the 
$1,979,000, the savings of $59K, could quickly be eaten 
away by the interest that would accrue of $16K per month 
during the several months it would take to conduct a new 
appraisal6. If an appraisal review and a new staff report 
were written, this would take several more months and 
additional cost. 

 An alternative approach is to consider that the public 
ownership of the property ultimately occurred in 
September 2019 and that the District is paying far less 
than it would if it were to purchase the property valued as 
of September 2019. A conveyance to a non-profit such as 
IPFL which is not a subdivision of the State of Idaho would 
not make project GO20-7 eligible for purchase under the 
CID Act. Applying a 41% increase would result in a 
purchase price of $2,790,390. 

 It is the recommendation of District staff that the Board 
accept the November 12, 2007, effective date of the 
Appraisal. This is because there is language in the deed of 
conservation easement that supports this approach, and 
because the requirement for a new appraisal, review, and 
staff analysis would take several months to conduct and 
has a high probability of costing more than the savings on 
the purchase price. 

 
 Other deficiencies 

o In addition to the analysis of the effective date the Appraisal 
Review analyzes a handful of other minor issues that do not affect 
the Appraisal Review’s review of the ultimate value conclusion. 
These are found on pages 18 – 26 of the Appraisal Review (see 
Exhibit K – Final Appraisal Review). The Appraisal Review ultimately 
concludes that follows the “appropriates [s]tandards, principles, 
and appraisal methodology.”  

 Conclusion 

 
6 This assumes a prime rate of 8.0% plus the 2.0% premium required by the development agreement. 
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o Based on the opinions and conclusions of the Appraisal Review and 
the analysis above of the Effective Date, the District staff 
recommend the Board accept the appraisal price of $1,979,000 as 
presented by the Appraisal. 

 
Figure 1 – Locations of GO20-7 Project 

 
 

2. Summary of Staff Recommendation on Project.  

The District staff recommend that the Board approve Project GO20-7 as the 
requirements of the Development Agreement and the CID Act have been met, and 
accordingly recommend that the Board adopt resolution HRCID-13-2024, Section 
1 (see Exhibit A– Project Resolution). 
 

3. Development Agreement Requirements Have Been Satisfied. 

Summary of Requirements: Section 3.3 of the Development Agreement (see 
Exhibit Y – District Development Agreement) provides the conditions for 
payment of a project. The table below indicates these conditions, which must be 
satisfied in a form and substance reasonably satisfactory to the District Engineer 
and staff. 
 

i. Certificate of Engineers 
ii. Evidence of public ownership 

iii. Environmental assessments 
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iv. Conveyance to public entity 
v. Evidence of public ownership 

vi. Assignment of warranties 
vii. Acceptance letters 

viii. Other documents as requested by the District 
 
Developer’s Position: On October 9, 2019, the Developer submitted the project 
purchase request for Project GO20-7 and requested that Project GO20-7 be 
queued up for purchase. The District approved various other projects from that 
date until now. In preparation for a project purchase the Developer submitted a 
Completeness Letter dated September 24, 2021 (see Exhibit G - Developers 
Completeness Letter) that asserted that all the conditions of the Development 
Agreement necessary for payment had been met (see Exhibit Y – District 
Development Agreement). The items that the Developer cited as satisfying the 
conditions for payment were submitted to the District in its Purchase Request. 
 
Association’s Position: The Association submitted a letter dated August 14, 2021, 
objecting to the Developer’s request to purchase Project GO20-7 (see Exhibit O – 
HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter). However, the letter does not present any objections 
related to whether Project GO20-7 meets the requirements of the Development 
Agreement. 

 
District staff Analysis: The District staff have determined that the conditions for 
payment for Project GO20-7 have been met under the Development Agreement. 
The Developer has provided all the necessary documents to satisfy the 
requirements, or the requirements were not applicable (see Table 2). 
 
Table 2 – Development Agreement Requirements for GO20-7 

Item Description Status Reference 
(i) Certificate of 

Engineers 
N/A Exhibit G - Developers 

Completeness Letter, 
p.3 
 

(ii), 
(v) 

Evidence of public 
ownership 

Assignment and 
Assumption 
Agreement – Effective 
September 23, 2019 

Exhibit V – 
Assignment and 
Assumption 
Agreement 

(iii) Environmental 
assessments 

N/A  Exhibit F – 
Developer’s Purchase 
Request, p. 35 and 54 

(iv) Conveyance to public 
entity 

Assignment and 
Assumption 
Agreement – Effective 
September 23, 2019 

Exhibit V – 
Assignment and 
Assumption 
Agreement 
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Item Description Status Reference 
(vi) Assignment of 

warranties 
N/A Exhibit V – 

Assignment and 
Assumption 
Agreement 

(vii) Acceptance letters Assignment and 
Assumption 
Agreement – Effective 
September 23, 2019 

Exhibit V – 
Assignment and 
Assumption 
Agreement 
 

(viii) Other documents as 
requested by the 
District 

Letter regarding 
effective date of 
conservation 
easement 

Exhibit J - Developer 
Letter Regarding 
Effective Date of 
Conservation 
Easement 

 
4. The project meets the requirements of the CID Act. 

a. The improvements have a substantial nexus to the District.  

Requirement: As stated in Section V above, the CID Act requires that 
community infrastructure have a substantial nexus to the District.  
 
Developer Position: The Developer asserts in its completeness letter (see 
Exhibit G - Developers Completeness Letter, p. 4) that because there is a 
direct connection between the real property in Project GO20-7 and with 
the development within the District and because the conservation 
easement was required for the development to proceed this satisfies the 
requirement of substantial nexus is met.  
 
Association Position: In its August 14, 2021, letter objecting to Project 
GO20-7 (see Exhibit O – HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter), the Association 
makes a single mention of the word nexus. However, that mention is part 
of an argument about the fair market value of the conservation easement. 
The Association does not make any arguments as to whether Project 
GO20-7 meets or does not meet the requirement for substantial nexus 
according the CID Act.  
 
District staff Analysis: District staff find that the Project GO20-7 
improvements meet the requirement of having a substantial nexus to the 
District based on the plain language of the words “substantial”, and 
“nexus.”  The term “substantial” has been defined as “important, essential, 
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or considerable in quantity”7. The term “nexus” is defined as a connection, 
or link in the standard dictionary definition8, or “connection or link, often 
a causal one.”9 
 
All of the conservation easement is located within the District; thus, it has 
a geographic connection or link to the District. Therefore, it is the opinion 
of the District staff that the question of nexus is met. The next question is 
to address whether the link to the District is a substantial one.  
 
The District staff find that the requirement that the nexus be substantial is 
met through its causal connection as a requirement for the development 
of the District. That benefit is explored in greater depth in the analysis of 
whether there is a direct or indirect benefit in Section VI.B.4.b, below. 
 
For these reasons, it is the District staff’s determination that the Project 
GO20-7 has a substantial nexus to the District. 

 
b. The improvements directly or indirectly benefit the District.  

Requirement: As stated in Section V above, the CID Act requires that 
community infrastructure “must directly or indirectly benefit the district”.  
 
Developer Position: The Developer asserts in its completeness letter (see 
Exhibit G - Developers Completeness Letter) that the conservation 
easement was required to build the East Parkcenter Bridge and the bridge 
was required for development within the District. Therefore, the 
Developer argues the Conservation Easement directly benefited the 
District. 
 
Association Position: In its August 14, 2021, letter objecting to Project 
GO20-7 (see Exhibit O – HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter) the Association does 
not make any argument for or against whether Project GO20-7 directly or 
indirectly benefits the District according to the requirements of the CID 
Act. 

 
District staff Analysis. In our analysis we will examine the plain language of 
“indirectly”, “directly” and “benefit” and whether project GO20-7 meets 
those criteria.  

 
7 See, e.g., Idaho Dep't of Health & Welfare v. Doe, 151 Idaho 605, 610 (Idaho Ct. App. 2011) (citing Merriam 
Webster Collegiate Dictionary 1174 (10th ed. 1994)). 
8 Merriam-Webster.com dictionary, “nexus,” accessed October 14, 2024, https://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/nexus. 
9 Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed. 2019), “nexus.” 
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 Directly is an adverb that means “[i]n a straightforward manner”10 

and “in a direct manner.”11  
 Direct as an adjective is defined as “stemming immediately from a 

source,” “straightforward,” or “characterized by close logical, 
causal, or consequential relationship.” 12 

 “Indirect” is the antonym of “direct” and means “not direct,” 
including “not directly aimed at or achieved.”13 

 Benefit means “to be useful or profitable to.”14  It has also been 
defined as the “advantage or privilege something gives,” and “the 
helpful or useful effect something has,” and as a “profit or gain.”15   

 
Because directly and indirectly are opposites, they demonstrate that either 
one is acceptable as long as the project creates a benefit for the District. 
Because the development within the District could not have moved 
forward without the East Parkcenter Bridge, and the bridge required the 
conservation easement before it could be built, the District staff find that 
the conservation easement provides a direct benefit to the District. 
Therefore, it is the District staff’s determination that the conservation 
easement directly or indirectly benefits the District. 

 
c. The improvements do not front individual single family residential lots 

Requirement: As stated in Section V above, the CID Act excludes “public 
improvements fronting individual single family residential lots”. 
 
Developer Position: The Developer asserts that “the ‘fronting’ standard is 
not applicable to this payment request”, (see Exhibit G - Developers 
Completeness Letter). 
 

 
10 Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed. 2019), “directly.” 
11 Merriam-Webster.com dictionary, “directly,” accessed October 14, 2024, https://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/directly. 
12 Merriam-Webster.com dictionary, “direct,” accessed October 14, 2024, https://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/direct. 
13 Merriam-Webster.com dictionary, “indirect,” accessed October 14, 2024, https://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/indirectly. 
14 Merriam-Webster.com dictionary, “benefit,” accessed October 14, 2024, https://www.merriam-
webster.com/dictionary/benefit. 
15 Black’s Law Dictionary (11th ed. 2019), “benefit.” 
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Association Position: The Association does not make any mention of 
fronting in its August 14, 2021, objection letter (see Exhibit O – HRCIDTA’s 
Objection Letter). 
 
District staff Analysis: There are no homes or structures of any kind that 
abut the conservation easement. Therefore, it is the District staff’s 
determination that Project GO20-7 does not come within the fronting 
exclusion.  
 

5. Identification of other issues raised by the Association. 

August 14, 2021, Objection 
In its August 14, 2021, letter (see Exhibit O – HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter), 
the Association raises four objections: 
 

1. Donation: The Association indicates that per the Parkcenter 
Bridge Agreement and Amendment, that the Developer agreed to 
donate the land to ACHD and because the land was donated, the 
Developer should not receive any compensation for the donated 
land. 
 
Developer Position: In its August 30, 2021, letter titled, “Response 
to August 14, 2021 Harris Ranch CID Taxpayers’ Association 
(‘HRCIDTA’) Letter”, the Developer states the wording allowed for 
a “possible donation” that “did not ultimately occur” (see Exhibit 
H - Developer Response to HRCIDTA). The Developer also has 
certified the same (see Exhibit I – Certificate of HFLP and BVD).  
 
District staff Analysis: The District is not a party to the Parkcenter 
Bridge Agreement and is not able to deny the Developer’s 
purchase request on the basis of a contract to which it is not a 
party and where that contract does not impact the eligibility for 
purchase. The contractual obligation of the Developer’s 
agreement with ACHD may indeed be to deed the land without 
compensation, however, this does not preclude the Developer 
under the CID Act from requesting compensation from the District 
for the donated land. Furthermore, as the Appraisal Review states 
(see Exhibit K – Final Appraisal Review p. 19), the purpose of the 
Appraisal is not relevant to the value of the easement. Therefore, 
it is the conclusion of District staff that an intention or possible 
intention to donate the wetlands does not render Project GO20-7 
ineligible for purchase by the District.  
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2. Tax Deductions: The Association argues that the Developer 
committed to using the appraisal report for “’reporting a 
charitable non-cash donation”. Therefore, Association argues that 
because a donation was planned the District should deny the 
purchase request for Project GO20-7. 

Developer Position: In its August 30, 2021, letter, the Developer 
states that “no federal or state tax deduction was taken” and has 
also certified the same (see Exhibit H - Developer Response to 
HRCIDTA and Exhibit I – Certificate of HFLP and BVD).  
 
District staff Analysis: The District staff requested that the 
Developer certify a number of facts about the purchase request 
for Project GO20-7.  The Developer provided the “Certificate of 
Harris Family Limited Partnership and Barber Valley Development, 
Inc.” dated September 23, 2021 (the “Certificate”, see Exhibit I – 
Certificate of HFLP and BVD). In the Certificate, the Developer 
certifies that neither HFLP nor BVD “have received a federal or 
state charitable income tax deduction associated with the Project 
or the real property included within the Project”.  The Association 
has not presented any proof to the District that the Developer 
took a tax deduction. Therefore, it is the conclusion of District 
staff that there is no basis to conclude that a tax deduction was 
taken and should therefore render Project GO20-7 ineligible for 
purchase by the District. 
 

3. Prior Compensation from ACHD: The Association asserts that HFLP 
was already compensated $1.3 million for interest in the real 
property of the Conservation Easement and that to approve the 
$1.979 million would be a duplicate payment. They quote from 
the First Amendment to the Development Agreement (see Exhibit 
O – HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter), indicating that $1.3 million was 
paid by ACHD to HFLP “[i]n exchange for providing the 
Conservation Easement and the construction and maintenance of 
the wetlands … ‘”. 
 
Developer Position: In its August 30, 2021, letter the Developer 
clarify that the approximately $1.3 million payment to HFLP was 
not a “cash benefit for HFLP; instead it was to reimburse HFLP for 
the costs of wetlands mitigation that it arranged through the 
Wetlands Group Inc.” (see Exhibit H - Developer Response to 
HRCIDTA, p.2). The Developer also certified the same in their 
Certificate of Harris Family Limited Partnership and Barber Valley 
Development, Inc (see Exhibit I – Certificate of HFLP and BVD). 
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District staff Analysis: In its August 14, 2021, letter, the 
Association fails to provide the fuller context of the quote they 
provide. The First Amendment to the Development Agreement 
goes on to say that, “Payment by ACHD to Harris Family Limited 
Partnership of such sum shall be made at such times as Harris 
Family Limited Partnership is required to make payments under 
the Services Agreement.” This statement helps to confirm the 
Developer’s assertion that the money was a reimbursement for 
payments made for the costs of the wetlands mitigation. It is the 
view of the District staff that the text of the First Amendment to 
the Development Agreement supports the Developer’s 
explanation that the $1.3 million was reimbursement for costs of 
wetlands mitigation services and not a payment for the real 
property of the conservation easement. Therefore, the District 
staff’s conclusion is that the $1.979 million would not be a 
duplicate payment to the Developer. 
 

4. No Fair Market Value: In its August 14, 2021, letter the 
Association asserts that because the land in the conservation 
easement was “to be left undeveloped as wetlands and dedicated 
to the public” the fair market value of the land is “close to zero”. 
The Association argues that because the Conservation Easement 
was required for development of housing within the District, that 
an appraisal value based on the “’highest and best use of the 
subject property’”, is inappropriate. 

 
The Association further argues that the “City” was exercising 
police powers to require the conservation easement and because 
of case law that they cite, the “City” was entitled to impose the 
requirement of the conservation easement without compensating 
the Developer. 

 
Developer Position: In its August 30, 2021, letter, the Developer 
notes that the Development Agreement and the First Amendment 
to the Development Agreement, predate the District and that the 
City of Boise is not a party to either agreement. Therefore, the 
requirement for the Conservation Easement was not an act of the 
power of the City of Boise. Furthermore, even the requirement for 
easement was an act of the City of Boise, it would not render the 
Conservation Easement ineligible under the CID Act. 
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District staff Analysis: As stated above in Section VI.A – Summary 
of the Project, the District hired Gregory Graybadger to determine 
whether the District should accept the purchase price of 
$1,979,000.00. As confirmed by the Appraisal Review, the price is 
reasonable and District staff recommend that the Board accept 
the purchase price. Therefore, District staff reject the assertion 
that the fair market value of the Conservation Easement is “close 
to zero”. Furthermore, as defined within the CID Act, Idaho Code 
§ 50-3102(2), the definition of community infrastructure does not 
exclude interest in real property that was required to be set aside 
for a conservation easement. Therefore, it is District’s staff’s 
conclusion that the requirement of the conservation easement 
does not invalidate the Developer’s request for the purchase of 
Project GO20-7. 

 
July 14, 2021, Objection 
Association Position: In its letter dated July 14, 2021, titled “Proposed 
HRCID Budget for Fiscal Year 2022” (see Exhibit P – HRCIDTA’s Objection 
Letter: Hypothetical Assumptions), the Association objects to the use of 
hypothetical assumptions for the appraisal of land value. In footnote 2, of 
this letter, the Association broadly states that they suspect the “’2007 
Wetlands Conservation Easement’ suffers from the same or similar 
infirmities as that for the ‘Southern Half Roadways’.  
 
Developer Position: The Developer has not responded to this objection 
letter. 
 
District staff Analysis: See response above to “No Fair Market Value” 
 
September 29, 2021, Objection 
Association Position: In its letter dated September 29, 2021 (see Exhibit Q 
– HRCIDTA’s Public Ownership Objection Letter), the Association argues 
that an easement including those over wetland conservation easement 
do not constitute the public ownership that is required by the CID Act 
because the underlying land is still privately owned.16 The Association 
acknowledges that later in the CID Act it states that:  “Community 
infrastructure other than personalty, may be located only in or on lands, 
easements or rights-of-way publicly owned by this state or a political 
subdivision thereof.17” The Association argues both sections of code 
taken together mean that the underlying land must be publicly owned,  
and the easement must be publicly owned.  

 
16 Idaho Code § 50-3101(2). 
17 Idaho Code § 50-3105(2). 
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Developer Position: The Developer has not responded to this objection 
letter. 
 
District staff Analysis: In the CID Act (Idaho Code § 50-3102(2)(e)) it states 
that the District may acquire interests in real property. Similarly, Idaho 
Code § 50-3105(1)(d) provides that the District may “[a]cquire interests in 
real property and personal property for community infrastructure….” 
Under Idaho law, easements are interests in real property. As stated 
above, the conservation easement was transferred from IFPL to the City 
of Boise. The City of Boise is a political subdivision of the State of Idaho as 
required by the CID Act. Therefore, it is District staff’s conclusion that the 
requirement for public ownership for the Wetlands Conservation 
Easement has been met under the CID Act. 

 
See also Section VIII below.  
 

C. Project GO20-7 Legal Expenses 

1. Description of request. 

As part of Project GO20-7, this request would allow the District to expend 
general obligation bond proceeds to reimburse legal expenses that may be 
incurred should the Board approve the Project GO20-7 via resolution 
HRCID-13-2024, thereafter resulting in legal challenges. The use of bond 
proceeds to reimburse anticipated legal expenses would be limited to a 
maximum of $350,000.00. 
 

2. Summary of staff recommendation. 

The District staff recommend that the Board approve this expenditure. The 
requirements of the Development Agreement and the CID Act have been 
met. Therefore, we recommend that Board adopt resolution HRCID-13-
2024, Section 4 (see Exhibit A– Project Resolution) 

 
3. The expenditure meets the requirements of the Development 

Agreement. 

Section 1.2 of the Development Agreement allows the District to retain 
legal advisors “as may be necessary to assist the District in its operations.” 
In general, those expenses are considered administrative expenses, 
however, certain expenses “may be paid with the proceeds of Bonds”. 
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Section 6.1(b)(iii) of the Development Agreement indicates bonds may be 
sold “in an amount sufficient; … to pay all relevant issuance costs related 
to the applicable series of the Bonds”.  
 
Because overcoming a legal challenge via judicial review or other legal 
mechanism may be necessary in order for the District to be able to issue 
the bonds, District staff determined that this project meets the 
requirements of the Development Agreement. 
 

4. The expenditure meets the requirements of the CID Act. 

Idaho Code, Section 50-3102(2) defines “community infrastructure” to 
include “expenses incident to and reasonably necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this chapter.” Such incidental and reasonably necessary 
expenses include legal expenses necessary to defend the proper actions of 
the District when challenged. In other words, the requested legal expenses 
are a form of community infrastructure that can be funded by the District.  
 
The purpose of the CID Act is “to encourage the funding and construction 
of regional community infrastructure in advance of actual developmental 
growth that creates the need for such additional infrastructure” and “to 
create additional financial tools and financing mechanisms that allow new 
growth to more expediently pay for itself.”  I.C. § 50-3101(a) and (c).  
 
Approving the acquisition of community infrastructure and issuance of 
bonds to finance such acquisition furthers these purposes by funding 
construction of community infrastructure and requiring new growth 
through assessments to pay for such infrastructure. Challenges to the 
Board’s final determinations to issue bonds to finance acquisition of 
community infrastructure delays and jeopardizes the ability of the District 
to carry out the purposes of the CID Act.  
 
By incurring legal costs to participate in any judicial review proceeding that 
is brought and to defend the Board’s final decisions approving acquisition 
of community infrastructure and related financing, the District is exercising 
its statutory powers to (i) implement the development of the District and 
carry out the purposes of the CID Act, (ii) incur legal expenses related to 
such implementation, and (iii) “prosecute and defend” final decisions of 
the Board (See I.C. §50-3105). 

 
 

(Remainder of page intentionally left blank.) 
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VII. Other Issues Raised by the Association 

On October 16, 2024, the Association submitted a letter with the same date, 
titled, “Objections to Proposed Resolutions”. The letter contained nine attached 
documents including four legal briefs. This section will address the concerns 
raised in the October 16, 2024, letter and the attached documents. The legal 
briefs are included without comment. 
 

A. Letter Dated October 16, 2024, titled “Objections to Proposed Resolutions” 
(Exhibit Z – Letter dated October 16, 2024, titled “Objections to Proposed 
Resolutions”) 

Response: The letter suggests that the only reason for the Board to approve the 
proposed resolution is to harass and abuse the residents of the District. 
However, per Section 1.6 of the Development Agreement (see Exhibit Y – District 
Development Agreement) with the Developer, the District has an obligation to 
consider the Developer’s purchase requests. 
 
The letter also addresses a potential bond issuance. However, at this time, the 
Board is not being asked to consider a bond resolution. Therefore, this analysis 
will not consider any objections or arguments to a bond resolution at this time. 
 
The Association’s letter also objects to the amount of time given to consider the 
purchase request. The October 16, 2024, version of the Staff Report contained 
approximately 624 pages of written materials (excluding title pages and the 
notices), of that, 528 pages including the Developer’s original purchase request 
and other items noted below the Association has had in their possession since 
2021. 
 
Additionally, all public noticing requirements have been met. This meeting is a 
regular public meeting. Per Idaho Code § 74-204: A minimum of five calendar 
days' notice for the meeting itself and a minimum of 48 hours' notice for the 
agenda is required. The District sought to go above and beyond those 
requirements by (see also, noticing described in Section V): 

 Providing notice via physical postings on all six postal pavilions 
 Providing a notice in the Idaho Statesman 
 Providing notice more than ten calendar days in advance 

In addition to the letters the Association attached four legal briefs and a bond 
transcript: 

 Petitioners’ Opening Brief in the Litigation in Ada County District Court 
(see Exhibit FF - Petitioners' Reply Brief in the Litigation), 

 Petitioners’ Reply Brief in the Litigation in Ada County District Court (see 
Exhibit FF - Petitioners' Reply Brief in the Litigation)  
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 Appellants’ Opening Brief in the Supreme Court Appeal (see Exhibit GG 
– Appellants’ Opening Brief in the Litigation) 

 Appellants’ Reply Brief in the Supreme Court Appeal (see Exhibit II – 
Appellants’ Reply Brief in the Litigation) 

 Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District, No 1 General 
Obligation Bond, Series 2020 transcript. The file size of the bond 
transcript is too large to include within this report and is included as a 
separate file labeled Appendix A. 

 
The letter goes on to list seventeen other objections. Those objections with 
District staff analysis are below: 
 
1.) The powers of the Boise CID are strictly limited to only those that are 

expressly granted by statute or necessarily implied: 

Response: The scope of this staff report is to cover Project GO20-7, 
and this objection does not relate to that project. Therefore, District 
staff present the Association’s position here but do not take up further 
review. 

 
2.) The authorization of the 2024 Bonds and the imposition of the related 

taxes pursuant to the Bond Resolution would violate the Idaho Constitution 
because the 2024 Bonds were not approved by a two-thirds vote of 
qualified electors. 

Response: The scope of this staff report is to cover Project GO20-7, 
and this objection does not relate to that project. Therefore, District 
staff present the Association’s position here but do not take up further 
review. 

 
3.) The adoption of the Bond Resolution would violate the Idaho and Federal 

Constitutions because the ad valorem property taxes it levies would not be 
uniform across all properties of a similar class. 

 
Response: The scope of this staff report is to cover Project GO20-7, 
and this objection does not relate to that project. Therefore, District 
staff present the Association’s position here but do not take up further 
review. 

 
4.) The issuance of the 2024 Bonds and the payments to the Developer 

pursuant to the Proposed Resolutions would violate prohibitions in the 
Idaho Constitution against local governments lending their credit to, raising 
money for, or donating money to any private person, association, or 
corporation. 
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Response: The scope of this staff report is to cover Project GO20-7, 
and this objection does not relate to that project. Therefore, District 
staff present the Association’s position here but do not take up further 
review. 

 
5.) The Proposed Resolutions would be invalid because the Boise CID consists 

of several noncontiguous sections in violation of the CID Act. 
Response: The scope of this staff report is to cover Project GO20-7, 
and this objection does not relate to that project. Therefore, District 
staff present the Association’s position here but do not take up further 
review. 

 
6.) The Proposed Resolutions would violate the CID Act because they approve 

financing for “Project Improvements.” 
Response: The projects meet the requirements of the CID Act for 
community infrastructure (see Sections VI.B.4 and VI.C.4). 

 
7.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act because it approves 

payments for facilities “fronting” individual single-family residential lots. 
Response: The projects meet the requirements of the CID Act for 
community infrastructure (see Sections VI.B.4 and VI.C.4). 

 
8.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act because it approves 

payments for an interest in land which is not publicly owned. 
Response: The facilities are publicly owned and located in land that is 
publicly owned (see Sections, VI.B.3, VI.B.4, and VI.B.5) 

 
9.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act because a conservation 

easement is not “community infrastructure” as defined in the Act, nor is it 
an interest in land “for community infrastructure.” 

Response: The Project GO20-7 qualifies as community infrastructure 
(see Section VI.B.4) 

 
10.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act and the Idaho 

Constitution because it approves payments substantially in excess of the 
fair market value of the conservation easement. 

Response: See analysis in Sections VI.A, VI.B.1, and VI.B.5 
 

11.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act because the supposed 
appraisal submitted by the Developer of the value of the easement (as 
supplemented and amended, the “Developer Appraisal”) is defective. 
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a. Almost 4 acres covered by the conservation easement are in a Boise 
River floodway, therefore could not be developed, and thus are of 
almost no value; 

 
b. The remaining 6 acres covered by the conservation easement are in a 

flood plain, and thus could not be developed without significant 
additional investment 

 
c. The Developer Appraisal assumes, without sufficient evidence, that 

the 10-acre parcel could be developed into a mixed use project; 
 

d. The Developer Appraisal values an 86-acre parcel, rather than the 10-
acre parcel in question; 

 
e. The Developer Appraisal fails to account for the fact that all or a 

substantial portion of the potential development on the 10-acre 
parcel can be transferred to other parcels, resulting in little or no net 
diminution in value of land to the Developer 

 
f. The Developer Appraisal fails to employ appropriate valuation 

methodologies, and uses non-comparable properties for valuation 
purposes 

 

Response to issues a - f: The Appraisal Review conducted on behalf of 
the District by an Idaho certified general appraiser with multiple 
professional certifications, confirmed the validity of the Appraisal. 
The Association has not provided any professional review or an 
alternative appraisal amount that conforms to the Uniform Standards 
of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP). 

 
g. The Developer Appraisal is not dated as of the effective date of 

conveyance of the conservation easement; 
Response: Please see analysis in Section VI.B.1 
 

h. The Developer Appraisal was prepared for purposes of the planned 
donation of the land for Federal Income Tax purposes, rather than for 
a sale; 

Response: Please see analysis in Section VI.B.5 
 

i. The Developer Appraisal failed to take into account the substantial 
decline in the value of the property resulting from the 2007 financial 
crisis; and 

Response: Please see analysis in Section VI.B.5 
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j. The “Appraisal Review Report” obtained by the City includes only a 

determination as to whether the Developer Appraisal followed 
“appropriate principles/standards/appraisal methodology,” and does 
not express an independent professional opinion as to value 

 
Response: The Appraisal Review conducted on behalf of 
the District by an Idaho certified general appraiser with 
multiple professional certifications, confirmed the validity 
of the Appraisal. The Association has not provided any 
professional review or an alternative appraisal amount 
that conforms to the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice (USPAP). 

 
12.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act because it approves 

payments for a project undertaken before the Boise CID was even formed. 
Response: The CID Act does not contain language that would prevent 
a purchase for a project undertaken before the formation of the 
District. Moreover, the Ada County District Court ruled against the 
Association on this issue (see Exhibit AA – CV01-21-18655 Memo 
Decision and Order, pp. 36-37). 

 
13.) Challenges to the Proposed Resolutions on the ground that the Boise CID 

was unlawfully formed and the bond election unlawfully held are not 
barred by Section 50-3119 of the CID Act. 

Response: The scope of this staff report is to cover Project GO20-7, 
and this objection does not relate to that project. Therefore, District 
staff present the Association’s position here but do not take up 
further review. 

 
14.) Payment of the Boise CID’s legal costs pursuant to the Proposed 

Resolutions is not permitted by the Development Agreement or the CID 
Act. 

Response: Please see analysis from Section VI.C 
 

15.) The Proposed Resolutions are an unlawful attempt to circumvent (i) the 
pending appeal of the Challenged Resolutions, and (ii) the right of 
aggrieved persons to appeal “final decisions” of the Board. 

Response: The Project GO20-7 does not contain any projects that are 
currently be challenged.  

 
16.) Consideration and adoption of the Proposed Resolutions in this manner 

and timeframe would violate the Due Process Clauses of the Idaho and 
Federal Constitutions. 
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Response: See comments in Section V. Additionally, the scope of this 
staff report is to cover Project GO20-7, and this objection does not 
relate to Project GO20-7. Therefore, District staff present the 
Association’s position here but do not take up further analysis of this 
objection. 

 
17.) The Notice lacks innumerable material documents related to the proposed 

payments. 
Response: District staff have included all materials they believe are 
relevant to Project GO20-7. The Association and all other 
stakeholders have been invited to submit any materials they feel are 
relevant for the Board’s decision. 

 
B. Letter Dated September 1, 2022, titled “Objection to Additional 

Reimbursements Requested by the Developer” (Exhibit BB – Letter Dated, 
September 1, 2022, titled “Objection to Additional Reimbursements Requested 
by the Developer” 

This letter was included as an attachment to the October 16, 2024, letter. In this 
letter the Association advance three arguments on why three projects are not 
eligible for purchase by the District. Those three projects are Project GO22-1, 
Haystack #1 and Utility Improvements, Project GO22-2, Dallas Harris South #1 
and Utility Improvements, and Project GO22-3, Dallas Harris South #2 and Utility 
Improvements (collectively “2022 Projects”). The five arguments and responses 
follow: 
 

1.) The HRCID has limited powers 
2.) CIDs in Other Jurisdictions Can Be Utilized to Finance Both “System 

Improvements” to Regional Public Infrastructure and “Project 
Improvements” within a New Development 

3.) Idaho CIDs Can Only Finance System Improvements, and Not Project 
Improvements. 
 
Response to issues 1-3: The scope of this staff report is to cover 
Project GO20-7, and this objection does not relate to that project. 
Therefore, District staff present the Association’s position here but 
do not take up further review. 

 
C. Letter Dated February 16, 2023, titled “Objections to Proposed to Resolutions” 

(Exhibit CC – Letter Dated, February 16, 2023, titled “Objections Proposed 
Resolutions”) 

This letter was included as an attachment to the October 16, 2024, letter. In the 
introduction of this letter, the Association makes general objections similar in 
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spirit to those in the October 16, 2024, letter. Having already responded to those 
objections in Section VII.A, no further responses are provided here. The letter 
then advances fourteen objections in relation to Project Nos. GO2022-2, 
GO2022-2, and GO2022-3. Those objections are listed below along with 
responses:  
 
1.) The powers of the HRCID are strictly limited to only those which are 

expressly granted by statute or necessarily implied. 
2.) The authorization of the 2023 Bonds and the imposition of the related 

taxes pursuant to the Bond Resolution would violate the Idaho Constitution 
because the 2023 Bonds were not approved by a two-thirds vote of 
qualified electors. 

3.) As the ad valorem property taxes levied pursuant to the Bond Resolution 
would not be uniform across all properties of a similar class, the adoption 
of the Bond Resolution would violate the Idaho and Federal Constitutions 

4.) The issuance of the 2023 Bonds pursuant to the Bond Resolution and the 
payments to the Developer pursuant to the Payments Resolution would 
violate prohibitions in the Idaho Constitution against local governments 
lending their credit to, raising money for, or donating money to any private 
person, association, or corporation. 

5.) The Proposed Resolutions would be invalid because the HRCID consists of 
several noncontiguous sections in violation of the CID Act. 

6.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act because it approves 
financing for “Project Improvements”. 

7.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act if it approves payments 
for facilities “fronting” individual single-family residential lots. 

8.) The Payments Resolution would violate the CID Act if it approves payments 
for facilities which are not publicly owned and located on land which is not 
publicly owned. 

9.) The Association has standing under the express provisions of the CID Act to 
contest the lack of authority to adopt the challenged resolutions based on 
the unlawful formation of the HRCID. 

10.) Challenges to the Proposed Resolutions on the ground that the HRCID was 
unlawfully formed are not barred by Section 50-3119 of the CID Act. 

11.) Payment of the HRCID’s legal costs from proceeds of the 2023 Bonds is not 
permitted by the Development Agreement or the CID Act. 

12.) The Bond Resolution is an unlawful attempt to circumvent (i) the pending 
appeal of the 2021 Resolutions, and (ii) the right of aggrieved persons to 
appeal “final decisions” of the Board. 

13.) Consideration and adoption of the Proposed Resolutions in this manner 
and timeframe would violate the Due Process Clauses of the Idaho and 
Federal Constitutions. 

14.) The Staff Report lacks innumerable material documents related to the 
proposed payments. 
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Response to issues 1-14: The scope of this staff report is to cover Project 
GO20-7, and these objections are in relation to Project Nos. GO2022-1, 
GO2022-2, and GO2022-3 and therefore do not relate to Project GO20-7. 
Therefore, District staff present the Association’s position here but do not 
take up further review. 

 
D. Letter Dated December 18, 2023, titled “Objection to Proposed Resolutions and 

Advances” (Exhibit DD – Letter Dated December 18, 2023, titled “Objections to 
Resolutions and Advances”) 

This letter was included as an attachment to the October 16, 2024, letter. The 
Association submitted a letter objecting to then proposed resolution HRCID-17-
2023. That resolution amended the service agreement between the City of Boise 
and the District to allow the advance for legal fees from the City to the District to 
be increased by $350,000. In the letter the Association argues that the advance 
would be unlawful. They also make seven other arguments which are listed 
below. Because the scope of this staff report is to cover Project GO20-7, and 
these objections does not relate to that project, District staff present the 
Association’s position here but do not take up further review. 
 
1.) The powers of the Boise CID are strictly limited to only those which are 

expressly granted by statute or necessarily implied. 
2.) The authorization of the Advances and the imposition of the related 

administrative taxes pursuant to the Resolution would violate the Idaho 
Constitution because Advances were not approved by a two-thirds vote of 
qualified electors. 

3.) As the ad valorem special administrative property taxes levied pursuant to the 
Resolution would not be uniform across all properties of a similar class, the 
adoption of the Resolution would violate the Idaho and Federal Constitution. 

4.) The Resolution and the Advances would be invalid because the Boise CID 
consists of several noncontiguous sections in violation of the CID Act. 

5.) The Association has standing under the express provisions of the CID Act to 
contest the lack of authority of the Resolution and to make the Advances 
based on the unlawful formation of the Boise CID. 

6.) Challenges to the Resolution and the Advances on the ground that the Boise 
CID was unlawfully formed are not barred by Section 50-3119 of the CID Act. 

7.) Consideration and adoption of the Resolution in this manner and timeframe 
would violate the Due Process Clauses of the Idaho and Federal Constitutions. 

 
Response to issues 1-7: The scope of this staff report is to cover Project 
GO20-7, and these objections relate to resolution HRCID-17-2023 and not to 
Project GO20-7 and Resolution HRCID-13-2024. Therefore, District staff 
present the Association’s position here but do not take up further review. 
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E. Petitioners' Opening Brief in Case No. CV01-21-18655 (Exhibit EE – Petitioners 
Opening Brief in the Litigation) 

The Association’s October 16, 2024, letter references this opening brief, and it is 
included without comment other than to note the case in which it was used has 
already been decided in favor of the District (see Exhibit AA – CV01-21-18655 
Memo Decision and Order). 
 

F. Petitioners' Reply Brief in Case No. CV01-21-18655 (Exhibit FF - Petitioners' 
Reply Brief in the Litigation) 

The Association’s October 16, 2024, letter references this reply brief, and it is 
included without comment other than to note the case in which it was used has 
already been decided in favor of the District (see Exhibit AA – CV01-21-18655 
Memo Decision and Order). 
 

G. Appellants’ Opening Brief in Supreme Court Case No. 51175-2023 (Exhibit GG – 
Appellants’ Opening Brief in the Litigation) 

The Association’s October 16, 2024, letter references this opening brief, and it is 
included without comment other than the inclusion of the respondents’ brief 
(see Exhibit HH – Respondents’ Brief in the Litigation) 
 

H. Appellants’ Reply Brief in Supreme Court Case No. 51175-2023 (Exhibit II – 
Appellants’ Reply Brief in the Litigation) 

The Association’s October 16, 2024, letter references this reply brief, and it is 
included without comment. 
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A. Exhibit A– Project Resolution 

  



   

 Harris Ranch CID Resolution  

 Resolution 

 

Harris Ranch Community 

Infrastructure District No. 1 

150 N Capitol Blvd 

Boise, ID 83702 

(208) 972-8531 

 

TO: Board of Directors 

FROM: Zechariah Taylor, Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 

NUMBER: HRCID-13-2024 

DATE: October 16, 2024 

SUBJECT: HRCID Project Resolution - Conservation Easement 

 

BACKGROUND:  

This resolution will approve the projects outlined in the District Staff Report. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

• Project GO20-7 Staff Report 10.16.2024 (PDF) 



   

 

Harris Ranch CID Resolution NO. HRCID-13-2024 

BY THE BOARD:                                              HALLYBURTON, STEAD AND STRASSER 

 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF THE HARRIS RANCH 

COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE DISTRICT NO. 1 (CITY OF BOISE, IDAHO), ADA 

COUNTY, IDAHO, MAKING CERTAIN FINDINGS AND DETERMINATIONS WITH 

RESPECT TO CERTAIN COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE PROJECTS WITHIN 

THE DISTRICT; PROVIDING FOR RELATED MATTERS; AND PROVIDING AN 

EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WHEREAS, the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (City of Boise, 

Idaho), Ada County, Idaho (the “District”), is a community infrastructure district of the State of 

Idaho and is duly organized and operating under Chapter 31, Title 50, Idaho Code, as amended 

(the “Act”), and the District is, except as otherwise provided in the Act, a political subdivision of 

the State of Idaho, separate and apart from the City of Boise City, Idaho (the “City”); and  

 

WHEREAS, as provided by the Act, the District is a special limited purpose district 

possessing only those powers as set forth in the Act, including, but not limited to, the power to 

acquire community infrastructure and borrow money and incur indebtedness and evidence the 

same by certificates, notes, bonds or debentures (collectively, “District Obligations”), and use the 

proceeds of such District Obligations to pay the project price for such community infrastructure; 

and 

 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the District Development Agreement No. 1, dated as of August 

31, 2010 (the “Development Agreement”), by and among the City of Boise City, Idaho (the 

“City”), the District, and the Harris Family Limited Partnership (the “Developer”), the District 

has agreed to use proceeds of District Obligations to acquire approved community infrastructure 

caused to be constructed by the Developer; and  

 

WHEREAS, the Developer has applied to the District for a determination by the Board 

of the Directors of the District (the “Board”) that the interest in the real property dedicated for 

the 2007 Wetlands Conservation Easement and located within the District, in the aggregate 

principal amount of $1,979,000.00 (which amount, plus accrued interest in an amount to be 

determined by the District Treasurer, plus the proportionate legal costs of the District, if any, 

relating to the District’s legal defense of the Board’s final determination relating to such project, 

in an amount determined by the District Treasurer, constitutes the project price) is due and owing 

pursuant to the Development Agreement and, pursuant to the Act, constitutes community 

infrastructure and expenses incident to and reasonably necessary to carry out the purposes of the 

Act (collectively, “Project No. GO20-7”). 

 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF 



   

THE HARRIS RANCH COMMUNITY INFRASTRUCTURE DISTRICT NO. 1 (CITY 

OF BOISE CITY, IDAHO), ADA COUNTY, IDAHO, as follows: 

 

SECTION 1:   PROJECT NO. GO20-7 - CONSERVATION EASEMENT 
  
a) Upon review of the Staff Report dated October 16th, 2024, as amended (the “Staff 

Report”), presented to the Board at this meeting, and upon agreement with the staff 

recommendation on Project No. GO20-7 and the bases therefore, which are incorporated herein 

by this reference, the Board hereby finds and determines that the improvements identified in 

Project No. GO20-7 constitute community infrastructure pursuant to the Act; and 

  
b) the Board hereby further finds and determines that the aggregate of (i) the 

principal amount of $1,979,000.00, (ii) plus accrued interest thereon in an amount to be 

determined by the District Treasurer pursuant to Section 3 of this Resolution, (iii) plus the 

proportionate legal costs of the District, if any, in an amount determined by the District Treasurer 

pursuant to Section 3 of this Resolution relating to the District’s legal defense of the Board’s 

final determination on Project No. GO20-7 (the “GO20-7 Legal Costs”), constitute the project 

price for Project No. GO20-7; and 

  
c) the Board hereby further finds and determines that the principal amount of 

$1,979,000.00, plus accrued interest thereon in an amount to be determined by the District 

Treasurer pursuant to Section 3 of this Resolution, is hereby authorized to be paid to the 

Developer and/or to Barber Valley Development, Inc. (“BVD”) acting on the Developer’s 

behalf, by the District from the proceeds of District Obligations pursuant to the Act and the 

Development Agreement; and 

  
d) the Board hereby further finds and determines that the GO20-7 Legal Costs are 

expenses incident to and reasonably necessary to carry out the purposes of the Act and the 

District is hereby authorized to be reimbursed for such GO20-7 Legal Costs from the proceeds of 

District Obligations. 
  
SECTION 2: PROJECT NO. GO20-7- ACCRUED INTEREST,  FINDINGS AND 

DETERMINATIONS. 

 

Upon review of the Staff Report presented to the Board at this meeting, and upon 

agreement with the staff recommendation on this project and basis therefore, which are 

incorporated herein by this reference, the Board hereby finds and determines that Project No. 

GO20-7 - Accrued Interest identifies the proper and correct amount of accrued interest due and 

owing by the District pursuant to the Development Agreement and prior District approvals of the 

related projects and such amount of accrued interest, plus the proportionate legal costs of the 

District, if any, in an amount determined by the District Treasurer pursuant to Section 3 of this 

Resolution relating to the District’s legal defense of the Board’s final determination on Project 

No GO20-7 (the “GO20-7  Legal Costs”) is hereby approved to be paid by the District from the 

proceeds of District Obligations.  

 

SECTION 3:  DELEGATION. Pursuant to Idaho Code, Section 50-3104(6), the Board 



   

hereby delegates to the District Treasurer (i) the authority and duty to calculate and determine 

the amounts of accrued interest on Project No. GO20-7 due and owing by the District to the 

Developer pursuant to the interest calculation provided in the Development Agreement and to be 

paid from the proceeds of District Obligations and (ii) the authority and duty to calculate and 

determine the amounts of the GO20-7 Legal Costs up to a total aggregate amount of 

$350,000.00, to be reimbursed to the District from the proceeds of District Obligations.  

 

ADOPTED by the Board of Directors of the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure 

District No. 1 (City of Boise, Idaho), Ada County, Idaho, this 22nd day of October, 2024. 

 

APPROVED by the Chairperson of the Board of the Harris Ranch Community 

Infrastructure District No. 1 (City of Boise, Idaho), Ada County, Idaho, this 22nd day of 

October, 2024.  

 

       HARRIS RANCH COMMUNITY  

       INFRASTRUCTURE DISTRICT NO. 1  

       (CITY OF BOISE, IDAHO) 

       Ada County, Idaho 

 

 

 

       By:  _______________________________ 

               Chairperson, Board of Directors 

ATTEST: 

 

 

____________________________ 

District Clerk 
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B. Exhibit B – Overview of the District 
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Version 2.0 – September 2021 

INTRODUCTION 

The Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (“the District”) was created in 2010 to 
“encourage the funding and construction of regional community infrastructure in advance of actual 
developmental growth”1 and “create additional financial tools and financing mechanisms that allow new 
growth to more expediently pay for itself”2. The goal of this overview is to provide a description of the 
District’s taxing powers and process and project acquisition  functions. This overview will focus on these 
topics and touch briefly on other topics only to support the explanation of taxing and project acquisition.  

At its most basic level, the District’s operations focus on levying taxes to pay for existing and future 
municipal bond issues. The bonds are used to pay for eligible community infrastructure.  

***Before diving into the details, one quick disclaimer, this document is not a legal interpretation of the 
Idaho State Code or the Developer Agreement. This writing is prepared from the staff perspective of the 
operations of the District.*** 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 Primary Stakeholders:  
o The residents of the District 
o The Developer/Owner 
o The District Board of Directors 
o Staff and Contractors of the District 

 Governance and Formation: 
o The District’s primary governing rules are from Idaho Code, Title 50, Chapter 31, and the 

District  Development Agreement No. 1(the “Development Agreement”) among the City 
of Boise City, Idaho (the “City”), Harris Family Limited Partnership (the “Owner” or 
“HFLP”), and the District. 

 Taxes Levies/Assessments: 
o The District has three forms of tax levies/assessments: 

 General obligation bond levy – based on property value 
 Administrative levy – based on property value 
 Special Assessment – based on property size (acreage) 

o General obligation bond levies are set based on a 2.85 mill levy rate. That means 0.285% 
of the market value of all property within the District less any exemptions. The authority 
to issue bonds was granted by vote of all property owners in August 2010. 

o The administrative levy covers regular operational costs of the District and is capped at 
0.01% of the market value of the District less any exemptions. 

o Special Assessment 
 The special assessment is used to pay for debt service on the 2011 Special 

Assessment Bond. 
 Each year the properties in the assessment area are assessed based on the 

Assessment Roll. 
 Bonds and Project Acquisition: 

 
1 See Idaho Code § 50-3101(a) – Purpose, Relationship with other Laws and Short Title 
2 See Idaho Code § 50-3101(c) 
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o Projects 
 Project eligibility is defined within Idaho State Code and the Developer 

Agreement. Projects must qualify as community infrastructure and benefit the 
District. Eligible project costs include planning, design, construction as well as 
other expenses.  

 All projects must follow the public bidding process. 
 The Developer submits an application for project approval. If the projects are 

eligible, then bonds are issued and proceeds used to acquire the projects.  
o Bond Issuance Process - Bonds are generally privately placed. The selection of a purchaser 

is bid out and the award is based on the most favorable terms. 
 Public Meetings and Budget: 

o The District holds at least four annual meetings to review and approve the budget as well 
as resolutions to support the tax levies and assessments and bond issuance process.  

o Although all meetings are open to the public to attend, only the Budget Public Hearing is 
currently set up to receive live resident testimony. 

 Conclusion - This document is a high-level summary. If you have additional questions, please 
contact District staff: boisetreasury@cityofboise.org  
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PRIMARY STAKEHOLDERS  

 The residents of the District – the residents are the beneficiaries of the community infrastructure. 
 The Developer (Owner) – there are two parties who comprise the Developer:  

o The Harris Family Limited Partnership owns the land on which the community 
infrastructure projects are built. HFLP is primarily paid for transfer of land or other real 
property interests into public ownership benefiting the District.  

o Barber Valley Development Inc. (“BVD”) leads the development and construction of 
community infrastructure within the District on behalf of HFLP.  BVD, on behalf of HFLP, 
is primarily paid for eligible  community infrastructure project costs benefiting the 
District.  

 District Board of Directors: 
o The District Board has three members. They are appointed by the City of Boise’s City 

Council and are all City Council members.3  
 Staff for the District: 

o The District does not have any full-time staff. Instead, it contracts with the City of Boise 
and other publicly-bid contractors to support its operations.  

GOVERNANCE and FORMATION  

The District follows Idaho State Code and the Development Agreement among HFLP, the City, and the 
District.   

 Idaho Code, Title 50 (Municipal Corporations), Chapter 31 (Community Infrastructure District Act)  
 Development Agreement 

On April 2, 2010, the four managing members of the Harris Family Limited Partnership filed a petition with 
the City to create the District. A public hearing on the petition was held by the City Council on May 11, 
2010, and the District was formally created by Resolution No. 20895 adopted by the City Council on May 
11, 2010. Resolution No. 20895 was recorded in the real estate records of Ada County, Idaho, as 
Instrument No. 110054253 on June 11, 2010.   

On May 21, 2010, a petition requesting the addition of property to the District was filed with the City Clerk 
and the District Clerk. A public hearing on the petition to add non-contiguous property to the District was 
held by the City Council on June 22, 2010, and the modification to the District’s boundaries was formally 
approved by Resolution No. 20944 adopted by the City Council on June 22, 2010. Resolution No. 20944 
was recorded in the real estate records of Ada County, Idaho, as Instrument No. 110067632 on July 23, 
2010. 

The District, the City, and the Developer entered into  the Development Agreement on August 31, 2010.  
The Development Agreement details the process by which projects are constructed and acquired. The 
Development Agreement also covers matters related to the two types of bonds (general obligation bonds 
and special assessment bonds) issued by the District.  

 

 
3 See Idaho Code § 50-3104(2) – District Organization 
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TAX LEVIES AND ASSESSMENTS 

There are three types of levies/assessments  present in the District:  

 General obligation bond levy  
 Administrative levy  
 Special-assessment  

The first two tax levies, the general obligation bond levy  and the administrative levy, are calculated based 
on the property value. The property value includes both land and improvements (i.e., the home). These 
levies are combined as a single line item (Tax District 151) on the tax form you receive from Ada County 
(see example below).  

 

The third category is the assessment based on the acreage of your property. We’ll go into more detail in 
a bit. Let’s first look at the levies.  

General Obligation Levy and Bond Authority  

The tax levy that supports general obligation bonds is based on the value of the property that is being 
taxed. The levy has been historically set at 0.285%. That means that if a property is worth $100,000 the 
owners will pay a tax of $285, or a tax of $1,425 for a $500,000 property.  

This approach to taxation is unique to the District. Most taxing districts, such as the City, Ada County, and 
the school districts tax based on a relatively stable budget. In contrast the District has a fixed levy and its 
budget expands or contracts with the change in the aggregate property values of the District. This means 
that as property values rise, the levy of most taxing districts will decrease while the District’s levy will 
remain fixed. The implication of this is that year-over-year in an environment of rapidly increasing 
property values, the District’s tax levy will become larger.  

This can be mitigated if the primary increase in the value of the District comes from new construction 
rather than higher property values. 



5 
 

Version 2.0 – September 2021 

Each year, the District staff take the estimated value of the entire District and multiply it by 0.285%. We 
then subtract the amount that is currently used to pay for debt service on the District’s bonds that are still 
outstanding. The remaining capacity is used to determine the size of the current year’s bond issuance.  

For example:  

1. The estimated value of the District for 2020 was $348,521,600  
2. Multiply that by 0.285% and you get $993,286.56  
3. The debt service for outstanding bonds for 2020 was $833,999  
4. The difference between the two is $159,287.14. This is the amount that is pledged for the annual 

payment towards new debt.  

Issuance of the general obligation bonds that are supported by the levy was authorized by an election of 
the qualified electors within the District on August 3, 2010. The qualified electors voted unanimously to 
authorize the District to issue general obligation debt with a cumulative principal amount of $50 million. 
The authority to issue was authorized for thirty years from the date of the election. Appendix A shows the 
amounts of general obligation debt that has been issued to date as well as how much of the $50 million 
authorization is left.  

On September 20, 2010, notice of the District’s authority to issue general obligation bonds in one or more 
series up to $50 million over thirty years was caused to be recorded by the District against all real property 
located within the District’s boundaries as Ada County, Idaho, Instrument No. 110087657. Such recorded 
notice also describes the District’s authority to issue special assessment bonds to be repaid from special 
assessments on the real property located within Assessment Area One.  

Administrative Levy  

The administrative levy is used “to reimburse or defray the administrative expenses of the district 
pursuant to a district development agreement.”4 The levy is capped at 0.010% of the value of the District. 
As we noted above, it is combined with the general obligation bond levy on your property tax statement. 
For the Fiscal 2021 Budget, the Administrative Levy was set at $15,100 or 0.004% of the estimated value 
of the District.  

Special Assessment 

Instead of being calculated on the value of the property, the Special Assessment is calculated based on a 
benefits-derived method and the acreage of the property being assessed pursuant to the Assessment Roll. 
The properties that are assessed for the special assessment are within the boundaries of Assessment Area 
One. While Assessment Area One falls entirely within the boundaries of the District, its area is smaller 
than that of the District.   

The Special Assessment is used to support the debt service payments for the 2011 Special Assessment 
Bond and administrative costs. The District chose to issue a Special Assessment Bond because the market 
value of the District was too small to support meaningful community infrastructure acquisition using 
general obligation bonds. Because of the high administrative burden of this type of bond, the District and 
the Developer do not plan to issue another bond of this type.  

 
4 See Idaho Code § 50-3113 – Cost of Administration 
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Each year the District Board approves the special assessment by resolution entered upon the minutes of 
the District Board and District certifies to the Ada County Board of County Commissioners the amount of 
special assessments to be collected in the same form and manner as property taxes are collected.  

Unlike the general obligation bonding authority, no election is required for special assessments5. Instead, 
a petition from a minimum of two-thirds of the owners is submitted, a public hearing is held, and the 
District Board votes on a resolution approving the special assessment. The actual issuance of bonds is 
considered in a separate resolution. In that resolution, the District Board can approve the issuance of 
special-assessment bonds up to the amount that can be supported by the special-assessment.  

BONDS and PROJECT APPROVAL 

Projects  

The proceeds of both the general obligation and special-assessment bonds are used to pay the Developer 
for eligible community infrastructure. For full details on what constitutes community infrastructure, 
please reference Idaho Code § 50-3102(2). For the purposes of this overview, the key things to understand 
are:  

 Improvements must have a substantial nexus to the District and be located within the boundaries 
of the District.  

 Improvements cannot be fronting individual single-family residential lots.  
 “Community infrastructure includes planning, design, engineering, construction, acquisition or 

installation of such infrastructure, including the costs of applications, impact fees, and other fees, 
permits and approvals related to the construction, acquisition or installation of such 
infrastructure”. 

The Development Agreement adds other requirements that improvements must meet to be 
reimbursable:  

 All infrastructure projects must follow the public bidding process according to Idaho Code6. 
 The Developer/Owner submit applications requesting approval of community infrastructure. The 

District Board cannot unreasonably deny or refuse to consider these applications, approve them, 
or take action to issue bonds to fund the acquisition of the projects7. 

 The District also pays the Owner for reasonable costs and expenses related to carrying out the 
purposes of the District8. 

 Similarly, the District also reimburses the City of Boise and its vendors for costs and expenses 
related to the operations of the District9. 

Each year the Developer submits applications  for project approval and acquisition. The District staff 
reviews the applications to confirm that the requirements above have been met. Additionally, the District 

 
5 See Idaho Code § 50-3109(1) – Special Assessments - Bonds 
6 See Developer Agreement – Section 1.5 and Idaho Code § 67-5711C Construction of Public Projects 
7 See Developer Agreement – Section 1.6 
8 See Developer Agreement – Section 1.8 
9 See Developer Agreement – Section 1.4, this is governed by Idaho Code § 50-3105 
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contracts with external bond counsel to review the applications to confirm that the projects meet IRS 
requirements for payment from tax-exempt bond proceeds.   

One important note, until eligible projects are paid for from bond proceeds such projects accrue interest 
at a rate of prime plus two percent. The interest is simple interest.  

The Developer/Owner is paid for eligible projects based on the size of the bonds. The size of the bonds is 
based on the amount of tax levy that can be used to support new issuances.   

Bond Issuance Process  

Because of the relatively small size of the District’s bond issuance, the District generally sells the bonds 
directly to a single purchaser, rather than conducting a public sale. To select the purchaser of the bond, 
the District conducts a Request for Proposal (RFP) with potential buyers throughout the US. Each 
prospective purchaser provides a term sheet with its proposed lending terms. The District awards the bid 
based on the most favorable terms. Among the terms that the District has historically sought are those 
that will minimize the interest paid, allow for future flexibility to refinance, and longer lending terms in 
order to maximize the bond proceeds.  

PUBLIC MEETINGS and BUDGET  

Let’s bring all this together. All of the items we’ve discussed are linked together through a budget and 
public meetings process, which we’ll now review. At present, there are four meetings, all of which are 
open to the public. Only one meeting is a public hearing where residents can provide live comment. 

1. Service Agreements: During the first meeting, the District Board reviews and approves the service 
agreements from the vendors that will support the bond issuance and special- assessment 
process.  

2. Budget Workshop: In the second meeting, the District Staff presents a proposed budget for the 
next fiscal year. The District Board provides comments.  

3. Budget Public Hearing: The third meeting is the opportunity for the residents to provide their 
comments to the proposed budget. The District Staff put a notice in the Idaho Statesman and post 
notices in the postal pavilions throughout the District. This is done a minimum of ten days prior 
to the meeting per Idaho Code10. After receiving resident testimony, the District Board votes on 
the budget.  

4. Bond Resolution / Assessment Roll Resolution / L-2 Resolution: During the final meeting, the 
District Board votes on resolutions regarding the bonds, the special-assessment rolls, and the L-
2.  

a. Bond Resolution: The bond resolution acts as the agreement between the District and 
the purchaser, along with the formal bond purchase proposal. The bond resolution and 
bond purchase proposal provide the terms of the bonds, including repayment terms, loan 
covenants, and interest rates.   

b. Assessment Roll Resolution: This is the Engineer’s Report mentioned in the Special 
Assessment Discussion.  

c. L-2 Resolution: The L-2 is the document submitted to Ada County that contains the dollar 
levy amounts that will be assessed for the general obligation bond levy and the 
administrative levy.  
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FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

1. Why are there pockets within the District that do not pay the General Obligation tax levy? 
a. In 2010, when the Owners voted to create the District, there were subdivisions that had 

already been built. Because the owners within those subdivisions did not join the District 
at its creation, they are not subject to any of the taxes of the District. 

b. Idaho State law prevents those homeowners from being forced to join the District, they 
can only join voluntarily. 

c. Because the bonding authority that the residents and Owners voted to authorize extends 
for 30 years (and up to $50 million), anyone who purchases property within the District 
takes on the obligation pay debt issued within the framework of the bonding authority. 

CONCLUSION  

This overview is a high-level summary of the operational process that the District goes through each year 
in assessing taxes and issuing bonds for project reimbursement. If you have additional questions, please 
reach out to the District Staff: boisetreasury@cityofboise.org   
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APPENDIX A 

General Obligation Bond Authorization Tracking 

Series 
New Bond 

Amount 
Authorization 

Balance Reimbursement 

 $50,000,000  
2010 $75,000 $49,925,000 60,052.00 
2013 $319,000 $49,606,000 244,475.00  

2014 $77,000 $49,529,000 52,000.00 

2015 $3,744,404 $45,784,596 3,336,547.01  

2016 $1,331,390 $44,453,206 1,188,582.81  

2017 $1,801,193 $42,652,013 1,628,202.15  

2018 $1,979,736 $40,672,277 1,884,712.85 
2019 $3,921,911 $36,750,366 3,804,938.82 
2020 $2,121,599 $34,628,767 2,029,759.87 

Total $15,371,233  14,229,271 

    

    
GO $15,371,233   $14,229,271 
SA $3,920,000   $2,726,851  

 $19,291,233   $16,956,121  
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APPENDIX B 

Bond Details 

Series Principal 
Issuance 

Date Maturity 
Interest 

Rate 
Total 

Interest 
Total Debt 

Service 

       
2010 $75,000 10/6/2010 9/15/2015 7.00% $25,570 $100,570 
2011 - - - - - - 
2012 - - - - - - 
2013 319,000 8/29/2013 9/15/2018 3.57% 37,265 356,265 
2014 77,000 9/4/2014 9/15/2015 2.56% 2,031 79,053 
2015 3,744,404 8/18/2015 8/15/2045 3.44% 2,303,582 6,047,986 
2016 1,331,390 8/25/2016 9/30/2036 2.19% 326,103 1,657,493 
2017 1,801,193 9/15/2017 8/15/2037 2.74% 558,701 2,359,894 
2018 1,979,736 9/12/2018 8/15/2033 3.71% 630,261 2,609,997 
2019 3,921,911 9/24/2019 8/15/2039 2.80% 1,238,092 5,160,003 
2020 2,121,599 9/10/2020 8/15/2039 2.24% 422,400 2,543,999 

Totals $15,371,233   2.97% $5,544,006 $20,915,261 

       
GO 15,371,233   2.97% 5,544,006 20,915,261 
SA 3,920,000   9.00% 7,384,105 11,304,105 

 $19,291,233   4.20% $12,928,111 $32,219,366 
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C. Exhibit C– Map of Purchases to Date 
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D. Exhibit D – Website Notice 

 
  



RESIDENTS VISITORS BUSINESS GOVERNMENT

DEPT. (DEPARTMENTS)

Home / DFA / City Clerk / Harris Ranch CID

The Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (“District”) is a separate and distinct legal entity from the City of Boise created in
accordance with Idaho Code Title 50 Chapter 31, which encourages the funding and construction of regional community infrastructure in
advance of actual development growth. The District facilitates the cost of community infrastructure projects for Harris Ranch primarily
through the issuance of municipal bonds.

Harris Ranch is a pedestrian-friendly 1,300-acre master-planned community in southeast Boise that embraces the concepts of Smart
Growth, New Urbanism and seeks to strike a careful balance between new development and the protection of the environment, wildlife
habitat and historic values in the Barber Valley.

HARRIS RANCH WEBSITE

On Tuesday, October 22, 2024, at 3:00PM MST, the District Board will meet to consider whether to issue a general
obligation bond and whether to approve the purchase of a project from Barber Valley Development and the Harris Family
Limited Partnership (collectively the "Developer"). The meeting will be held online and in-person at City Hall, 150 N Capitol
Blvd, Boise Idaho, in the Maryanne Jordan City Council Chambers.

Meeting Agenda | Meeting Details and Documentation

October 22, 2024 Meeting

District Boundaries
Land within the boundaries of the District is displayed in yellow. Property within the District’s boundaries falls with the Harris Ranch
Specific Plan (“SP-01”) zoning. When the District was formed in 2010 only property owned by the Harris Ranch petitioners who created the
district could be included within the District.

VIEW MAP (PDF)

Overview of the District's Taxes
The financial support for the District and the municipal bonds it issues come from three different forms of taxes. A general obligation bond
levy tax, an administrative levy tax, and a special assessment. The first two are based on the value of the properties within the District.
The third is based off the size of the properties within the District. To learn more about how these funding mechanisms work read the
Overview of the District.

OVERVIEW OF THE DISTRICT (PDF)

Harris Ranch CID

10/10/24, 10:54 AM Harris Ranch CID | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/departments/finance and administration/city clerk/harris ranch cid/ 1/5



Resources
Idaho Code Title 50 Chapter 31

District Development Agreement No. 1

Overview of the District

Reimbursed Community Infrastructure Projects

Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure Financial Statements

FAQs

10/10/24, 10:54 AM Harris Ranch CID | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/departments/finance and administration/city clerk/harris ranch cid/ 2/5



Events

Meeting agendas and minutes are housed on an external online system. Any minutes prior to 2010 must be requested through
the City Clerk's office.*



Agendas + Minutes

*If the Agendas + Minutes link takes you to a different board or commission landing page, please select "Harris Ranch Community
Infrastructure District No. 1" from the meeting group in the left column.

Project and Bond Meeting Materials
Access the meeting materials submitted by HRCID Staff, residents, and the Developer.

January 30, 2024 Meeting

February 21, 2023 Meeting

October 5, 2021 Meeting

Contact Information

10/10/24, 10:54 AM Harris Ranch CID | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/departments/finance and administration/city clerk/harris ranch cid/ 3/5





Meredith Stead
Chairperson

EMAIL MEREDITH



Mike Strasser
Vice-Chairperson

SEE MORE



Jimmy Hallyburton
Board Member

EMAIL JIMMY



Administrative Team

SEND EMAIL

Residents
Visitors

Business
Government

Departments & Programs

Sitemap
Terms of Use

City of Boise

150 North Capitol Blvd.
Boise, ID 83702

Be 'In the Know,'
sign up for our weekly e-newsletter.

Email Address Zip Code

10/10/24, 10:54 AM Harris Ranch CID | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/departments/finance and administration/city clerk/harris ranch cid/ 4/5
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RESIDENTS VISITORS BUSINESS GOVERNMENT

DEPT. (DEPARTMENTS)

Home / Events / DFA / Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1

Harris Ranch CID | October 22, 2024, Meeting
On Tuesday, October 22, 2024, at 3:00PM MST, the District Board will meet to consider whether to issue a general obligation bond
and whether to approve the purchase of a project from Barber Valley Development, Inc. and the Harris Family Limited Partnership
(collectively the "Developer"). The meeting will be held online and in-person at City Hall, 150 N Capitol Blvd, Boise Idaho, in the
Maryanne Jordan City Council Chambers:

Meeting Agenda

Please note, after the vote on the meeting minutes, the Board will go into Executive Session. During that time, they will speak with
the District’s litigation attorneys. After the Executive Session the Board will return to the Council Chambers to deliberate on the
project and bond resolutions. The District staff will prepare a report to assist the Board in their decision making and release the
report prior to the meeting date.

The Developer requested the District purchase one project, the 2007 Wetlands Conservation Easement (Project GO20-7). The
requested purchase amount is $1.979 million. The Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District Taxpayers Association (“HRCIDTA”)
has objected to the purchase of this project. The table below contains the Developer’s purchase requests, the HRCIDTA’s objection
letter, a third-party appraisal conducted on behalf of the District, as well as administrative documents regarding the creation and
transfer of the easement.

Developer Documents Date

1. Developer’s Purchase Request September 29, 2021

2. Developer’s Completeness Letter September 24, 2021

3. Certificate of HFLP and BVD September 23, 2021

4. Developer Letter Regarding Effective Date of
Conservation Easement

August 13, 2024

District Staff Documents

5. Final Appraisal Review June 20, 2024

6. Initial Appraisal Review December 1, 2023

7. Staff Report Coming soon

Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1
October 22, 2024 | 3:00 p.m.

10/10/24, 10:55 AM Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 | Event | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/events/dfa/2024/october/harris ranch community infrastructure district no 1/ 1/3



Resident Letters

8. HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter August 14, 2021

Administrative and Appraisal Documents

9. Development Agreement July 29, 2005

10. Easement Appraisal November 12, 2007

11. First Amendment to Development Agreement November 28, 2007

12. Deed of Conservation Easement November 28, 2007

13. Assignment and Assumption Agreement September 23, 2019

We invite you to send written comments to the Board for consideration by e-mailing your comments and/or questions
to boisetreasury@cityofboise.org.

PLEASE PROVIDE WRITTEN COMMENTS BY THURSDAY, OCTOBER 17, 2024.

What is the Harris Ranch CID?
The Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 is a separate and distinct legal entity from the City of Boise created in
accordance with Idaho Code Title 50 Chapter 31, which encourages the funding and construction of regional community
infrastructure in advance of actual development growth. The District facilitates the cost of community infrastructure projects for Harris
Ranch primarily through the issuance of municipal bonds. 

LEARN MORE

DATES

October 22, 2024
3:00 p.m.

LOCATION

City Hall
150 N Capitol Blvd

GET DRIVING DIRECTIONS

Residents
Visitors

Leaflet | Powered by Esri | USGS, NOAA

10/10/24, 10:55 AM Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 | Event | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/events/dfa/2024/october/harris ranch community infrastructure district no 1/ 2/3



Business
Government

Departments & Programs

Sitemap
Terms of Use

City of Boise

150 North Capitol Blvd.
Boise, ID 83702

   

© 2024 City of Boise. All rights reserved.

Be 'In the Know,'
sign up for our weekly e-newsletter.

Email Address Zip Code
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RESIDENTS VISITORS BUSINESS GOVERNMENT

DEPT. (DEPARTMENTS)

Home / Events / DFA / Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1

Harris Ranch CID | October 22, 2024, Meeting
On Tuesday, October 22, 2024, at 3:00PM MST, the District Board will meet to consider whether to approve the purchase of a project
from Barber Valley Development, Inc. and the Harris Family Limited Partnership (collectively the "Developer"). The meeting will be
held online and in-person at City Hall, 150 N Capitol Blvd, Boise Idaho, in the Maryanne Jordan City Council Chambers:

Meeting Agenda

Please note, after the vote on the meeting minutes, the Board will go into Executive Session. During that time, they will speak with
the District’s litigation attorneys. After the Executive Session the Board will return to the Council Chambers to deliberate on the
project and bond resolutions. The District staff will prepare a report to assist the Board in their decision making and release the
report prior to the meeting date.

The Developer requested the District purchase one project, the 2007 Wetlands Conservation Easement (Project GO20-7). The
requested purchase amount is $1.979 million. The Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District Taxpayers Association (“HRCIDTA”)
has objected to the purchase of this project. The table below contains the Developer’s purchase requests, the HRCIDTA’s objection
letter, a third-party appraisal conducted on behalf of the District, as well as administrative documents regarding the creation and
transfer of the easement.

Developer Documents Date

1. Developer’s Purchase Request September 29, 2021

2. Developer’s Completeness Letter September 24, 2021

3. Developer's Response to HRCIDTA August 30, 2024

4. Certificate of HFLP and BVD September 23, 2021

5. Developer Letter Regarding Effective Date of
Conservation Easement

August 13, 2024

District Staff Documents

6. Final Appraisal Review June 20, 2024

7. Appraiser - 2nd Addendum Letter April 15, 2024

Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1
October 22, 2024 | 3:00 p.m.

10/14/24, 7:04 PM Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 | Event | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/events/dfa/2024/october/harris ranch community infrastructure district no 1/ 1/3



8. Appraiser - 1st Addendum Letter January 9, 2024

9. Initial Appraisal Review December 1, 2023

10. Staff Report Coming soon

Resident Letters

11. HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter August 14, 2021

Administrative and Appraisal Documents

12. Development Agreement July 29, 2005

13. Easement Appraisal November 12, 2007

14. First Amendment to Development Agreement November 28, 2007

15. Deed of Conservation Easement November 28, 2007

16. Assignment and Assumption Agreement September 23, 2019

We invite you to send written comments to the Board for consideration by e-mailing your comments and/or questions
to boisetreasury@cityofboise.org.

PLEASE PROVIDE WRITTEN COMMENTS BY THURSDAY, OCTOBER 17, 2024.

What is the Harris Ranch CID?
The Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 is a separate and distinct legal entity from the City of Boise created in
accordance with Idaho Code Title 50 Chapter 31, which encourages the funding and construction of regional community
infrastructure in advance of actual development growth. The District facilitates the cost of community infrastructure projects for Harris
Ranch primarily through the issuance of municipal bonds. 

LEARN MORE

DATES

October 22, 2024
3:00 p.m.

LOCATION

City Hall
150 N Capitol Blvd

Leaflet | Powered by Esri | USGS, NOAA

10/14/24, 7:04 PM Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 | Event | City of Boise
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RESIDENTS VISITORS BUSINESS GOVERNMENT

DEPT. (DEPARTMENTS)

Home / Events / DFA / Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1

Harris Ranch CID | October 22, 2024, Meeting
On Tuesday, October 22, 2024, at 3:00PM MST, the District Board will meet to consider whether to approve the purchase of a project
from Barber Valley Development, Inc. and the Harris Family Limited Partnership (collectively the "Developer"). The meeting will be
held online and in-person at City Hall, 150 N Capitol Blvd, Boise Idaho, in the Maryanne Jordan City Council Chambers:

Meeting Agenda

Please note, after the vote on the meeting minutes, the Board will go into Executive Session. During that time, they will speak with
the District’s litigation attorneys. After the Executive Session the Board will return to the Council Chambers to deliberate on the
project and bond resolutions. The District staff will prepare a report to assist the Board in their decision making and release the
report prior to the meeting date.

The Developer requested the District purchase one project, the 2007 Wetlands Conservation Easement (Project GO20-7). The
requested purchase amount is $1.979 million. The Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District Taxpayers Association (“HRCIDTA”)
has objected to the purchase of this project. The table below contains the Developer’s purchase requests, the HRCIDTA’s objection
letter, a third-party appraisal conducted on behalf of the District, as well as administrative documents regarding the creation and
transfer of the easement.

Developer Documents Date

1. Developer’s Purchase Request September 29, 2021

2. Developer’s Completeness Letter September 24, 2021

3. Developer's Response to HRCIDTA August 30, 2024

4. Certificate of HFLP and BVD September 23, 2021

5. Developer Letter Regarding Effective Date of
Conservation Easement

August 13, 2024

District Staff Documents

6. Final Appraisal Review June 20, 2024

7. Appraiser - 2nd Addendum Letter April 15, 2024

Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1
October 22, 2024 | 3:00 p.m.

10/15/24, 1:42 PM Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 | Event | City of Boise
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8. Appraiser - 1st Addendum Letter January 9, 2024

9. Initial Appraisal Review December 1, 2023

10. Staff Report Coming soon

Resident Letters

11. HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter:
Wetlands Conservation Easement

August 14, 2021

12: HRCIDTA's Objection Letter:
Hypothetical Assumptions

July 14, 2021

13. HRCIDTA's Objection Letter:
Public Ownership

September 29, 2021

Administrative and Appraisal Documents

14. Development Agreement July 29, 2005

15. Easement Appraisal November 12, 2007

16. First Amendment to Development Agreement November 28, 2007

17. Deed of Conservation Easement November 28, 2007

18. Assignment and Assumption Agreement September 23, 2019

We invite you to send written comments to the Board for consideration by e-mailing your comments and/or questions
to boisetreasury@cityofboise.org.

PLEASE PROVIDE WRITTEN COMMENTS BY THURSDAY, OCTOBER 17, 2024.

What is the Harris Ranch CID?
The Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 is a separate and distinct legal entity from the City of Boise created in
accordance with Idaho Code Title 50 Chapter 31, which encourages the funding and construction of regional community
infrastructure in advance of actual development growth. The District facilitates the cost of community infrastructure projects for Harris
Ranch primarily through the issuance of municipal bonds. 

LEARN MORE

DATES

October 22, 2024
3:00 p.m.

LOCATION

City Hall
150 N Capitol Blvd

10/15/24, 1:42 PM Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 | Event | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/events/dfa/2024/october/harris ranch community infrastructure district no 1/ 2/3



GET DRIVING DIRECTIONS

Residents
Visitors

Business
Government

Departments & Programs

Sitemap
Terms of Use

City of Boise

150 North Capitol Blvd.
Boise, ID 83702

   

© 2024 City of Boise. All rights reserved.

Be 'In the Know,'
sign up for our weekly e-newsletter.

Email Address Zip Code

10/15/24, 1:42 PM Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 | Event | City of Boise

https //www cityofboise org/events/dfa/2024/october/harris ranch community infrastructure district no 1/ 3/3



 

39 
 

E. Exhibit E – Idaho Statesman Notice 

  



AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION
Account # Order Number Identification Order PO Amount Cols Depth

17898 602906 Print Legal Ad-IPL01996270 - IPL0199627 $51.60 1 58 L

Attention: Kimberly Moore

BOISE CITY CLERK
ATTN: AP / FINANCE
PO BOX 500
BOISE, ID 837010500

ClerkLegalNotices@cityofboise.org

Mary Castro, being duly sworn, deposes and says:
That she is the Principal Clerk of The Idaho
Statesman, a daily newspaper printed and
published at Boise, Ada County, State of Idaho,
and having a general circulation therein, and which
said newspaper has been continuously and
uninterruptedly published in said County during a
period of twelve consecutive months prior to the
first publication of the notice, a copy of which is
attached hereto: that said notice was published in
The Idaho Statesman, in conformity with Section
60-108, Idaho Code, as amended, for:

1 insertion(s) published on:

10/16/24

(Legals Clerk)

On this 16th day of October in the year of 2024 before
me, a Notary Public, personally appeared before me
Mary Castro known or identified to me to be the person
whose name subscribed to the within instrument, and
being by first duly sworn, declared that the statements
therein are true, and acknowledged to me that she
executed the same.

Notary Public in and for the state of Texas, residing in
Dallas County

Extra charge for lost or duplicate affidavits.
Legal document please do not destroy!
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F. Exhibit F – Developer’s Purchase Request 
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G. Exhibit G - Developers Completeness Letter 

 
  



 

 

 

 

 
T. Hethe Clark 

(208) 388-3327 
hclark@clarkwardle.com  

 

 

Via electronic mail (dhasegawa@cityofboise.org) 

September 24, 2021 

The Board of the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (“HRCID”) 

c/o David Hasegawa, District Manager 

150 N. Capitol Blvd. 

Boise, Idaho 83702 

 

Re: Completeness Letter –  2007 Conservation Easement 
 
Dear Members of the Board: 

This letter is a follow-up to a request received for a detailed analysis of how the above payment request 

conforms to both the requirements of Title 50, Chapter 31 of Idaho Code (the “CID Act”) and the District 

Development Agreement No. 1 for the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (the 

“Development Agreement”).  As noted below, this request does meet the letter of the CID Act and the 

Development Agreement and is eligible for reimbursement. 

Background 

This payment request is associated with a conservation easement granted by Harris Family Limited 

Partnership (the “Partnership”) dated November 28, 2007 and recorded as that certain Deed of 

Conservation Easement recorded in the records of Ada County as Instrument No. 108117302 on 

December 23, 2008 (the “Conservation Easement”).  The Conservation Easement was granted in 

connection with that certain “Development Agreement Parkcenter Boulevard Extension to Warm Springs 

Avenue, Including the East Parkcenter Bridge dated July 29, 2005” (the “Bridge Agreement”), which 

permitted the construction of the East Parkcenter Bridge that, in turn, allowed for development of the 

real property located within the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (the “HRCID”).   

As noted in prior correspondence, the Bridge Agreement was a multi-party, public-private partnership 

that allowed for the construction of the East Parkcenter Bridge.  Prior to that construction, vehicular 

access to the areas that include the HRCID was constrained and a traffic corridor in addition to E. Warm 



 

 

Springs Ave. was required.  In a nutshell, with the financial and real property contributions of the 

Partnership and the Barber Mill Company as identified in the Bridge Agreement, Ada County Highway 

District (“ACHD”) was able to move forward with the construction of the East Parkcenter Bridge.  The 

Partnership’s contributions included a cash deposit of $3,500,000 (ultimately repaid), as well as provision 

of certain wetlands areas required for wetlands mitigation for bridge construction.   

As also noted in prior correspondence and in connection with certifications submitted with this letter: 

• Neither the Partnership nor Barber Valley Development, Inc. (“BVD”) took state or federal income 

tax charitable deductions for the value of the real property subject to this payment request; 

• Neither the Partnership nor BVD were repaid the $7.00 per square foot reimbursement identified 

in Section 6.1(d) of the Bridge Agreement; and 

• Neither the Partnership nor BVD retained any portion of the ~$1,300,000 payment identified in 

Section 5.3 of the Bridge Agreement (as amended), with all of those payments (and more) going 

to a “Services Agreement” for wetlands development. 

For reference, while this is not a scale drawing, the general location of the Conservation Easement is 

shown below: 

 

Conformity with the Development Agreement 

The Development Agreement provides the roadmap for reimbursement of eligible projects within HRCID.  

Much of the Development Agreement contemplates construction of projects; however, we know that the 

CID Act also permits the acquisition of real property interests.  A review of the Development Agreement 

therefore must consider that there are no construction costs associated with this payment request – only 

the value of the real property. 



 

 

 Compliance with Applicable Codes.  Per Section 2.1(b) of the Development Agreement, no 

construction was undertaken and no codes are applicable.  Neither the Partnership nor BVD are aware of 

any construction or development code requirements that are implicated by the Conservation Easement. 

 Public Bidding.  Section 2.2 requires conformity with public bidding requirements; however, 

because this is a request associated with an interest in real property, public bidding requirements do not 

apply.   

 Cost Review.  Sections 2.3 and 3.2(a) require that all project costs be submitted to the District 

Engineer for review.  No construction costs are part of this payment request; accordingly, there was no 

public bid and there is no cost review to be undertaken. 

 Prior Conveyance.  The real property underlying the Conservation Easement remains in 

Partnership ownership; however, it is located in an easement in favor of a political subdivision of the State 

of Idaho.  The Conservation Easement was originally conveyed to the Idaho Foundation for Parks and 

Lands (as “Holder”) with ACHD retaining third-party enforcement rights.1  Thereafter, an Assignment and 

Assumption Agreement dated September 23, 2019 was executed and subsequently recorded on October 

8, 2019 in Ada County as Instrument No. 2019-097428 (the “Assignment”).2  This Assignment followed 

certification that the U.S. Army Corps had confirmed that The Wetlands Group, Inc. had completed its 

work and the requirements of the associated U.S. Army Corps Clean Water Act 404 Permit had been 

satisfied.  As part of discussions to ensure permanent public interest and long-term maintenance, the 

Idaho Foundation for Parks and Lands assigned and the City of Boise accepted the rights of Holder 

pursuant to the Conservation Easement.  Accordingly, the Conservation Easement is currently located in 

an easement in favor of a political subdivision of the State of Idaho.  Per Sections 2.4 and 3.1(d) of the 

Development Agreement, any prior dedications are not a bar to reimbursement. 

 Conditions for Payment.  Section 3.3 includes a number of conditions for payment, outlined 

below: 

Item Description Status  

(i) Certificate of Engineers Not applicable 

(ii) , (v) Evidence of public ownership The Conservation Easement is located in an easement in 
favor of the City of Boise per the Assignment  

(iii) Environmental assessments Not requested – no evidence of contamination; U.S. Army 
Corps has approved wetland construction  

(iv) Conveyance to public entity Easement conveyed to City of Boise per the Assignment 

(vi) Assignment of warranties Not applicable 

(vii) Acceptance letters Assignment is executed by City of Boise, indicating its 
acceptance of the Conservation Easement 

(viii) Other documents requested by 
District Manager 

None requested to developer’s knowledge 

                                                           
1 A subsequent, unrecorded “Amendment No. 1 – Deed of Conservation Easement and Assignment of Third Party 
Enforcer” was executed, pursuant to which ACHD assigned its enforcement rights to The Wetlands Group, Inc.  This 
document was not recorded and does not relate to ownership.  A copy can be provided to CID Staff upon request. 
2 A true and accurate copy of the Assignment is attached as Exhibit A. 



 

 

Conformity with the CID Act 

This payment request is also eligible for reimbursement per the CID Act, as shown below: 

 Public Ownership.  Section 50-3101(2) requires that community infrastructure must be owned by 

the state or a political subdivision.  Per Section 50-3105(2), community infrastructure may be located in 

easements in favor of a political subdivision of the State of Idaho.  Per the Assignment, the Conservation 

Easement is in favor of the City of Boise, meaning it is eligible under the public ownership rule. 

 Definition of Community Infrastructure.  The Conservation Easement is eligible for 

reimbursement under the definition of community infrastructure.  Section 50-3102(2) of the CID Act 

incorporates Section 67-8203(24), which includes “bank and shore protection and enhancement 

improvements,” as well as “[p]arks, open space and recreation areas….”  The Conservation Easement 

qualifies under either definition. 

 Substantial Nexus and Direct or Indirect Benefit.  Section 50-3102(2) requires that community 

infrastructure have a substantial nexus and a direct or indirect benefit to the district.  The term substantial 

nexus is not defined in the CID Act; however, in its typical usage, this refers to the overlap between the 

development of the HRCID, the needs that development creates, and the role the project plays in 

satisfying those requirements.  Whether there is a direct or indirect benefit is a very similar analysis.   

 In this case, the Conservation Easement is directly connected to the development of all of the real 

property located in the HRCID.  Without the wetland mitigation provided by the Conservation Easement, 

the East Parkcenter Bridge could not have been constructed and development in the HRCID could not 

have gone forward—a direct nexus to the development of the HRCID and a clear benefit to the HRCID.  In 

addition, because of the Conservation Easement’s location immediately south of E. Warm Springs Ave., it 

provides open space and wildlife habitat that is a direct benefit to the HRCID residents.  The Conservation 

Easement is accessible via the Greenbelt and the Dallas Harris Legacy Pathway, shown below:   

 
  Source:  Google Earth imagery 



 

 

Ongoing benefit to the HRCID is ensured due to the easement in favor of the City of Boise that was 

provided with the Assignment, discussed above. 

 Fronting Individual Single-Family Residential Lots.  The “fronting” standard is not applicable to 

this payment request.   

Conclusion 

We believe that the Conservation Easement is a clear benefit to the HRCID as it provides additional open 

space, trail areas, and wetland as well as wildlife habitat.  It has a direct nexus to the development of 

HRCID in that it was part of the original agreement that allowed the HRCID to be developed in the first 

place.  This request is eligible for reimbursement under the CID Act and the Development Agreement. 

Very truly yours, 

 

T. Hethe Clark  

HC/bdb 

c: CID Board Members  

 CID Staff (Jim Pardy (CID Engineer), Rob Lockward (CID Counsel)) 

 Client 
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H. Exhibit H - Developer Response to HRCIDTA 

  



 

 

 

 

T. Hethe Clark 
(208) 388-3327 

hclark@clarkwardle.com  

 

 

Via electronic mail (dhasegawa@cityofboise.org) 

August 30, 2021 

The Board of the Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (“HRCID”) 

c/o David Hasegawa, District Manager 

150 N. Capitol Blvd. 

Boise, Idaho 83702 

 

Re:  Response to August 14, 2021 Harris Ranch CID Taxpayers’ Association (“HRCIDTA”) Letter 

Dear Members of the Board: 

This letter responds to the August 14, 2021 letter from the HRCIDTA objecting to reimbursement of a 

conservation easement (Project ID No. GO20-7) (the “Conservation Easement”).  The letters drafted by 

Mr. Doyle on behalf of HRCIDTA are full of half-truths, supposition, and legal as well as factual 

misrepresentations.  This is perhaps the most glaring example. 

Background 

One of the major benefits of Harris Ranch is its proximity to downtown Boise.  But that proximity did not 

come without huge cost and effort.  Warm Springs Avenue, as many are aware, is a constrained roadway 

subject to erosion concerns, and did not have adequate capacity to open the Barber Valley to 

development of the homes in which the HRCIDTA members currently live.  More was required, including 

the development of the East Parkcenter Bridge, which was a collective effort and public-private 

partnership among Ada County Highway District (ACHD), Harris Family Limited Partnership (HFLP), and a 

third entity, the Barber Mill Company.   

That effort was memorialized in the Development Agreement Parkcenter Boulevard Extension to Warm 

Springs Avenue, Including the East Parkcenter Bridge (the “Development Agreement”).  As further set 

forth in the Development Agreement, ACHD paid the costs of design, construction, and inspection of the 

project; BMC provided right-of-way for the “Northerly Phase” of the overall project; and HFLP undertook 

a wide variety of contributions, including a cash deposit of $3,500,000 by Harris Family Limited 

Partnership that allowed the project to go forward before ultimately being repaid, and provision of 

wetland areas that are “required by governmental agencies” due to the construction of the East 

Parkcenter Bridge.   



 

 

More detail regarding the next steps and subsequent history is provided below in response to the 

HRCIDTA letter.  For now, it suffices to say that the Development Agreement was not imposed as a 

requirement of any land-use entitlement, as acknowledged by the HRCIDTA in their letter; instead, it 

was a collective effort and public-private partnership undertaken for the benefit of the entire valley.  

This effort has resulted in hundreds of millions of dollars of new value that all, including the HRCIDTA 

and its members, now enjoy.   

Response to August 14, 2021 HRCIDTA Letter 

Harris Ranch has always had an open-door policy.  Neither Mr. Crowley nor Mr. Doyle have taken 

advantage of those offers, which would, perhaps, have given an opportunity to resolve these concerns.  

At this point and after reviewing this latest correspondence, we doubt that there is a true interest in 

knowing the whole story.  Mr. Doyle has drafted a letter full of words like “apparently,” “not clear,” 

“may have,” “[w]e don’t know,” “[w]e have not yet been able to determine,” “based on our current 

understanding,” etc.  Despite having what is clearly only a partial picture of what has been a multi-

decade project, Mr. Doyle is willing to disparage Harris Ranch, its principals’ character, and the overall 

business prospects of the project without hesitation and without basis.  

With that in mind, we will respond to the factual inaccuracies in Mr. Doyle’s letter: 

First, no federal or state tax deduction was taken for the value of the wetlands project. 

Second, Harris Ranch did not receive payment for the value of the wetlands project.   

• Harris Ranch ultimately did not undertake vertical development or home construction and did 

not receive impact fee credits from ACHD for the value of the wetlands areas.   

• The $7.00 per square foot reimbursement identified in Section 6.1(d) did not occur.  

• The approximately $1,300,000 payment to HFLP was not a cash benefit to HFLP; instead, it was 

to reimburse HFLP for the costs of wetlands mitigation that it arranged through The Wetlands 

Group, Inc.  The HRCIDTA cites but misrepresents the correct section of the Development 

Agreement, which states that this payment was for “the construction and maintenance of the 

wetlands…” (See HRCIDTA Letter, Page 4).  The First Amendment to Development Agreement 

clarified this point in Section 3, which states that those payments were to “be made [by ACHD] 

at such times as Harris Family Limited Partnership is required to make payments…” for the 

wetlands mitigation.  HFLP ultimately paid more for wetlands “construction and maintenance” 

than it was reimbursed through the Development Agreement. 

Ultimately, only the $3,500,000 cash deposit was reimbursed.  Harris Ranch was not compensated for 

the value of the wetlands property or for the construction of the wetlands required. 

Third, the language of the valuation was drafted based on a possible donation.  The donation did not 

ultimately occur; however, that language is inapposite to the question at hand.  The valuation is 

consistent with standard appraisal processes of development land (which always includes property that 

would be used for a variety of purposes) and we stand by it.  If the HRCIDTA has a competing appraisal, 

it should be submitted for the HRCID and its staff to consider.  



 

 

Fourth, the HRCIDTA is once again incorrect in stating the Development Agreement was an “express 

condition to the development of Harris Ranch”.  It was not an example of “the City… exercising its police 

powers….” (HRCIDTA Letter, Page 5).  The Development Agreement pre-dates the Harris Ranch Specific 

Plan that controls development in the HRCID by years.  There was, as a result, no exaction by the City of 

Boise in connection with the approval of the Harris Ranch Specific Plan that resulted in the Development 

Agreement.  The City of Boise is not even a party to the Development Agreement, which would typically 

be the case if a donation occurred as a result of a land-use entitlement.  Without that critical fact, all the 

key-word references to Nollan and Dolan, rational nexus, or rough proportionality cited by Mr. Doyle are 

simply not applicable.  But even if the wetlands were exacted by the City of Boise, that would not 

prohibit reimbursement for required infrastructure that is reimbursable under the CID Act.   

In short, this letter by the HRCIDTA has no basis in fact or law. 

Conclusion 

One of the more offensive elements of Mr. Doyle’s letter-writing campaign is the clear suggestion that 

Harris Ranch is “pulling one over” on the HRCID.  This would, of course, also mean that HRCIDTA believes 

that HRCID staff is incapable of properly reviewing these payment requests or applying the applicable 

law.  Harris Ranch, on the other hand, has spent years working with the HRCID and its staff and 

responding to their very detailed review of each and every payment request.  We understand and 

appreciate the hard work that is required to administer the HRCID. 

This letter is a prime example.  Based only on their incomplete and inaccurate review, HRCIDTA claims 

that there is “an emerging pattern of the Developer making payment requests (and receiving payments) 

to which they are not contractually and/or legally entitled.” (HRCID Letter, Page 6).  This is a serious 

accusation that goes beyond mere public debate—this bears directly on the good character, reputation, 

and business interests of Harris Ranch.  Accordingly, for now, we request (and hope that we will not 

have to demand) that Mr. Doyle invest serious thought before leveling these accusations. 

Very truly yours, 

 

T. Hethe Clark  

HC/bdb 

c: CID Board Members  

 CID Staff (Jim Pardy (CID Engineer), Rob Lockward (CID Counsel)) 

 Client 

 

Appendices: 

Appendix 1 – Courtesy copy of 2005 Development Agreement with first amendment 
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I. Exhibit I – Certificate of HFLP and BVD 
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J. Exhibit J - Developer Letter Regarding Effective Date of Conservation Easement 

 



 

 

 

 

 

T. Hethe Clark 
(208) 388-3327 

hclark@clarkwardle.com  

 

Via electronic mail 

August 13, 2024 

Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 

Attn: David Hasegawa, District Manager 

150 N. Capitol Blvd. 

Boise, Idaho 83701 

 

Re: Effective Date of Deed of Conservation Easement (Instrument No. 108117302) and Associated 

Review of Value 

Dear David: 

Thank you for your request for comment on a question related to the valuation date for what has been 

commonly referred to as the “2007 Conservation Easement,” which was granted by the Harris Family 

Limited Partnership (“HFLP”) via Instrument No. 108117302, recorded October 23, 2008 (the “Easement 

Deed”).  In particular, the question has been raised as to what date should be used for a valuation of the 

property underlying the Easement Deed.  For reasons set forth below, we believe the date used by the 

appraiser (November 12, 2007) was accurate and legally justified. 

Background 

The Easement Deed represents an agreement by HFLP to grant an easement to the Idaho Foundation for 

Parks and Lands, Inc. (the “Foundation”) (as “Holder”) for purposes of wetlands preservation and 

mitigation.1  ACHD is also listed as a party to the Easement Deed with a third-party right of enforcement. 

There are several dates that are noted on the Easement Deed.  The date noted in the first paragraph is 

November 28, 2007, which corresponds with the date when the last party signed the Easement Deed 

(ACHD).  This is shown in the notary acknowledgments attached to the Easement Deed.  The “Grantor” 

(HFLP), however, had already signed by that date, with signatures dated November 9, 2007.  The 

“Holder” (The Foundation) – the entity that was actually receiving the easement – signed on November 

12, 2007.   

 
1 By a subsequent Assignment and Assumption Agreement (Inst. 2019-097428), the rights of Holder were assigned 
to the City of Boise City by and through its Department of Parks and Recreation. 



 

 

Meanwhile, the Easement Deed indicates, in Section XIII, that it becomes “effective upon recording,” 

with such recording to be undertaken by the Holder “in a timely fashion.”  For reasons unknown the 

Easement Deed was not recorded until October 23, 2008. 

Analysis 

The question, then, is which date should be used to identify a value of the HFLP property subject to the 

Easement Deed.  The Appraisal of The Wetlands Conservation Easement Eckert Road at Harris Ranch, 

Boise, Idaho prepared by Mountain States Appraisal and Consulting, Inc. (the “Appraisal Report”) 

selected November 12, 2007.  We believe this date is legally justified for the following reasons: 

Idaho law states that a deed is effective once delivered “with intent that it shall operate.” Barmore v. 

Perrone, 145 Idaho 340, 344-345 (2008) (quoting Bowers v. Cottrell, 15 Idaho 221, 228 (1908)).  “When a 

grantee possesses a deed, he enjoys a presumption of valid delivery.” Garrett v. Garrett, 154 Idaho 788, 

791 (2013) (citing Hartley v. Stibor, 96 Idaho 157 (1974)).  “[T]he real test of the delivery of a deed is 

this: Did the grantor by his acts or words, or both, intend to divest himself of title?  If so, the deed is 

delivered.” Id. (quoting Estate of Skvorak, 140 Idaho 16, 21 (2004)). 

In this case, the face of the deed shows that HFLP signed the Easement Deed on November 9, 2007.  The 

Holder (the party accepting the easement conveyance) signed on November 12, 2007.  While a signature 

by the Holder was not technically necessary to establish delivery, the Holder’s signature in this case 

establishes not only that the delivery occurred but also the date on which it occurred.  Thus, we believe 

that, based on delivery, the appropriate date for valuation is November 12, 2007. 

The question is what impact, if any, is created by the subsequent recording of the Easement Deed.  

Idaho is a race-notice state, meaning that – in a vacuum – recording is not required to effect delivery of 

a deed; instead, recording of the original instrument protects against subsequent conveyances made in 

good faith that are later recorded. See, e.g., Insight LLC v. Gunter, 154 Idaho 779, 787 (2012).   

Here, we have specific language in Section XIII of the Easement Deed indicating that Holder was to 

record “in a timely fashion”; however, it failed to do so, creating a gap between the date of delivery and 

the date on which Section XIII of the Easement Deed indicates it would be “effective.”  This leaves those 

reviewing the Easement Deed with the question of which date should control for purposes of the 

valuation – delivery or recording? 

Given these conflicts, we believe the appropriate test is set forth in the Estate of Skvorak case.  In other 

words, when did the Grantor (HFLP) intend to divest itself of title?  Clearly, the latest date on which that 

occurred would have been the date on which delivery is evidenced – November 12, 2007.  As of that 

date, the conveyance was irrevocable and the effectiveness of the Holder’s rights was subject only to 

recording – an action wholly within Holder’s control.  Put differently, if HFLP determined after 

November 12, 2007 that it no longer wished to be subject to the Easement Deed, Holder would have 

immediately recorded and proceeded to enforce its rights. 



 

 

Given that November 12, 2007 reflects the date on which the delivery of the Easement Deed to the 

Foundation occurred (after which, HFLP’s rights in the property were subject to the Foundation’s rights 

in the Easement Deed), we believe November 12, 2007 is the appropriate date of valuation. 

Please reach out to the undersigned with any additional questions. 

Very truly yours, 

 

T. Hethe Clark  

HC/bdb 
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K. Exhibit K – Final Appraisal Review 



 

 

 
 
 
 

APPRAISAL REVIEW REPORT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reviewing an appraisal of  
“Wetlands Conservation Easement Eckert Road at Harris Ranch” 

together with 
Addendum letters dated January 9, 2024 and April 15, 2024 

 
 
 

Date of Review Report: June 20, 2024 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
Gregory L. Graybadger, MAI, RPRA, AI-GRS 

Idaho Certified General Appraiser 
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APPRAISAL REVIEW REPORT 
 
Introduction 
 
This document constitutes an APPRAISAL REVIEW REPORT by Greg Graybadger, MAI, 
RPRA, AI-GRS, complying with the requirements of the Uniform Appraisal Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP).  On December 1, 2023, I previously developed and 
reported an appraisal review for Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 of Ada 
County, Idaho, reviewing an appraisal report by Joseph Corlett, MAI valuing an interest in 
wetland property at Harris Ranch, with an effective date of November 12, 2007.  Subsequent to 
that review, Mr. Corlett issued two letters to clarify and amend his appraisal report, dated 
January 9, 2024 and April 15, 2024.  This appraisal review report addresses Mr. Corlett’s 
appraisal report AS AMENDED by those letters.   
 
The appraisal report under review reports the easement value of a Deed of Conservation 
Easement described as having been granted on November 12, 2007.  The appraisal report under 
review was developed and reported by Joe Corlett, MAI, SRA of Mountain States Appraisal and 
Consulting, Inc., Boise, Idaho, with an effective date of November 12, 2007, and a report date of 
August 13, 2008, and the report’s Certification was signed on August 14, 2008.  This appraisal 
report now includes two amendment letters issued by the appraiser on January 9, 2024 and April 
15, 2024.  The appraisal product reviewed herein is the “as amended” appraisal report.  The 
appraisal is based on analysis of the value of an 86.245-acre “larger parcel” as unencumbered in 
the “Before” condition, and with 10 acres of that property encumbered by the Conservation 
Easement in the “After” condition.  The difference in these two values is represented as the value 
of the Conservation Easement. 
 
This appraisal review report was developed and reported by Gregory L. Graybadger, MAI, 
RPRA, AI-GRS with an effective date and report date of June 20, 2024, pursuant to an 
engagement by Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1.  This appraisal review 
report sets forth an analysis of the appraisal report including amendments, and a determination as 
to whether the appraisal follows the appropriate principles, standards, and methodology. 
 
 
This technical appraisal review report is presented in four sections:  
 
 1.  APPRAISAL REPORT SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 
 2.  APPRAISAL REVIEW PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND INTENDED USE 
 3.  REVIEWER’S ANALYSES, COMMENTS, AND CONCLUSIONS 
 4.  REVIEWER’S CERTIFICATION AND QUALIFICATIONS.   
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1.  APPRAISAL REPORT SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 
 
The appraisal report under review was shown in two PDF source documents provided through 
the Client’s attorney to the reviewer.  Each of these contain parts of the appraisal report under 
review.  The first is a 51-page PDF electronic document showing scanned images of the 
appraisal report in black and white, ending with Addenda Pg. 2.  The developer’s request for 
reimbursement also contains a copy of the appraisal report within a larger document.  The 
appraisal report is shown as pages 83 through 182 of that reimbursement document.  The 
appraisal report shown there includes further Addenda pages 3 through 50 (but omits appraisal 
report pages 23-29).  This appraisal review encompasses the entirety of the appraisal report, 
including all Addenda, and including two letter amendments dated January 9, 2024 and April 15, 
2024.  The January 9, 2024 letter consists of 4 pages including a signed Certification.  The April 
15, 2024 letter consists of 5 pages including 2 pages of flood maps.  The total document size as 
reviewed is 108 pages, including cover, transmittal, all addenda, and both letter amendments. 
 
This appraisal review report incorporates the original appraisal report by reference, as the source 
documents are also in the possession of the client and the client’s attorney.  This Section 1 of the 
review report presents a summary description of the appraisal report without reiterating every 
element in detail.  The appraisal report under review contains a transmittal letter, describing it as: 

“The Appraisal of the Conservation Easement  
  Of the Wetlands Site on Eckert Road  
  At Harris Ranch, Boise, Idaho  
  MS-7822B-08”   
 
Cover/title page of the appraisal under review shows an aerial photo of the subject, identifies the 
fact that this is an appraisal, and identifies the subject, date, client, appraiser, and a file number. 
 
Letter of transmittal is dated August 13, 2008.  It explains that “The Conservation Easement 
had been placed on the subject for the purpose of creating new wetlands to mitigate lost wetlands 
caused by the Ada County Highway District construction of the East Parkcenter River Crossing 
located westerly of the subject.”  The letter asserts that it is a summary format appraisal report in 
conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  It states that this is a 
retrospective analysis with the appraiser’s last inspection on August 10, 2008, but that the 
easement was granted on November 12, 2007.  It states, “This valuation is based on before and 
after valuation analyses of the larger parcel, which is considered to be 86.245 acres.”  It recites 
two extraordinary assumptions:  assuming that the property was in similar condition to that 
observed during inspection, and assuming that there will be no transfers of development rights to 
adjoining lands.  It also recites a hypothetical condition that the conservation easement is 
assumed not to exist for the purpose of estimating the “before” value.  The letter of transmittal 
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presents the estimated market value of the conservation easement at $1,979,000 and it is signed 
by the appraiser. 
 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions: 
This section of the appraisal report under review contains a sub-heading for “Extraordinary 
Assumptions” repeating the assumptions shown in the Letter of Transmittal:  assuming that the 
property was in similar condition to that observed during inspection, and assuming that there will 
be no transfers of development rights to adjoining lands. 
 
This section also contains a sub-heading for a “Hypothetical Condition” repeating the condition 
shown in the Letter of Transmittal:  that the conservation easement is assumed not to exist for the 
purpose of estimating the “before” value. 
 
This section also contains a sub-heading for “Standard Assumptions and Limiting Conditions,” 
which specifies 19 general assumptions and limiting conditions which are ordinary and typical of 
real estate appraisals generally. 
 
Appraisal Summary in the appraisal report specifies the following elements: 

“Property Location:  The subject property is located on the westerly side of Eckert Road, 
immediately north of the Boise River in Boise, Idaho. 

Owner:  The property is held in ownership by the Harris Family Limited Partnership. 

Site: The site is estimated to include 86.245 acres as a larger parcel, with a 10 acre area of that 
site devoted to a Conservation Easement. 

Improvements:  The subject is unimproved. 

Zoning:  The subject is zoned in accordance with the development plan set forth under the Harris 
Ranch project as illustrated in the attached exhibits.  It is assumed that the subject parcel as a 
larger parcel would be considered as a mixed use type of property including residential and 
commercial development. 

Highest and Best Use:  The highest and best use of the subject in the before condition would be 
for development as a mixed use project as outlined in the attached exhibits.  In the after 
condition, 10 acres of the subject site will be encumbered by a Conservation Easement which 
will relegate that portion of the property to have no development into perpetuity.  It is being 
utilized as a wetlands mitigation site and will therefore be preserved by the grantee. 

Value Indications: 
 Before Value:     $17,249,000 
 After Value:       $15,270,000 
 Estimated Easement Value (Loss): $  1,979,000 
Property Rights Appraised: Fee Simple title and encumbered Fee Simple Title 
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Date of Value Estimate:  November 12, 2007” 
 
Appraisal Introduction in the appraisal report describes the following elements: 

Identification of the Property:  This briefly described the property location, the larger parcel size 
of 86.245 acres, and area to be encumbered at 10 acres. 

Property Rights Appraised:  This identified the rights as Fee Simple, but encumbered by the 
Conservation Easement on 10 acres in the After condition. 

Date of Value Estimate:  This described the effective date as November 12, 2007 and identified 
that, as such, it is a retrospective appraisal. 

Purpose of the Appraisal:  This as identified as a before and after appraisal, with the difference 
representing the easement value.  This also stated that the client will use the report for income 
tax purposes for reporting a charitable non-cash donation, and identified the grantee as a 
qualified recipient for the donation. 

Function and Intended Use:  The function was described as be estimation of the market value of 
the easement, and the intended users were identified as the client, tax professionals, and any 
other entity authorized by the client. 

Appraisal Development and Reporting Process (Scope of Work):  The report describes that the 
appraiser was retained to value the easement.  The appraiser inspected the site numerous times 
with the last inspection on August 13, 2008.  The appraisal report presents the analyses of sales 
of other riparian sites with mixed-use development potential.  Sales data was verified.  The scope 
included before and after valuation of the larger parcel defined, with no effect on other property 
in the Harris Ranch project.  The report states that the Income Approach and Cost Approach are 
not applicable.  The report affirms compliance with USPAP reporting standards Rule 2-2(b), and 
it briefly explains the before and after methodology.  It specifically states, “According to city 
personnel, the donation was not required in order to receive potential benefits as a result of the 
Parkcenter Bridge crossing of the Boise River, or as a potential for density bonuses on the 
remaining unencumbered land area.”  This section of the report reiterates the Extraordinary 
Assumption regarding development rights. 

Compliance Provision:  This affirms that the appraiser is certified in Idaho and has the necessary 
education and experience. 

Market Value Defined:  The report provides the definitions of market value from Treasury 
Regulations, citing §1.170A-1(c)(2).  It also describes a discussion from The Appraisal of Real 
Estate, 11th ed. and it quotes a summarized definition from that source. 

Exposure Time Defined:  The definition is provided from The Dictionary of Real Estate 
Appraisal, Third Edition, describing the estimated time needed for typical marketing 
immediately prior to the effective date of appraisal.  

Marketing Time Defined:  The definition is provided from The Dictionary of Real Estate 
Appraisal, Third Edition, describing the estimated time needed for typical marketing 
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immediately subsequent to the effective date of appraisal.  Comments were also included 
regarding marketing time in relation to market value and disposition value.  
Exposure Time Comments:  The report briefly describes the Harris Ranch development and its 
access, and the appraiser’s opinion that the relevant exposure time predating the date of appraisal 
would be one to two years.  
 
Regional and City Description - Boise 
The appraisal report contains a detailed analysis and explanation of the subject’s market 
influences.  It cites a list of internet resources, and provides a map and a table with driving and 
flying times to major cities in the region.  The Boise and Ada County areas are described and 
demographic data are provided for the years 2000, 2007 and 2012.   
 
Neighborhood Description 
This section of the appraisal report under review describes the Harris Ranch vicinity and includes 
8 pages of tabular demographic data within a 1-mile radius, a 3-mile radius, and a 5-mile radius 
from the subject.  This section shows the Ada County Assessor’s tax parcel data for the 86.245 
acre subject larger parcel, and various maps.  Flood hazard data and mapping are also presented. 
 
Property Data 
This section of the appraisal report describes the subject larger parcel property as unimproved 
pasture land with 86.245 acres unencumbered in the “before” condition.  In the “after” condition, 
with the Conservation Easement in place, it is described as 76.245 acres of unencumbered site 
area and 10 acres of encumbered site area.   

Zoning:  The appraisal report states, “The subject site is zoned according to the development 
plans submitted by the Harris Ranch developers.” And describes it as permitting a wide variety 
of uses.  The flood hazard zone is also described under this heading, specified as lying in both 
AE and Zone X, with brief descriptions and comment.  There is also a description of the Ada 
County Assessor’s categorization as agricultural property and citations of the assessed value and 
annual tax amount. 

Property History:  The report states, “The subject property has been under the control of the 
Harris Family Limited Partnership or related entities for a period of greater than three years.  
There are no know sales that have occurred on the subject property.”  Placement of the 
Conservation Easement is cited as part of the property history. 

Two internet pages are shown from http://www.harrisranch.org/wildlife mitigation.htm dated 
8/7/2008, showing questions and answers apparently intended for public information about 
wetlands, wildlife, and environmental concerns.  A map is shown on page 31 of the appraisal 
report, which appears to identify various areas within the Harris Ranch development, but the 
labels are indecipherable in the documents presented to the reviewer. 
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Highest and Best Use 
Defined  The definition is provided from The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Third Edition, 
as, “the reasonably probable and legal use of vacant land or an improved property, which is 
physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, and that results in the highest 
value.”  Further commentary and quotes are provided from the same source. 
 
Analysis  The appraisal report describes the allowable uses under the development plan.  A 
conclusion is presented that the highest and best use in the Before condition is for a mixed use 
development, and in the After condition is for a mixed use development except for 10 acres as 
undevelopable wetlands. 
 
Valuation 
Appraisal Process  Valuation Methods:  The Cost Approach, Income Approach and Sales 
Comparison Approach are explained. 
 
Appraisal Methods Used  The report explains that the appraisal is based on analysis of the value 
of the subject as unencumbered in the “Before” condition, and with 10 acres of that property 
encumbered by the Conservation Easement in the “After” condition.  The Cost Approach and 
Income Approach are described as “not applicable.” 
 
The subject property “larger parcel” is identified as the area contained within the Ada County 
Assessor’s tax parcel, consisting of 86.245 acres.  Other parcels in the same ownership were 
excluded because they “would not benefit nor suffer as a result of the placement of this 
easement.” 
 
Estimated Market Value of the Property – Before Condition 
“In this analysis, sales of undeveloped riparian sites are analyzed to estimate a market value for 
the subject in the before condition.”  Five comparable sales are analyzed and adjustments are 
applied to reflect the effects of differences in locational attributes, changing market conditions 
over time, and relative size and development density.  The market conditions adjustment is 
applied only until December 2006, after which “the market is perceived as being flat, having no 
appreciation apparent.”   
 
Summary and Conclusion  A narrative summary states that the range of value indications after 
adjustments is $186,748 per acre to $229,392 per acre.  A value of $200,000 per acre is 
concluded.  That rate is multiplied by the subject larger parcel size of 86.245 acres.  The 
appraisal report states, “Thus, the subject’s value in the before condition is estimated at 
$17,249,000.” 
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A table or “grid” is presented showing the characteristics, adjustments and value indications of 
each of the five comparable sales for the before analysis on page 37 of the appraisal report.   
 
Estimated Market Value of the Property – After Condition 
“In the after condition, the subject will include 76.245 acres of mixed use development area plus 
10 acres of encumbered property that will be perpetually preserved as a wetlands and therefore 
totally undevelopable.  In this analysis, the sales used include the previous five sale used in the 
before condition for the analysis of the 76.245 acre parcel.  However, three additional sales are 
presented for the valuation of the wetlands area which is considered to be a low economic value 
since it cannot be developed.”  Three comparable sales are presented and analyzed to develop a 
value indication for the 10 acre area to be encumbered by the Conservation Easement.  
Adjustments are applied to reflect the effects of differences in changing market conditions over 
time, differences in property size, and differences in characteristics such as remoteness of access.  
 
Summary and Conclusion  A narrative summary states that the range of value indications after 
adjustments is $2,190 per acre to $2,253 per acre for the 10 acres to be encumbered by the 
Conservation Easement.  A conclusion of $2,250 per acre is applied for that area.  The appraisal 
report states,  
  “Therefore, the subject’s value is estimated as follows: 
                    76.245 acres at $200,000 per acre= $15,249,000 
                    Add 10 acres at $2,250 per acre= $       22,500 
                    Total After Value= $15,271,500 
                     Rounded To: $15,270,000 “ 

A table or “grid” is presented on page 40 of the appraisal report, showing the characteristics, 
adjustments and value indications of each of the five comparable sales for the unencumbered 
76.245-acre area in the After analysis.  Another table or “grid” is presented on page 41 of the 
appraisal report, showing the characteristics, adjustments and value indications of each of the 
three comparable sales for the encumbered 10-acre area in the After analysis.   
 
Reconciliation and Final Market Value Estimate 
The report states, “The difference in the before and after values results in an indication of the 
easement value…”  The report also states the following: 
  “Thus, the subject’s value is estimated as follows: 
                                       Before Value $17,249,000 
                                       Less After Value $15,270,000 
                                       Easement Value $  1,979,000 
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     Therefore, subject to the Assumptions and Limiting Conditions set forth, and based on the 
information and analyses presented in this report, the estimated market value of the easement as 
of November 12, 2007, was: 

***ONE MILLION NINE HUNDRED SEVENTY NINE THOUSAND DOLLARS*** 
***($1,979,000)***   ” 

Certifications 
The appraisal report contains a Certification, with various statements and signed by the appraiser 
and dated August 14, 2008, and an additional Certification in the Addendum letter dated January 
9, 2024. 
 
ADDENDA 
Photographs of the Subject 
Nine photographs show the subject property and views from the subject, with captions describing 
the area shown. 
 
Deed of Conservation Easement 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a copy of the Deed of Conservation 
Easement as it existed prior to it having been recorded to the public records of Ada County.   
 
Department of the Army 404 Permit 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains an unsigned copy of Permit Number 
NWW-2006-615-B01 issued under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, describing a project 
which is a component of the Conservation Easement appraised in this appraisal report.  The first 
page of this document is stamped “Exhibit A” because this document is so referenced in the text 
of the Deed of Conservation Easement. 
 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a copy of plans and drawings for Ada 
County Highway District Proposed East Parkcenter River Crossing, in association with the 
Permit described above. 
 
A letter from Idaho Department of Environmental Quality to Ada County Highway Department 
is also shown in the Addenda, with comments and conditions associated with the Permit 
described above. 
 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a copy of an unsigned form entitled 
“Notification of Administrative Appeal Options and Process and Request for Appeal” in 
association with the Permit described above. 
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The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a copy of a metes-and-bounds legal 
description for the 10-acre area to be encumbered by the Conservation Easement, stamped by 
Professional Land Surveyor Peter W. Lounsbury, together with a survey drawing of this 
property.  The first page is stamped “Exhibit B” because this document is so referenced in the 
Deed of Conservation Easement. 
 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a signature page for the Deed of 
Conservation Easement, containing the signature of the President of Idaho Foundation for Parks 
and Lands, Inc. and the signature of the President of Ada County Highway District, together with 
notary statements.  An aerial photo map is also shown for the 10-acre area to be encumbered and 
the surrounding vicinity of the subject property. 
 
Sales and Location Map 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a map identifying the locations of the 
subject and the comparable sales analyzed in the Sales Comparison Approach. 
 
Qualifications of Appraiser 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a summary of the appraiser’s 
biographical data, education, business activities and positions, affiliations and memberships, 
accreditation, list of major clients served, appraisal emphasis, areas of previous experience, areas 
of current practice, and a copy of the appraiser’s Idaho Certified General Appraiser license.  This 
4-page section appears twice, as Addenda Page 43 through Page 46 and again as Addenda Page 
47 through Page 50.  This was the end of the original report, which was subsequently amended 
by two letters described below, and these letters are also part of the total appraisal under review. 
 
Letter Addendum dated January 9, 2024 
The appraiser provided a “Letter Addendum to the Appraisal of the Wetlands Conservation 
Easement Located on Eckert Road at Harris Ranch in Boise, Idaho”.  This letter provided 
additional explanations regarding the appraisal report described above.  It noted that the original 
appraisal report was directed to the Harris Family Limited Partnership, with an intended use to 
value the property to be conveyed to the Ada County Highway District and no other use.  It 
noted the intention to comply with USPAP and “with the United States Internal Revenue 
Guidelines with regard to qualified appraisals completed by qualified appraisers should the client 
wish to do a charitable non-cash donation.”  It also noted the retrospective effective date of the 
appraisal. 
 
This letter noted that the appraisal assumed that no development rights would be transferred from 
the conservation area, although such rights could have been transferred otherwise.  It states that 
development rights could have been transferred from areas including wetlands and floodways.  
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The appraiser noted that “it appears that the larger parcel was not in an actual floodway or 
riverbed.”  The letter describes the hypothetical conditions that the conservation easement was 
assumed to not exist in the “before” analysis and assumed that it did exist in the “after,” to 
estimate the diminution of value. 
 
The letter describes the purpose for the conservation easement “…conveyance was to provide the 
Ada County Highway District with a means to create more wetlands to mitigate the wetlands loss 
during construction of the East Parkcenter bridge.”  It points out that comparable sales were 
riparian sites with similar influences, including possible flood plain and floodway influences. 
 
Letter Addendum dated April 15, 2024 
The appraiser provided a “Second Letter Addendum to the Appraisal of the Wetlands 
Conservation Easement Located on Eckert Road at Harris Ranch in Boise, Idaho”.  This letter 
states, “As requested by legal counsel, I am submitting explanatory comments with regard to the 
appraisal that I completed on the Wetlands Conservation Easement parcel as of November 12, 
2007. My appraisal report was prepared as of August 13, 2008. As such, that represented a 
retrospective appraisal report.”   
 
This letter acknowledges the incorrect flood plain map in that original appraisal report.  It 
explains that the area within the floodway retained value as a source of transferable density 
allowance, and it contains a detailed rationale and explanation of this issue.   
 
The letter reiterates the intended use and intended users of the appraisal report, as the valuation 
of a charitable non-cash donation.  It notes that the issue of whether or not the donation actually 
occurred is not relevant to the analysis presented. 
 
The letter explains that only a sales comparison approach to value was utilized as sufficient 
relevant sales data was available.  It explains that an income approach or development approach 
would only have been used if there was no such data available.  It also notes that a development 
approach can be quite speculative. 
 
The letter reiterates that, “The effective date of valuation was as of November 12, 2007. Any 
other date of value would be outside of the scope of the appraisal analysis and its intended use.”  
It also notes that the report appropriately used extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical 
conditions, except that USPAP requires a statement that there may be an impact on the value 
conclusion. 
 
The letter notes that the indication of the pending economic recession was less apparent as of the 
effective date of appraisal, November 12, 2007.  It continues, “…market conditions adjustments 
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were brought forward only to December of 2006.  Subsequent to December 2006, the market 
was being perceived as flat and having no appreciation.  Therefore, it is believed that the 
appraisal reflected the impending stagnation in the market.” 
 
(End of Section 1. Appraisal Report Summary Description.) 
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2.  APPRAISAL REVIEW PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND INTENDED USE 

 
The review appraiser and author of this appraisal review report is Gregory L. Graybadger, MAI, 
RPRA, AI-GRS as engaged by Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1. 
 
Identification of the Client: 
The reviewer’s client is Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1.  The reviewer 
was engaged through a letter signed by Lynda Lowry, Treasurer, Harris Ranch Community 
Infrastructure District No. 1 dated June 20, 2023. 
 
Identification of Intended Users: 
Intended users of the appraisal review include Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District 
No. 1 and its legal counsel.   Any other party receiving a copy of the appraisal report or appraisal 
review report does not become an intended user of either report unless the appraiser or reviewer 
identifies such party as an intended user. 
 
Intended Use of the reviewer’s opinions and conclusions: 
The intended use of the appraisal review report is to analyze the appraisal report under review 
and make a determination as to whether the appraisal follows the appropriate 
principles/standards/appraisal methodology.  The client and intended users may utilize that 
determination in evaluating the credibility of the conclusions presented in the appraisal report 
under review.  The opinions and analyses expressed in this appraisal review are objective and 
free of bias or advocacy, as required by professional standards and affirmed in the signed 
Certification within this appraisal review report. 
 
Purpose of the Review Assignment:   
The purpose of this appraisal review is to make a determination as to whether the appraisal 
follows the appropriate principles/standards/appraisal methodology, in order for the Client and 
Intended Users to evaluate the credibility of the conclusions, and particularly the credibility of 
the value conclusion.  The review assignment does not include independent development of the 
reviewer’s own opinion of value.   
 
Identification of the work under review: 
Section 1 of this appraisal review report identifies the appraisal report under review, including 
property ownership, report date, effective date, and the physical, legal, and economic 
characteristics of its subject property.   In particular, it should be noted that this appraisal review 
report includes consideration of two addendum letters dated January 9, 2024 and April 15, 2024. 
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Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions 
The appraisal report under review contains extraordinary assumptions and a hypothetical 
condition, as described in Section 1 of this appraisal review report.  This appraisal review itself is 
not subject to any extraordinary assumption or hypothetical condition regarding the development 
and reporting of the appraisal review.  The ordinary and typical assumptions and limiting 
conditions applicable to the review are shown in another part of this review report. 
 
Scope of Work: 
The applicable scope of work for this appraisal review includes identification of the elements 
described above, which aid in establishing the appraisal review problem to be solved.  As stated 
previously, this review report does not set forth an independent separate opinion of value.  The 
research and analyses utilized in this review assignment meet or exceed the expectations of 
regularly intended users of similar assignments, and the typical actions of the reviewer’s peers.  
Information presented in the appraisal report under review was independently confirmed to the 
extent practicable.  However, some elements were not verifiable due to the passage of time and 
other factors, as this review is occurring roughly 15 years after the appraisal. 
 
The reviewer examined the appraisal report under review, in detail, to ensure that the appraisal 
methods and techniques presented in the appraisal report under review comply with the Uniform 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) and the generally accepted principles 
and appraisal methodology for such appraisal assignments.  Compliance with USPAP requires 
numerous mandatory elements in the development and reporting of an appraisal.  An Idaho real 
estate appraiser professional occupational certification or license requires compliance with 
USPAP for all appraisal assignments and for appraisal review assignments.  The appraisal under 
review was governed by the requirement of the 2008-2009 Edition of USPAP, and its 
compliance is evaluated on that basis.  The appraisal review is performed in compliance with the 
edition of USPAP in effect at the time of the appraisal review.   
 
The specific comparable sale transactions utilized in the appraisal under review were 
investigated.  A search for alternative transactions was conducted to determine whether the 
comparable sales used were the best indicators of the subject’s value, based on being recent, 
similar to the subject and proximate to the subject property.  The adjustments applied to the 
comparable sales were analyzed to determine if they encompassed the most relevant and 
significant effects on property values, to determine if the magnitude of the adjustments was 
supported in the market data, and to determine if the adjustments were applied correctly in the 
analysis.  Investigation was conducted to determine if the Income Approach to value was truly 
not applicable, as stated in the appraisal report.  In particular, the market was surveyed for 
properties valued for their potential for development of salable wetland mitigation credits.  If 
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extant, sales of such properties would be the best indicators of value for the 10 acres to be 
encumbered by the Conservation Easement, in the “after” condition.   
 
The use of before-and-after methodology for valuation of conservation easements and other 
partial takings is well established.  It is supported by extensive litigation case law, guidelines 
from various State and Federal government sources, training from professional appraisal 
organizations, and it is in common use by appraisers.   The reviewer revisited authoritative 
sources such as the extensive legal citations found in the Uniform Appraisal Standards for 
Federal Land Acquisitions (UASFLA).  Compliance with those standards is not required within 
the appraisal under review, but the procedures described there are well-accepted as correct 
methodology.  The reviewer also revisited relevant parts of Real Estate Valuation in Litigation 
by J.D. Eaton, published by the Appraisal Institute. 
 
The effective date of value in the appraisal under review is November 12, 2007.  As such, the 
present-day current physical and legal characteristics of the subject larger parcel or of the subject 
Conservation Easement area are not relevant to the appraisal under review or to the appraisal 
review assignment.  Consequently, no inspection of the subject property or the comparable sales 
was conducted by the reviewer.  The reviewer is a long-term resident of the subject market area, 
and has observed the subject property on numerous occasions, including 2007.   
 
The reviewer has developed an opinion as to the appropriateness of the analyses and the 
credibility of the opinions and conclusions presented in the appraisal under review within the 
scope of work applicable to that appraisal assignment, and the data presented in the appraisal 
report including two addendum letters dated January 9, 2024 and April 15, 2024.  The reviewer 
has developed an opinion of whether the report under review is appropriate and not misleading.  
These opinions and the reasoning supporting these opinions are presented in the following 
section of this appraisal review report.  This appraisal review report is prepared in compliance 
with USPAP, and no compliance is precluded by any law or regulation.   
 
As previously stated, the opinions and analyses expressed in this appraisal review are objective 
and free of bias or advocacy, as required by professional standards and affirmed in the signed 
Certification within this appraisal review report. 
 
Effective Date and Report Date of Review: 
The Effective Date is the date to which the conclusions apply, and the Report Date is the date 
that the appraisal report was completed.  The report date of this appraisal review report is June 
20, 2024 which is also the effective date of the review.  The report date of the appraisal report 
under review is considered to be the date of the last addendum letter, April 15, 2024 and the 
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effective date of the value opinion presented in the appraisal under review is November 12, 
2007. 
 
Subject of the Appraisal Review Assignment: 
The appraisal report under review is identified and summarized in the preceding section of this 
appraisal review report.   It consists of the entire appraisal report and two addenda dated January 
9, 2024 and April 15, 2024, with a total size of 108 pages, including cover, transmittal, and all 
addenda, valuing a 10-acre Conservation Easement on Eckert Road at Harris Ranch, Boise, 
Idaho, with an effective date of November 12, 2007.  
 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions of the Review: 
This appraisal review itself is not subject to the extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical 
condition presented in the appraisal report under review.  This appraisal review is subject to the 
following ordinary and typical assumptions and limiting conditions: 
 

 The reviewer assumes that all information and materials provided by others are accurate, 
credible, and reliable, and not fraudulent.  Information presented in the appraisal report 
under review was independently confirmed to the extent practicable.  However, the 
appraiser does not guarantee the accuracy of any such information.  If any information is 
subsequently discovered to be false, the reviewer reserves the right to revise this report. 

 No title report has been examined for the property which is the subject of the appraisal 
report under review.  The reviewer assumes that the ownership is correctly represented 
and that no other parties hold rights affecting the subject property, other than the typical 
powers of government.  The reviewer assumes no responsibility for any elements arising 
from defects of title, liens, deed restrictions, encroachments, or easements other than the 
Conservation Easement addressed in the appraisal report under review.  

 It is assumed that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of the property that may 
render it more or less valuable.  The reviewer assumes no responsibility for such 
conditions, not for obtaining the engineering or environmental studies that may be 
required to discover them. 

 It is assumed that the subject property does not contain any threatened or endangered 
species, nor critical habitat for such species. 

 It is assumed that the property which is the subject of the appraisal report under review is 
in full compliance with all relevant laws and regulations, and the requirements of any 
party having jurisdiction over the property. 

 The appraisal report under review is evaluated based on the circumstances in effect at the 
time of the appraisal and do not consider subsequent events or their effects, including 
events expected and projected to occur.   
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 This appraisal review report is to be considered only in its entirety, with no excerpt or 
part of the report utilized separately or out of the context of the entire report. 

 No consideration is given to changes in market conditions or the purchasing power of the 
dollar which may have occurred from the effective date of the appraisal under review and 
to the effective date of this appraisal review. 

 Additional assumptions or limiting conditions may be expressed elsewhere within this 
appraisal review report, and their effect is not diminished if omitted from this list. 

 This appraisal review report is not to be used in any matter involving the U.S. Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS).  IRS is specifically excluded as an intended user.  No assertion is 
made as to the applicability or lack of applicability of the appraisal report under review 
for any use governed or regulated by IRS.  

 This appraisal review report is prepared for the exclusive use of the Client and Intended 
Users identified within this report, and may not be relied upon by others without the 
written consent of the appraisal reviewer. 

 Any actions or claims arising out of, relating to, or in any way pertaining to this 
assignment, this report, or any values or information contained herein, are strictly limited 
and shall not exceed the amount of the fee paid for the preparation of this report.  The 
author of this review report shall not be held liable for any consequential damages or 
losses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(End of Section 2. Appraisal Review Purpose, Scope and Intended Use) 
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3.  REVIEWER’S ANALYSES, COMMENTS, AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The appraisal report under review does not contain a table of contents, and a table of contents is 
not required by the applicable Standards.  The reviewer has constructed this table of contents to 
assist the reader’s understanding of the appraisal report under review, as follows: 

Cover Page       Not numbered 
Letter of Transmittal      Not numbered (2 pages) 
Assumptions and Limiting Condition    iv - v 
Appraisal Summary      vi 
Appraisal Introduction     Page 1 
Regional and City Description    Page 6 
Neighborhood Description     Page 9 
Property Data       Page 28 
Highest and Best Use      Page 32 
Valuation       Page 33 
Certification       Page 43 
Photographs of the Subject     Addenda Pg.  1 
Deed of Conservation Easement (not recorded)  Addenda Pg.  3 

Department of the Army 404 Permit (unsigned) Addenda Pg. 13 
Permit Plans and Drawings    Addenda Pg. 19 
Letter from Idaho Dept. of Environmental Quality Addenda Pg. 31 
Notice regarding appeals of Permit   Addenda Pg. 34 
Legal description of the Wetlands Mitigation Site Addenda Pg. 36 
Survey drawing     Addenda Pg. 38 
Deed of Conservation Easement addl. signatures Addenda Pg. 39 

Aerial photo map of the subject vicinity   Addenda Pg. 41 
Location Map of sales analyzed in the Valuation  Addenda Pg. 42 
Qualifications of Appraiser     Addenda Pg. 43 through 50 
 
Addendum letter dated January 9, 2024   4 pages 
Addendum letter dated April 15, 2024   5 pages 
 

 
Applicable Mandatory Standards Compliance 
Although the appraisal under review is generally properly developed and reported and produces 
a reasonable valuation, it contains numerous elements which are specifically problematic.  All 
Idaho real estate appraisers’ professional occupational licensing requires compliance with the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) for all appraisal assignments.  
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Furthermore, the appraisal report under review contains statements in the Transmittal Letter and 
in the Certification asserting USPAP compliance.  The appraisal under review was governed by 
the requirements of the 2008-2009 Edition of USPAP, and its compliance is evaluated on that 
basis.  The reviewer does possess a copy of the 2008-2009 Edition of USPAP and refers to it in 
the citations for this review.   
 
Before and After Methodology 
The appraisal under review is developed and reported to provide the value of a Conservation 
Easement on 10 acres of land, reportedly granted on November 12, 2007.  The appraisal utilizes 
“before and after” methodology.  The use of before-and-after methodology for valuation of 
conservation easements and other partial takings is well established.  It is supported by extensive 
litigation case law, guidelines from various State and Federal government sources, training from 
professional appraisal organizations, and it is in common use by appraisers.  Its fundamental 
aspects are contained in the decision of Calvo v. United States stating, “…we suggest that the 
measure of the appellant’s detriment should be the difference, if any, between the fair market 
value of his land immediately before and after the perpetual easements were imposed…” 
 
Larger Parcel 
The use of before-and-after appraisal methodology requires that the appraisal report identify the 
“larger parcel” which is the total area to be considered and valued.  The larger parcel is defined 
as that tract of land that possesses physical continuity, a unity of ownership, and has the same, or 
an integrated, highest and best use.  In the appraisal under review, the larger parcel is identified 
as the area contained within the Ada County Assessor’s tax parcel, consisting of 86.245 acres.  
Other parcels in the same ownership were excluded because they “would not benefit nor suffer 
as a result of the placement of this easement.”  While it may be arguable to include adjacent 
property within the larger parcel, this does not rise to the level of a provable error.  The reviewer 
believes that including additional area in the larger parcel would not create a significant 
difference in the value conclusion. 
 
Report Date 
USPAP requires that two important dates are stated in an appraisal report:  The Effective Date is 
the date to which the value opinion applies, and the Report Date is the date that the appraisal 
report was completed.  In the appraisal report under review, the Transmittal Letter is dated 
August 13, 2008 and the subsequent addenda are dated January 9, 2024 and April 15, 2024.  
None of these dates are explicitly stated to be the report date.  USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b)(vi) 
requires that the appraisal report states the date of the report.  Because the addendum letter dated 
April 15, 2024 is the last written inclusion, this date is accepted as the report date for purposes of 
this review.  This element does not affect the value conclusion and is not particularly significant. 
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Issues with Effective Date of Appraisal 
The Effective Date is the date to which the value opinion applies.  The effective date of the 
appraisal is a condition and premise of the analyses and conclusions presented in the appraisal 
report.  Typically, the effective date of value for a Conservation Easement is the date when the 
conveyance occurs.  The Deed of Conservation Easement shown in the appraisal report, 
beginning on Addenda Pg. 3, was not yet recorded nor dated.  Item VIII of the Deed of 
Conservation Easement states in part, “Upon the recordation hereof, this Conservation Easement 
constitutes a real property interest immediately vested in Holder.”  Item XIII of the Deed of 
Conservation Easement also states in part, “This Conservation Easement shall be effective upon 
recording.”  This is important because the value of the Conservation Easement may change over 
time, and it is affected by the market conditions on the date it came into effect.  This is an 
important reason that the effective date is required to be identified in an appraisal. 
 
A records search at the time of this review shows the Deed of Conservation Easement was 
recorded as instrument 108117302 on 10/23/2008. That document has a handwritten date on its 
face of 28th day of November, 2007.  The last signature is notarized on November 28, 2007 as 
shown in both the appraisal report (Addenda Pg. 40) and in the recorded document.   
 
The appraisal report under review utilizes an effective date of November 12, 2007.  In the 
transmittal letter it states, “The easement was officially granted as of November 12, 2007.”  This 
date reflects the date of the last signature by parties of Harris Family Limited Partnership, the 
owner, assumably releasing their interests.  However, this easement is not a unilateral matter.  
There are burdens on the recipient/holder of the easement, and on Ada County Highway District, 
and the absence of acceptance by those parties would render the Deed of Conservation Easement 
invalid.  The last signature by those parties is notarized on November 28, 2007. 
 
Determination of the actual correct effective date of the Conservation Easement is a legal issue, 
outside the scope of this appraisal review.  If the effective date of the Conservation Easement is 
determined to be anything other than November 12, 2007 then the appraisal may not be 
considered valid.  The effective date of the appraisal is a condition of the analyses and 
conclusions presented in the appraisal report.  Appraisal standards require the effective date of 
the appraisal to be clearly stated, and this appraisal complies with that requirement.  
 
Clean Water Act 404 Permit 
A copy of the Army Corps Clean Water Act 404 permit is attached as Exhibit A (beginning on 
appraisal report Addendum Pg. 13) within the Deed of Conservation Easement but it remains 
unsigned in the appraisal report and in the recorded Easement.  Subsequent investigation found 
that the permit was issued and signed consistent with the document shown in Exhibit A.   
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USPAP Non-Compliance in the Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Condition 
USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b)(x) requires that the appraisal “clearly and conspicuously: state all 
extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical conditions; and state that their use might have 
affected the assignment results…”  The appraisal report under review clearly and conspicuously 
stated two Extraordinary Assumptions and one Hypothetical Condition.  The original appraisal 
report did not include a statement that their use might have affected the assignment results.  This 
was a technical deficiency, even though it would not affect the value conclusion.  However, the 
Letter Addendum dated April 15, 2024 does provide verbiage which fulfills this requirement and 
consequently the appraisal report as amended does comply with this Standards requirement in 
USPAP.   
 
Definition of Market Value 
USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b)(v) requires that the appraisal “state the type and definition of 
value and cite the source of the definition.  The appraisal under review contains a section entitled 
“Market Value Defined.”  That section quotes a definition of market value from the Treasury 
Regulations and provides a citation of that source.  This appears to meet the requirement under 
USPAP. 
 
Description of Purpose  
USPAP does not require a statement of the purpose of the appraisal.  On Page No. 1 within the 
appraisal report under review, the paragraph describing Purpose of the Appraisal states, in part 
“The client will use this report for income tax purposes for reporting a charitable non-cash 
donation.  The grantee is a qualified recipient for the donation.”  The appraisal is now actually 
being used for a different purpose: as support for a claim for reimbursement from Harris Ranch 
Community Infrastructure District #1.   
 
Also, the Reconciliation on appraisal report Page No. 42 presents this statement: “The difference 
in the before and after values results in an indication of the easement value utilized in the 
Charitable Non-Cash Donation calculation for the grantor.”  Again, this appraisal report is 
actually being presented as support for a claim for reimbursement from Harris Ranch 
Community Infrastructure District #1.  The quoted verbiage is inconsistent with this use.  As 
such, this section of the appraisal report is not relevant, accurate or applicable to the actual use to 
which the appraisal report is being applied.   
 
Description of Larger Parcel 
The appraiser inspected the subject property and provided a written and photographic description 
of it in the report.  The appraisal report accurately described the estate to be appraised.  The 
subject larger parcel is the area within the tax parcel boundary as it existed at the time of 
appraisal.  A complete metes-and-bounds legal description is not included in the appraisal report, 
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but an aerial photo from Google and a tax plat map are used to illustrate its approximate 
boundaries.  A printout of the tax record Property Description utilizes a reference to a parcel 
description found only within the land records division of the Ada County Assessor’s Office.  No 
Record of Survey or Deed is included or referenced in the appraisal report.  The absence of an 
actual legal description to identify the subject larger parcel’s location and boundaries is a 
deficiency.  USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b)(iii) requires, at a minimum: “summarize the 
information sufficient to identify the real estate involved in the appraisal, including the physical 
and economic property characteristics relevant to the assignment;”   
 
For the area included within the Conservation Easement, a complete legal description is included 
in the appraisal report, on Addenda pages 36 and 37, with an apparently unrecorded survey 
drawing on Addenda Pg.38.  This is sufficient to identify the real property within the 
Conservation Easement. 
 
Flood Hazard Mapping 
The original appraisal report under review included a Flood Hazard Map from a service called 
InterFlood by Alamode, depicting the Flood Zone as X and citing map panel 16001C0305H 
dated February 19, 2003.  However, the subject conservation easement area is actually about 0.4 
mile west of the location identified on that map, and it is beyond the border of that map.  The 
Letter Addendum dated April 15, 2024 acknowledged this error and provided the correct flood 
status mapping information.  It also included excerpts from the map images, with annotations.  
Under “Zoning” on page 28, the appraisal under review states, “The subject is located both in 
AE, High Flood Risk floodplain area and Zone X, with nominal risk of flooding.  The Boise 
River is a controlled flow waterway based on the impounded storage areas of Luck Peak, 
Arrowrock, and Anderson Ranch Dams.  Therefore, the subject is typically not subject to severe 
flooding as a result of these controlled projects.” 
 
The correct flood map shows approximately 3.8 acres of the Conservation Easement area lying 
within the Floodway (in which no development would be allowed), and approximately 6.2 acres 
within Flood Zone AE.  Flood Zone AE is essentially the 100-year flood hazard area, in which 
development is usually possible with flood insurance and/or site work such as levies or fill to 
raise the homesite elevation.   

The Letter Addendum dated April 15, 2024 further addresses the issue of whether this affects the 
“before” value of the area to be encumbered by the conservation easement.  It states that the 
regulatory authority expressed to the appraiser that they would attribute potential development 
rights to this area, and that they would allow density transference to other parts of the larger 
parcel.  The reviewer finds these representations to be credible, as the regulatory authority at that 
time was known to be somewhat inconsistent in these matters which were typically addressed on 
a case-by-case basis.  As such, the Letter Addendum dated April 15, 2024 corrects the erroneous 
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flood status information and adequately supports the appropriate analysis and credible value 
conclusion. 
 
Changing Market Conditions 
The appraisal report under review does not mention the onset of the 2007–2008 global financial 
crisis which led to a severe economic recession. The effective date of value for the appraisal 
report under review is November 12, 2007.  By that date, national and local media were 
reporting on the economic crisis triggered by the collapse of a housing bubble.  In July 2007, the 
median home price in Ada County is reported at $239,400.  In November 2007 the median home 
price in Ada County is reported at $210,000 indicating market decline.   
 
The collapse of the housing bubble eventually diminished the value of residential development 
land such as the subject larger parcel.  As of the effective date of appraisal, this effect was not 
yet clearly demonstrated in the greater Boise market data.  The appraisal under review used 
comparable sales from the period prior to this trend.  The Letter Addendum dated April 15, 2024 
points out that an adjustment for market appreciation was applied only until December 2006 and 
was curtailed after that date, to account for the market “being perceived as flat and having no 
appreciation.  Therefore, it is believed that the appraisal reflected the impending stagnation in the 
market.”  The reviewer did not identify any alternative comparable sales transactions which 
might have better demonstrated such an influence on values.  Therefore, the adjustments are 
considered to be appropriate, and the comment in the addendum letter is considered to be 
sufficient. 
 
Income Approach to Value 
The appraisal report states that the income approach to value is not applicable.  However, the 
subject larger parcel is mixed-use development land, as affirmed by the appraisal’s Highest and 
Best Use analysis.  The Subdivision Development Approach is an income approach typically 
used for such properties.  It uses a discounted cash flow analysis to arrive at a land residual 
which reflects the value of land proposed for development.   
 
The income approach would also be applicable to the valuation of the 10-acre area to be 
encumbered by the Conservation Easement, as there is a potential for profitable use of this land 
in wetland mitigation banking.  However, at the time of appraisal there was no such activity 
occurring in the immediate area.  Some market participants consider Discounted Cash Flow 
analysis to be unreliable due to its sensitivity to multiple input details.  The absence of the 
Income Approach is allowable under the standards, if there is a supporting rationale.  USPAP 
Standards Rule 2-2 (b)(viii) states, “…exclusion of the sales comparison approach, cost approach 
or income approach must be explained.”  The April 15, 2024 addendum letter addresses this 
adequately.  
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Sales Comparison Approach to Value 

 Methodology and Calculations 
The appraisal report under review uses the Sales Comparison Approach, in which sales of 
comparable properties are analyzed and utilized as a basis to arrive at an indication of the value 
of the subject property.  Generally, the criteria for selection of comparable sales are that they 
should be recent, similar to the subject, and reasonably proximate.  Typically, differences 
between the comparable sales and the subject property are identified, and adjustments are applied 
to account for those differences which may affect market value.   
 
In the Before analysis, five sales were described and analyzed using price per acre as the unit of 
comparison, although total sales price was also described for each sale.  These five sales 
occurred between January 2004 and June 2006.  Unadjusted sale prices were from $100,543 to 
$500,000 per acre.  After adjustments were applied, the indicated value range was narrowed to 
$186,748 to $229,392 per acre.  The appraisal report under review presents a concluded value for 
the subject at $200,000 per acre.  The calculation was shown as: 
 
  “86.245 acres @ $200,000 per acre =  $17,249,000 
 Thus, the subject’s value in the before condition is estimated at $17,249,000.” 
 
In the After analysis, the sales described above were used to value 76.245 acres as the area of the 
larger parcel unencumbered by the Conservation Easement.  To value the 10 acres within the 
Conservation Easement, three sales were analyzed.  These three sales occurred from January 
2005 to August 2007.  Unadjusted sales prices were from $1,759 to $5,006 per acre.  After 
adjustments were applied, the indicated value range was $2,190 to $2,253 per acre.   
The appraisal report under review presents the calculations as: 
 
  “76.245 acres at $200,000 per acre =  $15,249,000 
  Add 10 acres at $2,250 per acre =       $       22,500 
  Total After Value =                             $15,271,500 
  Rounded To:                                        $15,270,000” 
 

 Misstatement 
On Page No. 38 within the appraisal report under review, in the paragraph describing Sale No. 6, 
the report states, “This is an undeveloped site that is in an RP zone, which typically limits 
development to no less than one unit per 40 acres.”  This is a misstatement, and should read, 
“…limits development to no more than one unit per 40 acres.”  It appears that the property rights 
were correctly considered in the analysis, so this error is merely a typo and does not rise to the 
level of a substantial or material error and it does not affect the valuation. 
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 Issue Associated with Rounding 
In developing and reporting the “after” values, 10 acres is valued at $2,250 per acre as 
encumbered by the Conservation Easement.  This conclusion was based on the range of adjusted 
comparable sales from $2,190 to $2,253 per acre.  Total After Value is calculated as $15,271,500 
Rounded To: $15,270,000.  This is the concluded total value of the 86.245-acre larger parcel as 
encumbered in the After condition.  The rounding applied here has the effect of reducing the 
value of the encumbered area to $2,100 per acre, which is below the range of values indicated by 
the adjusted comparable sales.  It also has the effect of increasing the final value conclusion for 
the easement by $1,500.  Rounding practices vary significantly, but it is preferred procedure to 
apply rounding only at the final value conclusion, and not at intermediate points in the analyses.  
The fact that the effective value per acre for the 10 acres is reduced to a rate that is below the 
entire range of value indications undermines the credibility of the conclusion.  However, this is 
within the appraiser’s discretionary authority and does not rise to the level of provable error.  
 

 Selection of Comparables 
The comparable sales used to value the unencumbered portion of the subject larger parcel are all 
potential development properties with riparian influences.  This significantly limits the number 
of potential comparables.  It would be possible to utilize sales without riparian influences and 
adjust for differences.  The significant characteristic is that these sales are in some way limited in 
terms of potential for development and that they lie within the riparian influence.  The reviewer 
found no sales which were more relevant, however. 
 

 Reconciliation and Final Market Value Estimate 
Reconciliation of the valuation on report Page No. 42 presents this statement: “The difference in 
the before and after values results in an indication of the easement value utilized in the 
Charitable Non-Cash Donation calculation for the grantor.”  The actual use of this appraisal 
report is to support a claim for reimbursement from Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure 
District #1.  The quoted verbiage is inconsistent with this use.  The appraisal report under review 
continues, “Thus, the subject’s value is estimated as follows: 
 
  Before Value            $17,249,000 
  Less After Value      $15,270,000 
  Easement Value        $ 1,979,000” 
 
The effect of the questionable date of the conservation easement remains a legal question outside 
the scope of an appraisal review.  Considering all of the data presented in the appraisal report 
under review, including the corrections and explanations provided in the addendum letters, the 
value estimate is considered by the reviewer to be credible and to meet the applicable standards.   
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Appraiser’s Certification:   
The appraisal report under review includes a signed Certification as required by USPAP which 
includes the required elements and includes the appraiser’s signature and date. 
 
Adherence to Appraisal Standards 
The appraisal report reviewed herein was produced by an Idaho Certified General Appraiser, 
who was required to comply with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice 
(USPAP) in effect as of the date of the appraisal report in 2008, which is the 2008-2009 edition.  
The practice of real estate appraisal is heavily regulated in great detail, and minor compliance 
errors or omissions are not uncommon.  To the extent that such issues do not affect the 
credibility of the value conclusion, they may be considered insignificant.  However, USPAP 
Standards Rule 1-1(c) states that an appraiser must “not render appraisal services in a careless or 
negligent manner, such as by making a series of errors that, although individually might not 
significantly affect the results of an appraisal, in the aggregate affect the credibility of those 
results.”.  Considers all of the data presented in the appraisal report under review, including the 
corrections and explanations provided in the addendum letters, the appraisal report meets the 
applicable standards.   

Reviewer’s Opinions and Conclusions 
 

The stated engagement of the reviewer is to perform “reviews which analyze the Appraisals and 
make a determination as to whether the Appraisals follow the appropriate 
principles/standards/appraisal methodology.”  It is the reviewer’s opinion and conclusion that 
the appraisal under review including the corrections and explanations provided in the addendum 
letters, does follow the appropriate Standards, principles, and appraisal methodology.   
 
It is the reviewer’s opinion that the analyses, opinions and conclusions presented in the appraisal 
under review including the corrections and explanations provided in the addendum letters, are 
adequately supported within the scope of work applicable to that appraisal assignment and the 
data presented.   
 

(End of Section 3: Reviewer’s Analyses, Comments, and Conclusions) 
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4. REVIEW APPRAISER’S CERTIFICATION 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 
 

1. The statements of fact contained in this review report are true and correct. 
2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions in the review report are limited only by 

the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, impartial, and 
unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 

3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of the work under 
review and no personal interest with respect to the parties involved. 

4. I have performed a previous appraisal review of the appraisal report prior to the appraiser’s 
addition and inclusion of the addendum letters.  I have performed no other services, as an 
appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property that is the subject of the work 
under review, within the three-year period immediately preceding the agreement to perform 
this assignment. 

5. I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of the work under review or to 
the parties involved with this assignment. 

6. My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting 
predetermined results. 

7. My compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses, 
opinions, or conclusions in this review or from its use. 

8. My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development 
or reporting of predetermined assignment results or the assignment results that favors the 
cause of the client, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent 
event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal review.  

9. My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed ant his review report was prepared 
in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  

10. I have not made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of the appraisal 
report under review. 

11. No one provided significant appraisal review assistance to the person signing this 
Certification. 

12. The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been 
prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute; the use of this 
report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review by its duly 
authorized representatives; and as of the date of this report, I have completed the 
continuing education program for Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute. 

 
                                     June 20, 2024 

__________________________________________                                                            
Gregory L. Graybadger, MAI, RPRA, AI-GRS, Idaho CGA#1834      Date  
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April 15, 2024 

 

 

 

Harris Family Limited Partnership 

c/o Lenir Limited 

Mr. Doug Fowler 

877 W. Main Street, Suite 501 

Boise, ID  83702 

 

Re: Second Letter Addendum to the Appraisal of the Wetlands Conservation Easement 

Located on Eckhert Road at Harris Ranch in Boise, Idaho 

 

Dear Mr. Fowler, 

 

As requested by legal counsel, I am submitting explanatory comments with regard to the appraisal that I 

completed on the Wetlands Conservation Easement parcel as of November 12, 2007.  My appraisal report 

was prepared as of August 13, 2008.  As such, that represented a retrospective appraisal report.  Our file 

number is MS-7822B-08.   

 

As pointed out in a review analysis of the original appraisal report, the flood plain map used therein was 

incorrect.  As such, I am attaching the corrected flood map to this letter.  According to the flood map, 

approximately 3.8 acres of land area is located in the Boise River floodway.  According to my recollection, 

I was told that density transfers out of fee simple land that is located in floodway would be appropriate 

in the case of this parcel in the development of the overall Harris Ranch project.  Therefore, I did not 

exclude any floodway land areas in my appraisal analysis of the 10-acre conservation easement.  This is 

also apparent by looking at the aerial photograph presented in the appraisal report which shows a dry 

site.  Additionally, the sales data used for analyzing the subject’s larger parcel had similar riparian 

influences with flood plain and floodway characteristics.   

 

Density transfers are common in the real estate market.  A density transfer occurs when open areas are 

desired to be preserved by planning authorities.  Therefore, many authorities allow transfer of 

development density into the areas of the ownership that would be less intrusive to the amenity appeal 

in the case of a river front parcel.  Therefore, as an example, a 100-acre site with an allowable density of 

four units per acre would support 400 total units.  Under a density transfer provision, a developer might 

preserve 10 acres of the overall 100-acre ownership with no development potential and transfer the 40 

units entitlements into the remaining portion of the site which would create a higher density but allow 

for a superior amenity appeal for the residents of those properties.  Thus, it was not uncommon for 

appraisers to consider density transfers in the pursuit of an appraisal analysis. 



 

Harris Family Limited Partnership 

April 15, 2024 

Page 2 
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It should be clearly understood that the appraisal was prepared for the client assuming that the appraisal 

would be used for documenting a charitable non-cash donation to a qualified receiver.  Thus, the intended 

users of the appraisal report would include the Harris Family Limited Partnership, respective legal counsel, 

and the United States Internal Revenue Service.  This is further supported by the fact that the definition 

of market value utilized in the appraisal report conformed to Treasury Regulations.  Also, the appraisal 

made the assumption that no development rights could be transferred out of the encumbered portion 

or 10-acres of the site to the upland areas effectively relegating the 10-acres to a low-economic value.  

 

Therefore, the appraisal was intended to document a potential donation.  Whether or not the donation 

actually occurred, is not relevant to the analysis presented as of 2017. 

 

Only a sales comparison approach was used to value the subject property.  This was appropriate since 

sales data was available to analyze the subject property.  An income or development approach would 

only have been used if there was no supporting larger sale activity in the marketplace.  A development 

approach can be quite speculative in the valuation process.  Therefore, a development approach or 

income approach was not utilized. 

 

The effective date of valuation was as of November 12, 2007.  Any other date of value would be outside 

of the scope of the appraisal analysis and its intended use.   

 

Extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical conditions were used in the appraisal report.  Both sets of 

circumstances were appropriate except that USPAP requires that a statement be made that if an 

assumption or a hypothetical condition was contrary to that assumed in the appraisal report a reanalysis 

may become necessary since there may be an impact on the value conclusion. 

 

Since the appraisal report was retrospective in nature, the appraiser was aware of the pending economic 

recession in 2008.  However, as of November 12, 2007, while there may have been clear indications in 

some markets, the indication of the pending recession was less apparent.  However, it should be noted 

that market conditions adjustments were brought forward only to December of 2006.  Subsequent to 

December 2006, the market was being perceived as flat and having no appreciation.  Therefore, it is 

believed that the appraisal reflected the impending stagnation in the market.   

 

It should be clearly understood that the appraisal in question was prepared for documentation of a 

charitable non-cash donation.  The date of value was as of November 12, 2007.  No analyses have been 

made with respect to the valuation of the subject parcel on any other date.  Regardless of when the Deed 

of Conservation was received or recorded, that is a legal question as opposed to a valuation question.  

Thus, the valuation as presented as of November 12, 2007 was considered to be an appropriate valuation 

of the subject property as of that effective date. 

 

It should be understood that these comments are considered by reference an addendum to the original 

report in the form of explanatory comments and would therefore be subject to the assumptions and 

limiting conditions as well as certifications set forth in that report. 
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If you should have any further questions or if I may be of additional assistance, please do not hesitate to 

call upon me.  Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. 

 

Respectfully,  

Mountain States Appraisal, LLC 

 

 

G. Joseph Corlett, MAI, SRA 

Senior Appraisal Manager 

Idaho, Certification # CGA-7 

Certificate Expires 03/11/2025 
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January 9, 2024 

 

 

 

Harris Family Limited Partnership 

c/o Lenir Limited 

Mr. Doug Fowler 

877 W. Main Street, Suite 501 

Boise, ID  83702 

 

Re: Letter Addendum to the Appraisal of the Wetlands Conservation Easement 

 Located on Eckert Road at Harris Ranch in Boise, Idaho 

 

Dear Mr. Fowler, 

 

As requested, I am providing an addendum with additional explanations with regard to an appraisal I 

completed on August 13, 2008, with a retrospective appraisal date as of November 12, 2007.   

 

The appraisal report was directed to the Harris Family Limited Partnership.  The intended use of the 

appraisal was to document the value of a property to be conveyed to the Ada County Highway District 

which was considered a qualified recipient of that easement and no other use.  As such, the appraisal was 

prepared in accordance with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  The appraisal is 

also intended to comply with the United States Internal Revenue Guidelines with regard to qualified 

appraisals completed by qualified appraisers should the client wish to do a charitable non-cash donation.  

The appraisal was retrospective in that the date of the appraisal report was nine months after the effective 

date of valuation. 

 

Extraordinary assumptions made included that the property was in a similar condition to that observed 

during the actual inspection on August 13, 2008.  It was noted in the report that between the date of 

value and the date of the report that some of the wetland areas had been developed.  Additionally, the 

appraisal assumed that no development rights would be transferred out of the conservation area to 

adjoining land areas in the larger parcel, which is a key assumption based on my research at the time 

whereby density could have been transferred without that restriction.  In other words, ACHD was required 

to mitigate wetland loss and therefore have no interest in acquiring existing wetlands. 

 

According to my recollections, it was possible under the Harris Ranch Development Agreement to transfer 

development rights in various parts of the development including wetlands and potential floodway 



 

Harris Family Limited Partnership c/o Lenir Limited 

January 9, 2024 
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ownerships.  However, upon reviewing the photographs and aerial views of the subject, it appears that 

the larger parcel was not in an actual floodway or riverbed.  During my inspection, I noted that the entire 

property was what would be considered a wet meadow or irrigated pasture. 

 

The appraisal also invoked a hypothetical condition that the conservation easement was assumed not to 

exist as of the effective date of value, or conversely, that the easement did exist as of the effective date 

of value.  As such, it was possible for the appraiser to do a before and after valuation analysis of the 

subject property to estimate a diminution in value. 

 

The purpose of the conveyance was to provide the Ada County Highway District with a means to create 

more wetlands to mitigate the wetlands loss during the construction of the East Parkcenter bridge.  Thus, 

wetlands were created on the subject conservation easement area after the effective date of the donation.  

Therefore, any revised flood maps would indicate that the conservation easements are in fact in a 

floodway or flood hazard area.  Nevertheless, based on my recollections, density transfers were possible 

out of flood zones to allow for cluster development in upland areas.   

 

As further support for the comparable characteristics of the sales used for valuing the subject, all were 

riparian types of sites with similar influences.  Therefore, possible flood plain and floodway influences 

were apparent in most of the sales according to my recollection. 

 

In the before condition, the subject included 86.245 acres as the larger parcel.  The conservation easement 

area for the creation of wetlands included approximately 10 acres of land.  The property was appraised 

in the before condition at a value of $17,249,000.  The after valuation was $15,270,000 for an estimated 

diminution in value of $1,979,000.  In the after valuation, additional sales were used to value the 

recreational value of the conservation area as a low economic use compared to the much higher 

economic use as a subdivision parcel.  The subject parcel in the before condition was considered a 

multiple use parcel which has borne out in the last 15+ years. 

 

In conclusion, it was assumed that the subject land areas in the conservation easement area were either 

developable or potentially holding transfer rights to adjoining land areas.  It appears that some of the 

wetland construction had commenced between the date of value and the effective date of the appraisal 

report.  Thus, it was not extremely apparent that any of the subject property was located in the actual 

channel or floodway of the Boise River.  The procedure used to value the subject’s diminution in market 

value was appropriate and is supported by both the Internal Revenue Service as well as other government 

agencies as it would pertain to the estimation of a diminution in market value as a result of a conservation 

easement. Furthermore, even if the subject easement was not a donation site, the value conclusion would 

remain the same regardless of the intended use of the appraisal. I therefore stand by my original estimate. 

 

Hopefully, these comments are helpful in further explaining the appraisal process conducted in 2008.  

Additionally, this letter and addendum is considered by reference a part of the original report and is 

subject to the Assumptions and Limiting Conditions set forth therein. 
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If you should have any further questions or if I may be of additional assistance, please do not hesitate to 

call upon me.  Thank you for this opportunity to be of service. 

 

Respectfully,  

Mountain States Appraisal, LLC 

 

 
G. Joseph Corlett, MAI, SRA 

Senior Appraisal Manager 

Idaho, Certification # CGA-7 

Certificate Expires 03/11/2024 
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Certification – Joe Corlett 
I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting 

conditions and are my personal, impartial, and unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 

3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and no personal 

interest with respect to the parties involved. 

4. I have performed no services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the property that is the 

subject of this report within the three-year period immediately preceding acceptance of this assignment.   

5. I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties involved with 

this assignment. 

6. My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting predetermined 

results. 

7. My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development or reporting of 

a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the amount of value opinion, 

the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the 

intended use of this appraisal. 

8. My analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity 

with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  

9. I have made a current exterior inspection of the property that is the subject of this report. 

10. No one provided significant real property appraisal assistance to the person signing this certification.  

11. The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in 

conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and Standards of Professional Appraisal 

Practice of the Appraisal Institute. 

12. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review by its duly 

authorized representatives. 

13. As of the date of this report, the undersigned has completed the continuing education program for 

Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute. 

 
G. Joseph Corlett, MAI, SRA 

Senior Appraisal Manager 

Idaho, Certification # CGA-7 
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N. Exhibit N – Initial Appraisal Review 

 
  



 

 

 
 
 
 

APPRAISAL REVIEW REPORT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Reviewing an appraisal of  
“Wetlands Conservation Easement 

Eckert Road at Harris Ranch” 
 
 
 
 

Date of Review Report: December 1, 2023 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
Gregory L. Graybadger, MAI, RPRA, AI-GRS 

Idaho Certified General Appraiser 
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APPRAISAL REVIEW REPORT 
 
Introduction 
 
The appraisal report under review reports the easement value of a Deed of Conservation 
Easement described as having been granted on November 12, 2007.  The appraisal report under 
review was developed and reported by Joe Corlett, MAI, SRA of Mountain States Appraisal and 
Consulting, Inc., Boise, Idaho, with an effective date of November 12, 2007, and the report’s 
Certification was signed on August 14, 2008.  The appraisal is based on analysis of the value of 
an 86.245-acre “larger parcel” as unencumbered in the “Before” condition, and with 10 acres of 
that property encumbered by the Conservation Easement in the “After” condition.  The 
difference in these two values is represented as the market value of the Conservation Easement. 
 
This appraisal review of that report was developed and reported by Gregory L. Graybadger, 
MAI, RPRA, AI-GRS with an effective date and report date of December 1, 2023, pursuant to an 
engagement by Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1.  This appraisal review 
report sets forth an analysis of the appraisal report and a determination as to whether the 
appraisal follows the appropriate principles, standards, and methodology. 
 
 
This technical appraisal review report is presented in four sections:  
 
 1.  APPRAISAL REPORT SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 
 2.  APPRAISAL REVIEW PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND INTENDED USE 
 3.  REVIEWER’S ANALYSES, COMMENTS, AND CONCLUSIONS 
 4.  REVIEWER’S CERTIFICATION AND QUALIFICATIONS.   
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1.  APPRAISAL REPORT SUMMARY DESCRIPTION 
 
The appraisal report under review was shown in two PDF source documents provided through 
the Client’s attorney to the reviewer.  Each of these contain parts of the appraisal report under 
review.  The first is a 51-page PDF electronic document showing scanned images of the 
appraisal report in black and white, ending with Addenda Pg. 2.  The developer’s request for 
reimbursement also contains a copy of the appraisal report within a larger document.  The 
appraisal report is shown as pages 83 through 182 of that document.  It includes further Addenda 
pages 3 through 50 (but omits appraisal report pages 23-29).  This appraisal review encompasses 
the entirety of the appraisal report, including all Addenda.  The total document size as reviewed 
is 99 pages, including cover, transmittal, and all addenda. 
 
This appraisal review report incorporates the original appraisal report by reference, as the source 
documents are also in the possession of the client and the client’s attorney.  This Section 1 of the 
review report presents a summary description of the appraisal report without reiterating every 
element in detail.  The appraisal report under review contains a transmittal letter, describing it as: 

“The Appraisal of the Conservation Easement  
  Of the Wetlands Site on Eckert Road  
  At Harris Ranch, Boise, Idaho  
  MS-7822B-08”   
 
Cover/title page of the appraisal under review shows an aerial photo of the subject, identifies the 
fact that this is an appraisal, and identifies the subject, date, client, appraiser, and a file number. 
 
Letter of transmittal is dated August 13, 2008.  It explains that “The Conservation Easement 
had been placed on the subject for the purpose of creating new wetlands to mitigate lost wetlands 
caused by the Ada County Highway District construction of the East Parkcenter River Crossing 
located westerly of the subject.”  The letter asserts that it is a summary format appraisal report in 
conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  It states that this is a 
retrospective analysis with the appraiser’s last inspection on August 10, 2008, but that the 
easement was granted on November 12, 2007.  It states, “This valuation is based on before and 
after valuation analyses of the larger parcel, which is considered to be 86.245 acres.”  It recites 
two extraordinary assumptions:  assuming that the property was in similar condition to that 
observed during inspection, and assuming that there will be no transfers of development rights to 
adjoining lands.  It also recites a hypothetical condition that the conservation easement is 
assumed not to exist for the purpose of estimating the “before” value.  The letter of transmittal 
presents the estimated market value of the conservation easement at $1,979,000 and it is signed 
by the appraiser. 
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Assumptions and Limiting Conditions: 
This section of the appraisal report under review contains a sub-heading for “Extraordinary 
Assumptions” repeating the assumptions shown in the Letter of Transmittal:  assuming that the 
property was in similar condition to that observed during inspection, and assuming that there will 
be no transfers of development rights to adjoining lands. 
 
This section also contains a sub-heading for a “Hypothetical Condition” repeating the condition 
shown in the Letter of Transmittal:  that the conservation easement is assumed not to exist for the 
purpose of estimating the “before” value. 
 
This section also contains a sub-heading for “Standard Assumptions and Limiting Conditions,” 
which specifies 19 general assumptions and limiting conditions which are ordinary and typical of 
real estate appraisals generally. 
 
Appraisal Summary in the appraisal report specifies the following elements: 

“Property Location:  The subject property is located on the westerly side of Eckert Road, 
immediately north of the Boise River in Boise, Idaho. 

Owner:  The property is held in ownership by the Harris Family Limited Partnership. 

Site: The site is estimated to include 86.245 acres as a larger parcel, with a 10 acre area of that 
site devoted to a Conservation Easement. 

Improvements:  The subject is unimproved. 

Zoning:  The subject is zoned in accordance with the development plan set forth under the Harris 
Ranch project as illustrated in the attached exhibits.  It is assumed that the subject parcel as a 
larger parcel would be considered as a mixed use type of property including residential and 
commercial development. 

Highest and Best Use:  The highest and best use of the subject in the before condition would be 
for development as a mixed use project as outlined in the attached exhibits.  In the after 
condition, 10 acres of the subject site will be encumbered by a Conservation Easement which 
will relegate that portion of the property to have no development into perpetuity.  It is being 
utilized as a wetlands mitigation site and will therefore be preserved by the grantee. 

Value Indications: 
 Before Value:     $17,249,000 
 After Value:       $15,270,000 
 Estimated Easement Value (Loss): $  1,979,000 
Property Rights Appraised: Fee Simple title and encumbered Fee Simple Title 

Date of Value Estimate:  November 12, 2007 “ 
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Appraisal Introduction in the appraisal report describes the following elements: 

Identification of the Property:  This briefly described the property location, larger parcel size of 
86.245 acres, and area to be encumbered at 10 acres. 

Property Rights Appraised:  This identified the rights as Fee Simple, but encumbered by the 
Conservation Easement on 10 acres in the After condition. 

Date of Value Estimate:  This described the effective date as November 12, 2007 and identified 
that, as such, it is a retrospective appraisal. 

Purpose of the Appraisal:  This as identified as a before and after appraisal, with the difference 
representing the easement value.  This also stated that the client will use the report for income 
tax purposes for reporting a charitable non-cash donation, and identified the grantee as a 
qualified recipient for the donation. 

Function and Intended Use:  The function was described as be estimation of the market value of 
the easement, and the intended users were identified as the client, tax professionals, and any 
other entity authorized by the client. 

Appraisal Development and Reporting Process (Scope of Work):  The report describes that the 
appraiser was retained to value the easement.  The appraiser inspected the site numerous times 
with the last inspection on August 13, 2008.  The appraisal report presents the analyses of sales 
of other riparian sites with mixed-use development potential.  Sales data was verified.  The scope 
included before and after valuation of the larger parcel defined, with no effect on other property 
in the Harris Ranch project.  The report states that the Income Approach and Cost Approach are 
not applicable.  The report affirms compliance with USPAP reporting standards Rule 2-2(b), and 
it briefly explains the before and after methodology.  It specifically states, “According to city 
personnel, the donation was not required in order to receive potential benefits as a result of the 
Parkcenter Bridge crossing of the Boise River, or as a potential for density bonuses on the 
remaining unencumbered land area.”  This section of the report reiterates the Extraordinary 
Assumption regarding development rights. 

Compliance Provision:  This affirms that the appraiser is certified in Idaho and has the necessary 
education and experience. 

Market Value Defined:  The report provides the definitions of market value from Treasury 
Regulations, citing §1.170A-1(c)(2).  It also describes a discussion from The Appraisal of Real 
Estate, 11th ed. and it quotes a summarized definition from that source. 

Exposure Time Defined:  The definition is provided from The Dictionary of Real Estate 
Appraisal, Third Edition, describing the estimated time needed for typical marketing 
immediately prior to the effective date of appraisal.  

Marketing Time Defined:  The definition is provided from The Dictionary of Real Estate 
Appraisal, Third Edition, describing the estimated time needed for typical marketing 



Appraisal Review Report 

                                                                           6 

immediately subsequent to the effective date of appraisal.  Comments were also included 
regarding marketing time in relation to market value and disposition value.  
Exposure Time Comments:  The report briefly describes the Harris Ranch development and its 
access, and the appraiser’s opinion that the relevant exposure time predating the date of appraisal 
would be one to two years.  
 
Regional and City Description - Boise 
The appraisal report contains a detailed analysis and explanation of the subject’s market 
influences.  It cites a list of internet resources, and provides a map and a table with driving and 
flying times to major cities in the region.  The Boise and Ada County areas are described and 
demographic data are provided for the years 2000, 2007 and 2012.   
 
Neighborhood Description 
This section of the appraisal report under review describes the Harris Ranch vicinity and includes 
8 pages of tabular demographic data within a 1-mile radius, a 3-mile radius, and a 5-mile radius 
from the subject.  This section shows the Ada County Assessor’s tax parcel data for the 86.245 
acre subject larger parcel, and various maps.  Flood hazard data and mapping are also presented. 
 
Property Data 
This section of the appraisal report describes the subject larger parcel property as unimproved 
pasture land with 86.245 acres unencumbered in the “before” condition.  In the “after” condition, 
with the Conservation Easement in place, it is described as 76.245 acres of unencumbered site 
area and 10 acres of encumbered site area.   

Zoning:  The appraisal report states, “The subject site is zoned according to the development 
plans submitted by the Harris Ranch developers.” And describes it as permitting a wide variety 
of uses.  The flood hazard zone is also described, specified as lying in both AE and Zone X, with 
brief descriptions and comment.  There is also a description of the Ada County Assessor’s 
categorization as agricultural property and citations of the assessed value and annual tax amount. 

Property History:  The report states, “The subject property has been under the control of the 
Harris Family Limited Partnership or related entities for a period of greater than three years.  
There are no know sales that have occurred on the subject property.”  Placement of the 
Conservation Easement is cited as part of the property history. 

Two internet pages are shown from http://www.harrisranch.org/wildlife mitigation.htm dated 
8/7/2008, showing questions and answers apparently intended for public information about 
wetlands, wildlife, and environmental concerns.  A map is shown on page 31 of the appraisal 
report, which appears to identify various areas within the Harris Ranch development, but the 
labels are indecipherable in the documents presented to the reviewer. 
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Highest and Best Use 
Defined  The definition is provided from The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal, Third Edition, 
as, “the reasonably probable and legal use of vacant land or an improved property, which is 
physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible, and that results in the highest 
value.”  Further commentary and quotes are provided from the same source. 
 
Analysis  The appraisal report describes the allowable uses under the development plan.  A 
conclusion is presented that the highest and best use in the Before condition is for a mixed use 
development, and in the After condition is for a mixed use development except for 10 acres as 
undevelopable wetlands. 
 
Valuation 
Appraisal Process  Valuation Methods:  The Cost Approach, Income Approach and Sales 
Comparison Approach are explained. 
 
Appraisal Methods Used  The report explains that the appraisal is based on analysis of the value 
of the subject as unencumbered in the “Before” condition, and with 10 acres of that property 
encumbered by the Conservation Easement in the “After” condition.  The Cost Approach and 
Income Approach are described as “not applicable.” 
 
The subject property “larger parcel” is identified as the area contained within the Ada County 
Assessor’s tax parcel, consisting of 86.245 acres.  Other parcels in the same ownership were 
excluded because they “would not benefit nor suffer as a result of the placement of this 
easement.” 
 
Estimated Market Value of the Property – Before Condition 
“In this analysis, sales of undeveloped riparian sites are analyzed to estimate a market value for 
the subject in the before condition.”  Five comparable sales are analyzed and adjustments are 
applied to reflect the effects of differences in locational attributes, changing market conditions 
over time, and relative size and development density.  A narrative description of each sale is 
presented including applicable adjustments and a value indication.   
 
Summary and Conclusion  A narrative summary states that the range of value indications after 
adjustments is $186,748 per acre to $229,392 per acre.  A conclusion of $200,000 per acre is 
reported.  That rate is multiplied by the subject larger parcel size of 86.245 acres.  The appraisal 
report states, “Thus, the subject’s value in the before condition is estimated at $17,249,000.” 
 
A table or “grid” is presented showing the characteristics, adjustments and value indications of 
each of the five comparable sales for the before analysis.   
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Estimated Market Value of the Property – After Condition 
“In the after condition, the subject will include 76.245 acres of mixed use development area plus 
10 acres of encumbered property that will be perpetually preserved as a wetlands and therefore 
totally undevelopable.  In this analysis, the sales used include the previous five sale used in the 
before condition for the analysis of the 76.245 acre parcel.  However, three additional sales are 
presented for the valuation of the wetlands area which is considered to be a low economic value 
since it cannot be developed.”  Three comparable sales are presented and analyzed to develop a 
value indication for the 10 acre area to be encumbered by the Conservation Easement.  
Adjustments are applied to reflect the effects of differences in changing market conditions over 
time, differences in property size, and differences in characteristics such as remoteness of access.  
 
Summary and Conclusion  A narrative summary states that the range of value indications after 
adjustments is $2,190 per acre to $2,253 per acre for the 10 acres to be encumbered by the 
Conservation Easement.  A conclusion of $2,250 per acre is applied for that area.  The appraisal 
report states,  
  “Therefore, the subject’s value is estimated as follows: 
                    76.245 acres at $200,000 per acre= $15,249,000 
                    Add 10 acres at $2,250 per acre= $       22,500 
                    Total After Value= $15,271,500 
                     Rounded To: $15,270,000 “ 

A table or “grid” is presented showing the characteristics, adjustments and value indications of 
each of the five comparable sales for the unencumbered 76.245-acre area in the After analysis.  
Another table or “grid” is presented showing the characteristics, adjustments and value 
indications of each of the three comparable sales for the encumbered 10-acre area in the After 
analysis.   
 
Reconciliation and Final Market Value Estimate 
The report states, “The difference in the before and after values results in an indication of the 
easement value…”  The report also states the following: 
  “Thus, the subject’s value is estimated as follows: 
                                       Before Value $17,249,000 
                                       Less After Value $15,270,000 
                                       Easement Value $  1,979,000 
 
     Therefore, subject to the Assumptions and Limiting Conditions set forth, and based on the 
information and analyses presented in this report, the estimated market value of the easement as 
of November 12, 2007, was: 

***ONE MILLION NINE HUNDRED SEVENTY NINE THOUSAND DOLLARS*** 
***($1,979,000)***  “ 
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Certification 
The appraisal report contains a Certification, with various statements and signed by the appraiser 
on August 14, 2008. 
 
ADDENDA 
Photographs of the Subject 
Nine photographs show the subject property and views from the subject. 
 
Deed of Conservation Easement 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a copy of the Deed of Conservation 
Easement as it existed prior to it having been recorded to the public records.   
 
Department of the Army 404 Permit 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains an unsigned copy of Permit Number 
NWW-2006-615-B01 issued under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, describing a project 
which is a component of the Conservation Easement appraised in this appraisal report.  The first 
page of this document is stamped “Exhibit A” because this document is so referenced in the text 
of the Deed of Conservation Easement. 
 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a copy of plans and drawings for Ada 
County Highway District Proposed East Parkcenter River Crossing, in association with the 
Permit described above. 
 
A letter from Idaho Department of Environmental Quality to Ada County Highway Department 
is also shown in the Addenda, with comments and conditions associated with the Permit 
described above. 
 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a copy of an unsigned form entitled 
“Notification of Administrative Appeal Options and Process and Request for Appeal” in 
association with the Permit described above. 
 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a copy of a metes-and-bounds legal 
description for the 10-acre area to be encumbered by the Conservation Easement, stamped by 
Professional Land Surveyor Peter W. Lounsbury, together with a survey drawing of this 
property.  The first page is stamped “Exhibit B” because this document is so referenced in the 
Deed of Conservation Easement. 
 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a signature page for the Deed of 
Conservation Easement, containing the signature of the President of Idaho Foundation for Parks 
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and Lands, Inc. and the signature of the President of Ada County Highway District, together with 
notary statements.  An aerial photo map is also shown for the vicinity of the subject property. 
 
Sales and Location Map 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a map identifying the locations of the 
subject and the comparable sales analyzed in the Sales Comparison Approach. 
 
Qualifications of Appraiser 
The Addenda of the appraisal report under review contains a summary of the appraiser’s 
biographical data, education, business activities and positions, affiliations and memberships, 
accreditation, list of major clients served, appraisal emphasis, areas of previous experience, areas 
of current practice, and a copy of the appraiser’s Idaho Certified General Appraiser license.  This 
4-page section appears twice, as Addenda Pg. 43 through Pg. 46 and again as Addenda Pg. 47 
through Pg. 50, which is the final page of the appraisal report under review. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(End of Section 1. Appraisal Report Summary Description.) 
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2.  APPRAISAL REVIEW PURPOSE, SCOPE, AND INTENDED USE 

 
The review appraiser and author of this appraisal review report is Gregory L. Graybadger, MAI, 
RPRA, AI-GRS as engaged by Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1. 
 
Identification of the Client: 
The reviewer’s client is Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1.  The reviewer 
was engaged through a letter signed by Lynda Lowry, Treasurer, Harris Ranch Community 
Infrastructure District No. 1 dated June 20, 2023. 
 
Identification of Intended Users: 
Intended users of the appraisal review include Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District 
No. 1 and its legal counsel.   Any other party receiving a copy of the appraisal report or appraisal 
review report does not become an intended user of either report unless the appraiser or reviewer 
identifies such party as an intended user. 
 
Intended Use of the reviewer’s opinions and conclusions: 
The intended use of the appraisal review report is to analyze the appraisal report under review 
and make a determination as to whether the appraisal follows the appropriate 
principles/standards/appraisal methodology.  The client and intended users may utilize that 
determination in evaluating the credibility of the conclusions presented in the appraisal report 
under review.  The opinions and analyses expressed in this appraisal review are objective and 
free of bias or advocacy, as required by professional standards and affirmed in the signed 
Certification within this appraisal review report. 
 
Purpose of the Review Assignment:   
The purpose of this appraisal review is to make a determination as to whether the appraisal 
follows the appropriate principles/standards/appraisal methodology, in order for the Client and 
Intended Users to evaluate the credibility of the conclusions, and particularly the credibility of 
the value conclusion.  The review assignment does not include independent development of the 
reviewer’s own opinion of value.   
 
Identification of the work under review: 
Section 1 of this appraisal review report identifies the appraisal report under review, including 
property ownership, report date, effective date, and the physical, legal, and economic 
characteristics of its subject property.  
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Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Conditions 
The appraisal report under review contains extraordinary assumptions and a hypothetical 
condition, as described in Section 1 of this appraisal review report.  This appraisal review itself is 
not subject to any extraordinary assumption or hypothetical condition regarding the development 
and reporting of the appraisal review.  The ordinary and typical assumptions and limiting 
conditions applicable to the review are shown in another part of this review report. 
 
Scope of Work: 
The applicable scope of work for this appraisal review includes identification of the elements 
described above, which aid in establishing the appraisal review problem to be solved.  As stated 
previously, this review report does not set forth an independent separate opinion of value.  The 
research and analyses utilized in this review assignment meet or exceed the expectations of 
regularly intended users of similar assignments, and the typical actions of the reviewer’s peers.  
Information presented in the appraisal report under review was independently confirmed to the 
extent practicable.  However, some elements were not verifiable due to the passage of time and 
other factors, as this review is occurring roughly 15 years after the appraisal. 
 
The reviewer examined the appraisal report under review, in detail, to ensure that the appraisal 
methods and techniques presented in the appraisal report under review comply with the Uniform 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) and the generally accepted principles 
and appraisal methodology for such appraisal assignments.  Compliance with USPAP requires 
numerous mandatory elements in the development and reporting of an appraisal.  An Idaho real 
estate appraiser professional occupational certification or license requires compliance with 
USPAP for all appraisal assignments and for appraisal review assignments.  The appraisal under 
review was governed by the requirement of the 2008-2009 Edition of USPAP, and its 
compliance is evaluated on that basis.  The appraisal review is performed in compliance with the 
edition of USPAP in effect at the time of the appraisal review.  That edition is titled as the 2020-
2021 edition, but it has been extended to remain in effect to the end of 2023. 
 
The specific comparable sale transactions utilized in the appraisal under review were 
investigated.  A search for alternative transactions was conducted to determine whether the 
comparable sales used were the best indicators of the subject’s value, based on being recent, 
similar to the subject and proximate to the subject property.  The adjustments applied to the 
comparable sales were analyzed to determine if they encompassed the most relevant and 
significant effects on property values, to determine if the magnitude of the adjustments was 
supported in the market data, and to determine if the adjustments were applied correctly in the 
analysis.  Investigation was conducted to determine if the Income Approach to value was truly 
not applicable, as stated in the appraisal report.  In particular, the market was surveyed for 
properties valued for their potential for development of salable wetland mitigation credits.  If 
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extant, sales of such properties would be the best indicators of value for the 10 acres to be 
encumbered by the Conservation Easement, in the “after” condition.   
 
The use of before-and-after methodology for valuation of conservation easements and other 
partial takings is well established.  It is supported by extensive litigation case law, guidelines 
from various State and Federal government sources, training from professional appraisal 
organizations, and it is in common use by appraisers.   The reviewer revisited authoritative 
sources such as the extensive legal citations found in the Uniform Appraisal Standards for 
Federal Land Acquisitions (UASFLA).  Compliance with those standards is not required within 
the appraisal under review, but the procedures described there are well-accepted as correct 
methodology.  The reviewer also revisited relevant parts of Real Estate Valuation in Litigation 
by J.D. Eaton, published by the Appraisal Institute. 
 
The effective date of value in the appraisal under review is November 12, 2007.  As such, the 
present-day current physical and legal characteristics of the subject larger parcel or of the subject 
Conservation Easement area are not relevant to the appraisal under review or to the appraisal 
review assignment.  Consequently, no inspection of the subject property or the comparable sales 
was conducted by the reviewer.  The reviewer is a long-term resident of the subject market area, 
and has observed the subject property on numerous occasions, including 2007.   
 
The reviewer has developed an opinion as to the appropriateness of the analyses and the 
credibility of the opinions and conclusions presented in the appraisal under review within the 
scope of work applicable to that appraisal assignment, and the data presented in the appraisal 
report.  The reviewer has developed an opinion of whether the report under review is appropriate 
and not misleading.  These opinions and the reasoning supporting these opinions are presented in 
the following section of this appraisal review report.  This appraisal review report is prepared in 
compliance with USPAP, and no compliance is precluded by any law or regulation.   
 
As previously stated, the opinions and analyses expressed in this appraisal review are objective 
and free of bias or advocacy, as required by professional standards and affirmed in the signed 
Certification within this appraisal review report. 
 
Effective Date and Report Date of Review: 
The Effective Date is the date to which the conclusions apply, and the Report Date is the date 
that the appraisal report was completed.  The report date of this appraisal review report is 
December 1, 2023 which is also the effective date of the review.  The report date of the appraisal 
report under review is August 14, 2008 (based on signature date of Certification) and the 
effective date of the value opinion presented in the appraisal under review is November 12, 
2007. 
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Subject of the Appraisal Review Assignment: 
The appraisal report under review is identified and summarized in the preceding section of this 
appraisal review report.   It consists of the entire appraisal report, with a total document size of 
99 pages, including cover, transmittal, and all addenda, valuing a 10-acre Conservation Easement 
on Eckert Road at Harris Ranch, Boise, Idaho, with an effective date of November 12, 2007, and 
a report date August 14, 2008 (signature date of Certification).  
 
Assumptions and Limiting Conditions of the Review: 
This appraisal review itself is not subject to the extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical 
condition presented in the appraisal report under review.  This appraisal review is subject to the 
following ordinary and typical assumptions and limiting conditions: 
 

 The reviewer assumes that all information and materials provided by others are accurate, 
credible, and reliable, and not fraudulent.  Information presented in the appraisal report 
under review was independently confirmed to the extent practicable.  However, the 
appraiser does not guarantee the accuracy of any such information.  If any information is 
subsequently discovered to be false, the reviewer reserves the right to revise this report. 

 No title report has been examined for the property which is the subject of the appraisal 
report under review.  The reviewer assumes that the ownership is correctly represented 
and that no other parties hold rights affecting the subject property, other than the typical 
powers of government.  The reviewer assumes no responsibility for any elements arising 
from defects of title, liens, deed restrictions, encroachments, or easements other than the 
Conservation Easement addressed in the appraisal report under review.  

 It is assumed that there are no hidden or unapparent conditions of the property that may 
render it more or less valuable.  The reviewer assumes no responsibility for such 
conditions, not for obtaining the engineering or environmental studies that may be 
required to discover them. 

 It is assumed that the subject property does not contain any threatened or endangered 
species, nor critical habitat for such species. 

 It is assumed that the property which is the subject of the appraisal report under review is 
in full compliance with all relevant laws and regulations, and the requirements of any 
party having jurisdiction over the property. 

 The appraisal report under review is evaluated based on the circumstances in effect at the 
time of the appraisal and do not consider subsequent events or their effects, including 
events expected and projected to occur.   

 This appraisal review report is to be considered only in its entirety, with no excerpt or 
part of the report utilized separately or out of the context of the entire report. 
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 No consideration is given to changes in market conditions or the purchasing power of the 
dollar which may have occurred from the effective date of the appraisal under review and 
to the effective date of this appraisal review. 

 Additional assumptions or limiting conditions may be expressed elsewhere within this 
appraisal review report, and their effect is not diminished if omitted from this list. 

 This appraisal review report is not to be used in any matter involving the U.S. Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS).  IRS is specifically excluded as an intended user.  No assertion is 
made as to the applicability or lack of applicability of the appraisal report under review 
for any use governed or regulated by IRS.  

 This appraisal review report is prepared for the exclusive use of the Client and Intended 
Users identified within this report, and may not be relied upon by others without the 
written consent of the appraisal reviewer. 

 Any actions or claims arising out of, relating to, or in any way pertaining to this 
assignment, this report, or any values or information contained herein, are strictly limited 
and shall not exceed the amount of the fee paid for the preparation of this report.  The 
author of this review report shall not be held liable for any consequential damages or 
losses. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(End of Section 2. Appraisal Review Purpose, Scope and Intended Use) 
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3.  REVIEWER’S ANALYSES, COMMENTS, AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
The appraisal report under review does not contain a table of contents, and a table of contents is 
not required by the applicable Standards.  The reviewer has constructed this table of contents to 
assist the reader’s understanding of the appraisal report under review, as follows: 

Cover Page       Not numbered 
Letter of Transmittal      Not numbered 
Assumptions and Limiting Condition    iv  
Appraisal Summary      vi 
Appraisal Introduction     Page 1 
Regional and City Description    Page 6 
Neighborhood Description     Page 9 
Property Data       Page 28 
Highest and Best Use      Page 32 
Valuation       Page 33 
Certification       Page 43 
Photographs of the Subject     Addenda Pg.  1 
Deed of Conservation Easement (not recorded)  Addenda Pg.  3 

Department of the Army 404 Permit (unsigned) Addenda Pg. 13 
Permit Plans and Drawings    Addenda Pg. 19 
Letter from Idaho Dept. of Environmental Quality Addenda Pg. 31 
Notice regarding appeals of Permit   Addenda Pg. 34 
Legal description of the Wetlands Mitigation Site Addenda Pg. 36 
Survey drawing     Addenda Pg. 38 
Deed of Conservation Easement addl. signatures Addenda Pg. 39 

Aerial photo map of the subject vicinity   Addenda Pg. 41 
Location Map of sales analyzed in the Valuation  Addenda Pg. 42 
Qualifications of Appraiser     Addenda Pg. 43 through 50 

 
Applicable Mandatory Standards Compliance 
Although the appraisal under review is generally properly developed and reported and produces 
a reasonable valuation, it contains numerous elements which are specifically problematic.  All 
Idaho real estate appraisers’ professional occupational licensing requires compliance with the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice (USPAP) for all appraisal assignments.  
Furthermore, the appraisal report under review contains statements in the Transmittal Letter and 
in the Certification asserting USPAP compliance.  The appraisal under review was governed by 
the requirements of the 2008-2009 Edition of USPAP, and its compliance is evaluated on that 
basis.  The reviewer does possess a copy of the 2008-2009 Edition of USPAP and refers to it in 
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the citations for this review.  Several occurrences of non-compliance are cited below, and are 
explained and discussed.   
 
Before and After Methodology 
The appraisal under review is developed and reported to provide the value of a Conservation 
Easement on 10 acres of land, reportedly granted on November 12, 2007.  The appraisal utilizes 
“before and after” methodology.  The use of before-and-after methodology for valuation of 
conservation easements and other partial takings is well established.  It is supported by extensive 
litigation case law, guidelines from various State and Federal government sources, training from 
professional appraisal organizations, and it is in common use by appraisers.  Its fundamental 
aspects are contained in the decision of Calvo v. United States stating, “…we suggest that the 
measure of the appellant’s detriment should be the difference, if any, between the fair market 
value of his land immediately before and after the perpetual easements were imposed…” 
 
Larger Parcel 
The use of before-and-after appraisal methodology requires that the appraisal report identify the 
“larger parcel” which is the total area to be considered and valued.  The larger parcel is defined 
as that tract of land that possesses a unity of ownership and has the same, or an integrated, 
highest and best use.  In the appraisal under review, the larger parcel is identified as the area 
contained within the Ada County Assessor’s tax parcel, consisting of 86.245 acres.  Other 
parcels in the same ownership were excluded because they “would not benefit nor suffer as a 
result of the placement of this easement.”  While it may be arguable to include adjacent property 
within the larger parcel, this does not rise to the level of a provable error.  The reviewer believes 
that including additional area in the larger parcel would not create a significant difference in the 
value conclusion. 
 
Report Date 
USPAP requires that two important dates are stated in an appraisal report:  The Effective Date is 
the date to which the value opinion applies, and the Report Date is the date that the appraisal 
report was completed.  In the appraisal report under review, the Transmittal Letter is dated 
August 13, 2008 and the Certification is dated August 14, 2008 but neither of these is explicitly 
stated to be the report date.  USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b)(vi) requires that the appraisal report 
states the date of the report, and the appraisal report does not explicitly comply.  This is a 
technical deficiency which does not affect the value conclusion and is not particularly 
significant, particularly because the two possible indications are only one day apart.  The actual 
report date is assumed to the August 14, 2008 based on the fact that it is the later date and that it 
is attached to the signed Certification..  The Effective Date is a separate matter addressed in the 
next section of these review findings. 
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Issues with Effective Date of Appraisal 
The Effective Date is the date to which the value opinion applies.  The effective date of the 
appraisal is a condition and premise of the analyses and conclusions presented in the appraisal 
report.  Typically, the effective date of value for a Conservation Easement is the date when the 
conveyance occurs.  The Deed of Conservation Easement shown in the appraisal report, 
beginning on Addenda Pg. 3, was not yet recorded nor dated.  Item VIII of the Deed of 
Conservation Easement states in part, “Upon the recordation hereof, this Conservation Easement 
constitutes a real property interest immediately vested in Holder.”  Item XIII of the Deed of 
Conservation Easement also states in part, “This Conservation Easement shall be effective upon 
recording.”  This is important because the value of the Conservation Easement may change over 
time, and it is affected by the market conditions on the date it came into effect.  This is an 
important reason that the effective date is required to be identified in an appraisal. 
 
A records search at the time of this review shows the Deed of Conservation Easement was 
recorded as instrument 108117302 on 10/23/2008. That document has a handwritten date on its 
face of 28th day of November, 2007.  The last signature is notarized on November 28, 2007 as 
shown in both the appraisal report (Addenda Pg. 40) and in the recorded document.   
 
The appraisal report under review utilizes an effective date of November 12, 2007.  In the 
transmittal letter it states, “The easement was officially granted as of November 12, 2007.”  This 
date reflects the date of the last signature by parties of Harris Family Limited Partnership, the 
owner, assumably releasing their interests.  However, this easement is not a unilateral matter.  
There are burdens on the recipient/holder of the easement, and on Ada County Highway District, 
and the absence of acceptance by those parties would render the Deed of Conservation Easement 
invalid.  The last signature by those parties is notarized on November 28, 2007. 
 
Determination of the actual correct effective date of the Conservation Easement is a legal issue, 
outside the scope of this appraisal review.  If the effective date of the Conservation Easement is 
determined to be anything other than November 12, 2007 then the appraisal should not be 
considered valid.  Even if the value conclusion was considered by a user to be credible and 
adequately supported 16 days later, that is not the valuation that is presented by the appraiser.  
The effective date of the appraisal is a condition of the analyses and conclusions presented in the 
appraisal report.  Appraisal standards require the effective date of the appraisal to be clearly 
stated.  If the effective date of value is determined to be the recording date of 10/23/2008 (which 
appears to be most likely), then the value conclusion very certainly does not remain valid, as 
there were significant changes in market conditions occurring over the intervening period.   
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Clean Water Act 404 Permit 
A copy of the Army Corps Clean Water Act 404 permit is attached as Exhibit A (beginning on 
appraisal report Addendum Pg. 13) within the Deed of Conservation Easement but it remains 
unsigned in the appraisal report and in the recorded Easement.  Subsequent investigation found 
that the permit was issued and signed consistent with the document shown in Exhibit A.   
 
USPAP Non-Compliance in the Extraordinary Assumptions and Hypothetical Condition 
USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b)(x) requires that the appraisal “clearly and conspicuously: state all 
extraordinary assumptions and hypothetical conditions; and state that their use might have 
affected the assignment results…”  The appraisal report under review clearly and conspicuously 
stated two Extraordinary Assumptions and one Hypothetical Condition.  However, the report 
does not include a statement that their use might have affected the assignment results.  This is a 
technical deficiency which would not affect the value conclusion.  However, the appraisal report 
under review does not comply with this Standards requirement in USPAP.   
 
Definition of Market Value 
USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b)(v) requires that the appraisal “state the type and definition of 
value and cite the source of the definition.  The appraisal under review contains a section entitled 
“Market Value Defined.”  That section quotes a definition of market value from the Treasury 
Regulations and provides a citation of that source.  This appears to meet the requirement under 
USPAP. 
 
Description of Purpose Not Applicable 
USPAP does not require a statement of the purpose of the appraisal.  On Page No. 1 within the 
appraisal report under review, the paragraph describing Purpose of the Appraisal states, in part 
“The client will use this report for income tax purposes for reporting a charitable non-cash 
donation.  The grantee is a qualified recipient for the donation.”  The appraisal is now actually 
being used for a different purpose: as support for a claim for reimbursement from Harris Ranch 
Community Infrastructure District #1.   
 
Also, the Reconciliation on appraisal report Page No. 42 presents this statement: “The difference 
in the before and after values results in an indication of the easement value utilized in the 
Charitable Non-Cash Donation calculation for the grantor.”  Again, this appraisal report is 
actually being presented as support for a claim for reimbursement from Harris Ranch 
Community Infrastructure District #1.  The quoted verbiage is inconsistent with this use.  As 
such, this section of the appraisal report is not relevant, accurate or applicable to the actual use to 
which the appraisal report is being applied.   
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Insufficient Description of Larger Parcel 
The appraiser inspected the subject property and provided a written and photographic description 
of it in the report.  The appraisal report accurately described the estate to be appraised.  The 
subject larger parcel is the area within the tax parcel boundary as it existed at the time of 
appraisal.  A complete metes-and-bounds legal description is not included in the appraisal report, 
but an aerial photo from Google and a tax plat map are used to illustrate its approximate 
boundaries.  A printout of the tax record Property Description utilizes a reference to a parcel 
description found only within the land records division of the Ada County Assessor’s Office.  No 
Record of Survey or Deed is included or referenced in the appraisal report.  The absence of an 
actual legal description to identify the subject larger parcel’s location and boundaries is a 
deficiency.  USPAP Standards Rule 2-2(b)(iii) requires, at a minimum: “summarize the 
information sufficient to identify the real estate involved in the appraisal, including the physical 
and economic property characteristics relevant to the assignment;”   
 
For the area included within the Conservation Easement, a complete legal description is included 
in the appraisal report, on Addenda pages 36 and 37, with an apparently unrecorded survey 
drawing on Addenda Pg.38.  This is sufficient to identify the real property within the 
Conservation Easement. 
 
Erroneous Flood Hazard Mapping 
The appraisal report under review includes a Flood Hazard Map from a service called InterFlood 
by Alamode, depicting the Flood Zone as X and citing map panel 16001C0305H dated February 
19, 2003.  However, the subject conservation easement area is actually about 0.4 mile southwest 
of the location identified on that map, and it is beyond the border of that map.  The nearest 
“larger parcel” boundary is actually about 0.2 mile west of the location identified on that map.  
Under “Zoning” on page 28, the appraisal under review states, “The subject is located both in 
AE, High Flood Risk floodplain area and Zone X, with nominal risk of flooding.  The Boise 
River is a controlled flow waterway based on the impounded storage areas of Luck Peak, 
Arrowrock, and Anderson Ranch Dams.  Therefore, the subject is typically not subject to severe 
flooding as a result of these controlled projects.” 
 
The correct flood map is the adjacent panel to the west of the map shown, on map panel 
16001C0284H.  This map shows approximately 3.8 acres of the Conservation Easement area 
lying within the Floodway (in which no development would be allowed), and approximately 6.2 
acres within Flood Zone AE.  Flood Zone AE is essentially the 100-year flood hazard area, in 
which development is usually possible with flood insurance and/or site work such as levies or fill 
to raise the homesite elevation.  In the excerpt from the correct flood map below, the 
approximate location of the 10-acre conservation easement area is outlined in red; the cross-
hatched area is the floodway, and the shaded area is Zone AE.   
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The actual flood hazard status is significantly different than the status reported in the appraisal 
report under review, and it would probably have a significant effect on the value conclusion.  
The valuation of a conservation easement is based on the difference between the value of the 
larger parcel “before” the easement and “after” the easement.  The correct flood hazard 
information indicates that the appraisal report under review overstates the value in the “before” 
valuation.  This indicates that the valuation of the conservation easement in the appraisal report 
under review is also probably overstated.  As such, the erroneous information renders the value 
conclusion not credible. 
 
No Mention of the Upheaval in Market Conditions 
The appraisal report under review does not mention the 2007–2008 global financial crisis which 
led to a severe economic recession. The effective date of value for the appraisal report under 
review is November 12, 2007.  By that date, national and local media were reporting on the 
economic crisis.  It was triggered by the collapse of a housing bubble, leading to curtailed 
mortgage lending or much more restrictive qualifying criteria and higher interest rates, declining 
home values, mortgage delinquencies, foreclosures, and curtailed residential construction.  In 
July 2007, the median home price in Ada County is reported at $239,400.  In November 2007 the 
median home price in Ada County is reported at $210,000.  This represents a decline at the rate 
of 3.2% per month.   
 
The collapse of the housing bubble also diminished the value of residential development land 
such as the subject larger parcel.  As of the effective date of appraisal, this effect was not yet 
clearly demonstrated in the greater Boise market data, but it was heavily discussed in the media 
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and was known by the report date.  The appraisal under review used comparable sales from the 
period prior to this trend.  The absence of more recent comparable sales activity may be evidence 
of problems in the market for residential development land, but this was not discussed in the 
appraisal report.  The absence of any discussion of this influence on value is a deficiency.  
However, the reviewer did not identify any comparable sales transactions which should have 
been used to demonstrate such an influence on values. 
 
Absence of Income Approach to Value 
The appraisal report states that the income approach to value is not applicable.  However, the 
subject larger parcel is mixed-use development land, as affirmed by the appraisal’s Highest and 
Best Use analysis.  The Subdivision Development Approach is an income approach typically 
used for such properties.  It uses a discounted cash flow analysis to arrive at a land residual 
which reflects the value of land proposed for development.   
 
The income approach would also be applicable to the valuation of the 10-acre area to be 
encumbered by the Conservation Easement, as there is a potential for profitable use of this land 
in wetland mitigation banking.  Some market participants consider Discounted Cash Flow 
analysis to be unreliable due to its sensitivity to multiple input details.  The absence of the 
Income Approach is allowable under the standards, if there is a supporting rationale.  USPAP 
Standards Rule 2-2 (b)(viii) states, “…exclusion of the sales comparison approach, cost approach 
or income approach must be explained.”  The appraisal report under review gives no reasoning 
for excluding this approach beyond stating that it is not applicable.   
 
Sales Comparison Approach to Value 

 Methodology and Calculations 
The appraisal report under review uses the Sales Comparison Approach, in which sales of 
comparable properties are analyzed and utilized as a basis to arrive at an indication of the value 
of the subject property.  Generally, the criteria for selection of comparable sales are that they 
should be recent, similar to the subject, and reasonably proximate.  Typically, differences 
between the comparable sales and the subject property are identified, and adjustments are applied 
to account for those differences which may affect market value.   
 
In the Before analysis, five sales were described and analyzed using price per acre as the unit of 
comparison, although total sales price was also described for each sale.  These five sales 
occurred between January 2004 and June 2006.  Unadjusted sale prices were from $100,543 to 
$500,000 per acre.  After adjustments were applied, the indicated value range was narrowed to 
$186,748 to $229,392 per acre.  The appraisal report under review presents a concluded value for 
the subject at $200,000 per acre.  The calculation was shown as: 
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  “86.245 acres @ $200,000 per acre =  $17,249,000 
 Thus, the subject’s value in the before condition is estimated at $17,249,000.” 
 
In the After analysis, the sales described above were used to value 76.245 acres as the area of the 
larger parcel unencumbered by the Conservation Easement.  To value the 10 acres within the 
Conservation Easement, three sales were analyzed.  These three sales occurred from January 
2005 to August 2007.  Unadjusted sales prices were from $1,759 to $5,006 per acre.  After 
adjustments were applied, the indicated value range was $2,190 to $2,253 per acre.   
The appraisal report under review presents the calculations as: 
 
  “76.245 acres at $200,000 per acre =  $15,249,000 
  Add 10 acres at $2,250 per acre =       $       22,500 
  Total After Value =                             $15,271,500 
  Rounded To:                                        $15,270,000” 
 

 Misstatement 
On Page No. 38 within the appraisal report under review, in the paragraph describing Sale No. 6, 
the report states, “This is an undeveloped site that is in an RP zone, which typically limits 
development to no less than one unit per 40 acres.”  This is a misstatement, and should read, 
“…limits development to no more than one unit per 40 acres.”  It appears that the property rights 
were correctly considered in the analysis, so this error does not rise to the level of a substantial or 
material error and it does not affect the valuation. 
 

 Issue Associated with Rounding 
In developing and reporting the “after” values, 10 acres is valued at $2,250 per acre as 
encumbered by the Conservation Easement.  This conclusion was based on the range of adjusted 
comparable sales from $2,190 to $2,253 per acre.  Total After Value is calculated as $15,271,500 
Rounded To: $15,270,000.  This is the concluded total value of the 86.245-acre larger parcel as 
encumbered in the After condition.  The rounding applied here has the effect of reducing the 
value of the encumbered area to $2,100 per acre, which is below the range of values indicated by 
the adjusted comparable sales.  It also has the effect of increasing the final value conclusion for 
the easement by $1,500.  Rounding practices vary significantly, but it is preferred procedure to 
apply rounding only at the final value conclusion, and not at intermediate points in the analyses.  
The fact that the effective value per acre for the 10 acres is reduced to a rate that is below the 
entire range of value indications undermines the credibility of the conclusion.  However, this 
does not rise to the level of provable error.  
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 Questionable Selection of Comparables 
The comparable sales used to value the unencumbered portion of the subject larger parcel are all 
potential development properties with riparian influences.  This significantly limits the number 
of potential comparables.  It would be possible to utilize sales without riparian influences and 
adjust for that difference, in order to utilize sales which are more similar in other characteristics, 
more proximate to the subject, and more recent to the effective date of value.  As noted earlier in 
these analyses, the effect on values due to the collapse of the housing bubble is not reflected in 
the appraisal under review, largely because of the sale dates of the comparables used.   
 
The three comparable sales used to develop indications of value for the area to be encumbered 
are problematic.  These sales are not very similar to the subject.  Their significant characteristic 
is that they are in some way limited in terms of potential for development.  The 10 acres to be 
encumbered by a Conservation Easement may be suitable for development of wetlands 
mitigation credits which are salable, and this element is likely to support a higher market value.  
The appraisal report under review contains no discussion of that characteristic, and no similar 
comparables were used. 
 

 Reconciliation and Final Market Value Estimate 
Reconciliation of the valuation on report Page No. 42 presents this statement: “The difference in 
the before and after values results in an indication of the easement value utilized in the 
Charitable Non-Cash Donation calculation for the grantor.”  The actual use of this appraisal 
report is to support a claim for reimbursement from Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure 
District #1.  The quoted verbiage is inconsistent with this use.  The appraisal report under review 
continues, “Thus, the subject’s value is estimated as follows: 
 
  Before Value            $17,249,000 
  Less After Value      $15,270,000 
  Easement Value        $ 1,979,000” 
 
Unfortunately, the value estimate is not considered by the reviewer to be credible, based on the 
issues and errors presented above.  The most significant of these elements are the possible effect 
of the questionable effective date of value and the possible effect of the erroneous flood zone 
mapping. 
 
 
Appraiser’s Certification:   
The appraisal report under review includes a signed Certification as required by USPAP which 
includes the required elements and includes the appraiser’s signature and date. 
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Adherence to Appraisal Standards 
The appraisal report reviewed herein was produced by an Idaho Certified General Appraiser, 
who was required to comply with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice 
(USPAP) in effect as of the date of the appraisal report in 2008, which is the 2008-2009 edition.  
The practice of real estate appraisal is heavily regulated in great detail, and minor compliance 
errors or omissions are not uncommon.  To the extent that such issues do not affect the 
credibility of the value conclusion, they may be considered insignificant.  However, USPAP 
Standards Rule 1-1(c) states that an appraiser must “not render appraisal services in a careless or 
negligent manner, such as by making a series of errors that, although individually might not 
significantly affect the results of an appraisal, in the aggregate affect the credibility of those 
results.”.  The reviewer does not characterize the appraisal report under review as “careless or 
negligent” but the appraisal report does contain errors and unresolved matters which affect the 
credibility of the results. 

Reviewer’s Opinions and Conclusions 
 

As developed and reported in detail above, the reviewer has noted elements of the appraisal 
under review which fail to comply with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal 
Practice (USPAP) in effect at the time of the appraisal.  The reviewer has also noted areas of 
concern that may not rise to the level of being provable errors, but which undermine the 
credibility of the report.  The stated engagement of the reviewer is to perform “reviews which 
analyze the Appraisals and make a determination as to whether the Appraisals follow the 
appropriate principles/standards/appraisal methodology.”  It is the reviewer’s opinion and 
conclusion that the appraisal under review does not entirely follow the appropriate Standards, 
principles, and appraisal methodology.  As noted above, the practice of real estate appraisal is 
heavily regulated in great detail and minor compliance errors or omissions are not uncommon.   
 
It is the reviewer’s opinion that the analyses, opinions and conclusions presented in the appraisal 
under review are not appropriate and are not credible within the scope of work applicable to that 
appraisal assignment and the data presented.   
 
The most significant issues are the questionable effective date of value, the erroneous flood zone 
status and its effect on value, and the undiscussed effect of rapidly changing market conditions.  
The appraiser in this case is highly skilled and trained and is highly regarded.  There is no 
evidence to indicate any intent to mislead, and no intent should be inferred from the results of 
this review.  Many of the issues and areas of concern are the result of circumstances which were 
not foreseeable at the time of appraisal.  Some of the issues noted in this review are minor 
compliance issues which would not affect the value conclusions.   
 

(End of Section 3: Reviewer’s Analyses, Comments, and Conclusions) 
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4. REVIEW APPRAISER’S CERTIFICATION 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 
 

1. The statements of fact contained in this review report are true and correct. 
 

2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions in the review report are limited only by 
the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, impartial, and 
unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 

 

3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of the work under 
review and no personal interest with respect to the parties involved. 

 

4. I have performed no services, as an appraiser or in any other capacity, regarding the 
property that is the subject of the work under review, within the three-year period 
immediately preceding the agreement to perform this assignment. 

 

5. I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of the work under review or to 
the parties involved with this assignment. 

 

6. My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting 
predetermined results. 

 

7. My compensation is not contingent on an action or event resulting from the analyses, 
opinions, or conclusions in this review or from its use. 

 

8. My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development 
or reporting of predetermined assignment results or the assignment results that favors the 
cause of the client, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a subsequent 
event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal review.  

 

9. My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed ant his review report was prepared 
in conformity with the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice.  

 

10. I have not made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of the appraisal 
report under review. 

 

11. No one provided significant appraisal review assistance to the person signing this 
Certification. 

 

12. The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has been 
prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute; the use of this 
report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to review by its duly 
authorized representatives; and as of the date of this report, I have completed the 
continuing education program for Designated Members of the Appraisal Institute. 

 
                             December 1, 2023 

__________________________________________                                                            
Gregory L. Graybadger, MAI, RPRA, AI-GRS, Idaho CGA#1834      Date  
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O. Exhibit O – HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter: Project GO20-7 

  



3738 S Harris Ranch Ave., Boise, ID 83716 – hrcidtaxpayers@gmail.com 

HARRIS RANCH CID TAXPAYERS’ ASSOCIATION 

 

August 14, 2021 
 
 
Members of the Board 
Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (“HRCID”) 
City of Boise 
150 N. Capitol Blvd. 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
 
 
Re: Objection to Payment Requested by Developer for Conservation Easement 
 
Members of the HRCID Board: 
 
The purpose of this letter is to express our objection to the payment requested by the 
Harris Ranch developers (“Developer”) of almost $2 million for a wetlands easement 
they granted on their property to the Idaho Foundation for Parks and Lands (“Idaho 
Foundation”) in 2008 (Project ID No. GO20-7).     
 
The request for payment submitted by the Developer indicates that they are seeking 
payment for the supposed “fair market value” of a wetlands easement they provided on 
ten acres of land which they still own along the north side of the Boise River west of S. 
Eckert Road (“Conservation Easement”).  They apparently have submitted their request 
pursuant to Section 3.2(a) of the Development Agreement among the City, the HRCID 
and the Developer.  That subsection provides for payment to the Developer of the “fair 
market value of the real property for rights of way, easements and other interests in real 
property” with respect to projects they undertake and dedicate to public use. 
 
We object to the requested payment for at least four reasons: 
 

1. The Developer originally undertook, in both written agreements and public 
disclosures, to “donate” the Conservation Easement to the public. 
 

2. In addition, it appears from the appraisal submitted by the Developer to support 
the requested payment (“Appraisal”) that the Developer intended to and thus 
may long ago have already taken federal and state income tax deductions for 
the “charitable non-cash contribution” of the Conservation Easement to the 
Idaho Foundation. 
 

3. Moreover, it appears, based on documents the Developer has submitted as part of 
its request for payment, that the Developer also has been paid for the value of 
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the Conservation Easement by the Ada County Highway District (“ACHD”). 
 

4. In any event, the “fair market value” of land required to be left undeveloped as 
wetlands and dedicated to the public, as a condition to a very large and profitable 
development, is close to zero. 

 
This thus appears to be a case of the Developer not only “double-dipping”, but “triple-
dipping.”  That is, it appears that they are now seeking payment for the Conservation 
Easement from the HRCID after previously (i) taking federal and state income tax 
charitable deductions in the exact same amount, and (ii) also receiving a payment from 
ACHD for the very same Conservation Easement.   
   
Background1 
 
Harris Ranch used to be just that – a ranch.  Most of the land was used as pasture.  One of 
the many conditions imposed by the City and others to the Harris Ranch development 
was the extension of E. Parkcenter Blvd. from Bown Crossing, over the Boise River, and 
into Harris Ranch.  That entailed the construction of the E. Parkcenter Bridge, which was 
undertaken by ACHD. 
 
To accomplish the extension of E. Parkcenter Blvd. and the construction of the new 
bridge, the Developer and ACHD entered into a multi-party “Development Agreement” 
in July 2005 (“Parkcenter Bridge Agreement”).  That Agreement is complicated, and 
portions are not altogether clear.  It includes the following: 
 

 ACHD agreed to undertake construction of the E. Parkcenter Blvd. extension, 
including the bridge. 
 

 The Developer agreed to contribute $3.5 million towards the costs of the project. 
 

 The Developer agreed to “donat[e] a portion of wetlands owned by Harris Ranch” 
(emphasis added) to accomplish any mitigation required by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers in connection with the project.2 
 

 The Developer apparently was entitled to receive credits from ACHD, to be 
applied against impact fees otherwise payable by the Developer to ACHD with 
respect to the Harris Ranch development,3 in exchange for: 
 

 
1 Please note that the factual assertions in this letter are based on our current understanding of rather 
voluminous and complicated documents and agreements, which may be incomplete.  We welcome any 
clarifications or corrections you can provide.  
2 The Boise River apparently is subject to the jurisdiction of the Corps. 
3 Local governments, including ACHD, are authorized by State law to impose fees on developers in 
connection with new development in consideration of the added burden on public infrastructure, including 
roads, resulting from such new development. 
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o The Developer’s $3.5 million contribution to project costs; and 
 

o “The value of wetlands donated by Harris Ranch for wetlands mitigation 
…”  (Emphasis added.) 

 
As the parties anticipated, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers later required wetlands 
mitigation in connection with the project.  The parties therefore entered into an 
amendment to the Parkcenter Bridge Agreement in November 2007 to address that 
requirement (“Amendment”).  The Amendment includes the following: 
 

 The Developer agreed to contribute the Conservation Easement in perpetuity on 
ten acres of apparently marshy pastureland they own in Harris Ranch along the 
Boise River. 
 

 The Developer agreed to construct wetlands on the former pastureland over which 
the easement was granted. 
 

 “In exchange for providing the Conservation Easement and the construction and 
maintenance of the wetlands …” the Developer agreed to accept payment from 
ACHD of $1.3 million.  (Emphasis added.) 
 

 The Developer agreed that they would no longer be eligible for any impact fee 
credits or reimbursements for the acreage provided for wetlands mitigation.4 

 
One might think that the contribution of $3.5 million towards the E. Parkcenter Bridge, 
plus ten acres of pastureland, was a major concession by the Developer.  Please think 
again.  The Harris Ranch development apparently consists of about 1,300 acres.  As 
pastureland, Harris Ranch apparently had an assessed value (per the Appraisal) before the 
construction of the E. Parkcenter Blvd. extension into Harris Ranch, including the bridge, 
of less than $700 per acre.  That would mean the pastureland had a total value of less 
than $900,000 (excluding the Harris family’s homes and other ranch buildings).  
According to the Appraisal, the value of the bare land after the construction of the E. 
Parkcenter Blvd. extension into Harris Ranch was almost $200,000 per acre.  If only one-
fourth of the total acreage in the development could be developed, that would mean the 
value of the land in Harris Ranch had increased by almost $65,000,000.5  That is more 
than a fair return on the investment of only $3.5 million, plus ten acres of apparently 
marshy pastureland. 
 
 
 

 
4 They may have surrendered this right in order to claim the “donation” as a charitable contribution for 
federal and state income tax purposes, as further explained below. 
5 We don’t know how much of the former ranch can in fact be developed, so this is just a guess.  It may be 
more. 
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Discussion 
 
“Donation.”  The Developer agreed in clear and unequivocal terms in the Parkcenter 
Bridge Agreement and the Amendment to “donate” the Conservation Easement.  And the 
Amendment expressly eliminated any right to impact fee credits or reimbursements from 
ACHD for the acreage donated by the Developer for wetlands mitigation.  On the Harris 
Ranch development website at the time, in an excerpt included in the Appraisal, the 
Developer trumpeted the fact that “Harris Ranch donated the 10-acre parcel valued at 
three million dollars and ACHD is paying for construction of the mitigation site.”  
(Emphasis added.)6  The HRCID therefore ought to honor the Developer’s own 
agreements and characterizations of the Conservation Easement as a “donation,” and thus 
pay them nothing. 
 
Claimed Federal and State Income Tax Deductions.  The Appraisal recites, on page 1, 
as follows: 
 

The client will use this report for income tax purposes for reporting a 
charitable non-cash donation.  The grantee is a qualified recipient for the 
donation.  [Emphasis added.] 

 
That also is clear and unequivocal.  The Appraisal says the Developer “will use,” not 
“may use” the Appraisal to report a “charitable donation.”  And the Developer was 
apparently careful, in the relevant agreements and in public comments, to consistently 
describe the dedication of the Conservation Easement to the Idaho Foundation as a 
“donation.”  So, the Conservation Easement should be treated no differently here.  That is 
the case even if the Developer’s “charitable donation” was later denied by the IRS and/or 
the State of Idaho (possibly for reasons we will explain, below).  And that is the case 
even if the Developer later decided that a cash payment from the HRCID was more 
attractive to them, financially, than a tax deduction.7 
 
Prior Payment to Developer by ACHD for the Conservation Easement.  The 
Amendment expressly recites that the payment of $1.3 million is “[i]n exchange for 
providing the Conservation Easement and the construction and maintenance of the 
wetlands …”  That again is clear and unequivocal.  So, the Developer has already been 
paid by ACHD, pursuant to an express and negotiated agreement, for the value of the 
Conservation Easement.  They thus should not be paid for the same Conservation 

 
6 The Developer’s statement is at best an exaggeration in two respects.  First, the Developer did not donate 
the land, which it still owns, but rather granted a conservation easement over it.  Second, the Appraisal 
valued the land subject to the Conservation Easement at less than $2 million, not at $3 million.  And that 
valuation assumed, incorrectly, that the land could be developed with single-family homes and “more 
intensively developed commercial and retail uses.” 
7 We note that, at the time the Developer granted the Conservation Easement, the HRCID did not yet exist, 
and the CID Act may not even have been enacted by the Legislature.  So, the only option for the Developer 
to recoup at least part of their “donation” was a tax deduction.  With the establishment of the HRCID in 
2010, they likely imagined the possibility of recouping even more of their “donation,” by seeking payment 
from the HRCID. 
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Easement again by the HRCID.  That would constitute a clear abuse of the CID at the 
expense of the homeowners in the Harris Ranch development. 
 
We have not yet been able to determine how much it cost the Developer to construct the 
ten acres of “wetlands” on the Developer’s pastureland.  But even if it cost $1.3 million, 
however, that would only serve to confirm our point, below, that land you are required to 
dedicate in perpetuity to public “wetlands,” as a condition to your very large and 
profitable development, has a fair market value of next to nothing.  As the Developer still 
owns the land, they could still attempt to sell it – as a ten-acre parcel that can be used for 
nothing other than wetlands, forever.  Given the potential liability inherent in land 
ownership, and the Developer’s continuing liability for property taxes, we would be 
surprised if a willing buyer for this property could be found at any price. 
 
Fair Market Value of “Wetlands”.  The Appraisal submitted to the HRCID by the 
Developer, as noted above, was intended by its terms to be used in connection with 
federal and state income tax deductions claimed by the Developer for a “charitable non-
cash donation.”  The Appraisal thus values the land in question with and without the 
Conservation Easement.  The valuation is based on the key assumption, noted on page 2 
of the Appraisal, that: 
 

According to city personnel, the donation was not required in order to 
receive potential benefits as a result of the Parkcenter Bridge crossing of 
the Boise River …  [Emphasis added.] 

 
That assumption, however, is demonstrably untrue.  The Developer was expressly 
obligated under the Parkcenter Bridge Agreement and the Amendment to contribute the 
ten-acre parcel as a condition for the construction of the E. Parkcenter Bridge.  And the 
E. Parkcenter Bridge, by any measure, was essential to the Harris Ranch development.  
As we understand it, the Developer would not have been granted the requisite approvals 
for the development of Harris Ranch without the extension of E. Parkcenter Blvd. into 
Harris Ranch, including the construction of the bridge.8 
 
In addition, the Appraisal assumed that “the highest and best use of the subject [property] 
in the before condition would be for a mixed-use development consistent with the 
development plan [for the balance of Harris Ranch] ….”  That assumption, however, is 
also demonstrably untrue.  The Conservation Easement was required to be granted by the 
Developer as an express condition to the development of the remainder of Harris Ranch, 
and the land under it thus could never be used for “mixed use development.” 
 
In imposing those requirements, the City was exercising its police powers consistent with 
the U.S. Supreme Court decisions in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 
825 (1987) and Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994).  Under those cases and 

 
8 As the Developer received consideration for the Conservation Easement, in the form of approval of their 
development (and the construction of the bridge), it seems doubtful that it could properly be considered a 
“charitable contribution” for federal or state income tax purposes. 
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their progeny, cities may impose conditions on land development, such as the 
construction by the developer of arterial streets and bridges and their dedication to the 
public, without payment by the city to the developer of any compensation whatsoever, 
provided, that there is a “nexus” between the development and the need for the 
improvements, and that the required improvements are “proportional” to the 
development. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We therefore request (and hope that we will not have to demand) that the Developer’s 
request for payment be denied.  And if, despite what we have explained above, the 
HRCID seeks nonetheless to make a payment to the Developer for the “fair market 
value” of the Conservation Easement, we request (and hope that we will not have to 
demand) that the Developer be required to submit a new appraisal that is based on the 
revised assumptions that: (I) the Conservation Easement was required to be granted by 
the Developer as a condition to the construction of the E. Parkcenter Bridge, and (II) the 
land on which the Conservation Easement is located could not be developed for “single-
family uses” and “more intensively developed commercial and retail uses,” but instead is 
limited to use as a wetlands and dedicated in perpetuity to the public.  That appraisal 
would be based on facts, rather than on false “hypotheticals”.  We suspect that will result 
in a quite different valuation.9 
 
We again note that this letter and our prior letters of objection do not include all our 
objections to proposed payments to the Developer, let alone to prior payments.  We 
expect to provide additional objections as further information is made available to and 
reviewed by us. 
 
We also note that, based on our reviews to date, we are concerned that there appears to be 
an emerging pattern of the Developer making payment requests (and receiving payments) 
to which they are not contractually and/or legally entitled.  We do not intend to ascribe ill 
intent to the Developer in so noting, but it does make us wonder. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Executive Committee, 
Harris Ranch CID Taxpayers’ Association 
 
 
 

 
9 We expect that the Developer at some point will also seek to be paid interest on its “donation,” dating 
from 2008, pursuant to Sec. 3.2(a) of the Development Agreement.  That may amount to $1.5 million or 
more.  We would object to any such payment of accrued interest for the same reasons set forth in this letter. 
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Cc:  The Honorable Lauren McLean, Mayor, the City of Boise  
        Council Member Liza Sanchez, Council Pro Tem 
        Council Member Patrick Bageant 
        Council Member Jimmy Hallyburton 
        David Hasegawa, City of Boise    
        Jaymie Sullivan, City of Boise 
        Rob Lockward, City of Boise 
        Amanda Brown, City of Boise      
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P. Exhibit P – HRCIDTA’s Objection Letter: Hypothetical Assumptions 

  



 

3738 S Harris Ranch Ave., Boise, ID 83716 – hrcidtaxpayers@gmail.com 

 

HARRIS RANCH CID TAXPAYERS’ ASSOCIATION 

 

July 14, 2021 
 
Members of the Board 
Harris Ranch Community Infrastructure District No. 1 (“HRCID”) 
City of Boise 
150 N Capitol Blvd 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
 
Re: Proposed HRCID Budget for Fiscal Year 2022 
 
Members of the HRCID Board: 
 
The purpose of this letter is to express our objection to one of the proposed payments to 
the Harris Ranch developers (“Developers”) included in the proposed HRCID budget for 
fiscal year 2022.   
 
The proposed budget includes an estimated payment to the Developers of almost $1.9 
million for “Southern Half Roadways” (Project ID No GO21-4).  The request for 
payment submitted by the Developers reveals that they are seeking payment for the 
supposed “value” of the land underlying some of the local access roads that they have 
constructed in the Harris Ranch development.  They have apparently submitted their 
request pursuant to Section 4.2(b) of the Development Agreement among the City, the 
HRCID and the Harris Family Limited Partnership.  That subsection provides for 
payment to the Developers of the “fair market value of the real property for rights of 
way” with respect to improvements they construct and dedicate to public use. 
   
The “appraisal” submitted to justify their request is predicated on the “hypothetical” 
assumption that the land underlying the roadways could be used to build additional 
homes.  But the rather obvious and fundamental problem with the appraisal and the 
Developers’ request is that the land in question necessarily cannot be used to build 
additional homes, as that land is required as a condition of the development to be used as 
roadways.  A development without any access roads, in which homeowners would have 
to hike perhaps a half dozen blocks or more to get to their homes, would not be an 
attractive development.  More importantly, it would not have received the requisite 
development permits.  So, the “fair market value” of land on which a public roadway is 
required to be constructed as a condition for the development is almost nil.  We therefore 
object to its inclusion in the budget and consider this to be a serious abuse of the CID.  
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The appraiser, consistent with USPAP Standards, has been careful (and understandably 
so), to explain the “hypothetical” nature of their appraisal: 

     For the purposes of this analysis the appraisal is based on a 
“Hypothetical” condition that title to the subject parcel is assumed to be 
marketable and free and clear of all liens and encumbrances and is 
included as vacant residential development land to be developed as part of 
the Harris Ranch Subdivision.  A “Hypothetical” condition is defined as: 
     Hypothetical Condition:  a condition, directly related to a specific 
assignment, which is contrary to what is known by the appraiser to exist 
on the effective date of the assignment results, but is used for the purpose 
of the analysis. 
     Comment:  Hypothetical conditions are contrary to known facts about 
physical, legal, or economic characteristics of the subject property; or 
about conditions external to the property, such as market conditions or 
trends; or about the integrity of the data used in an analysis.  [Emphasis 
added.]1 
 

The appraisal provided by the Developers might have been appropriate if the City were 
seeking to condemn the property in question for a public use.  Thus, for example, if the 
City sought to condemn the property for a new library or City Hall, the Developers would 
have been entitled to compensation for the fair market value, presumably at its highest 
and best use (such as for new homes), under the Due Process Clause of the United States 
Constitution and the corresponding section of the Idaho Constitution.   But that is not the 
case.  On the contrary, the Developers were required to build the roadways and dedicate 
them to a public use as a condition to their development.  In imposing those 
requirements, the City was exercising its police powers consistent with the U.S. Supreme 
Court decisions in Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987) and 
Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994).  Under those cases and their progeny, cities 
may impose conditions on land development, such as the construction by the developer of 
local streets and utilities and their dedication to the public, without payment by the city to 
the developer of any compensation, provided, that there is a “nexus” between the 
development and the need for the improvements, and that the required improvements are 
“proportional” to the development. 
 
We note that every other developer in the City of Boise, other than the Harris Ranch 
Developers, apparently must build the local access roads in their developments at their 
own expense and dedicate them to public use without any compensation whatsoever from 
the city.  So, it is at least curious to us that the Harris Ranch Developers are being paid 
anything, let alone hundreds of thousands of dollars per acre, for the land under the local 
access roads which they are required to build and dedicate to public use as a condition to 

 
1 Letter of Transmittal, pp. 3-4. 
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their development.  For what reasons are they being accorded such special and generous 
treatment at Harris Ranch taxpayers’ expense? 
We therefore request (and hope that we will not have to demand) that the Developers be 
required to submit a new appraisal that is based on the revised assumption that the land 
on which the roadways lie cannot be used for residential development, but instead is 
limited to use as roadways and must be dedicated to the public.  That appraisal would be 
based on facts, rather than on false “hypotheticals”.  We suspect that will result in a quite 
different valuation.2 
 
This letter does not include all our objections to proposed expenditures in the budget, 
which we expect to provide as further information is made available to and reviewed by 
us.  We expect to object to many if not most of the proposed payments to the Developers 
on a variety of grounds, including that most if not all of them are unlawful. 
 
We hope that the HRCID understands that making expenditures under circumstances 
where you have reason to believe that the payments are or may be unlawful is a serious 
matter, both institutionally for the District and individually for its officials.  And we hope 
that the Developers understand that submitting requests for payments from public funds 
to which they are not lawfully entitled is also a serious matter.  
 
Finally, we also request (and again hope that we will not have to demand) that the city 
seek reimbursement from the Developers for all prior payments made to them for land 
dedicated to public improvements which were predicated on the same false assumptions 
as this most recent request. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Executive Committee, 
Harris Ranch CID Taxpayers’ Association 
 
 
Cc:  The Honorable Lauren McLean, Mayor, the City of Boise  
        Council Member Liza Sanchez, Council Pro Tem 
        Council Member Patrick Bageant 
        Council Member Jimmy Hallyburton 
        David Hasegawa, City of Boise         

 
2 We suspect, without yet having reviewed the Developers’ payment request, that the proposed payment to 
the Developers for the “2007 Wetlands Conservation Easement” suffers from the same or similar 
infirmities as that for the “Southern Half Roadways”.  We expect, without yet having reviewed the 
Developers’ payment request, that the proposed payment to the Developers for “Accrued Interest” includes 
interest on prior payments for land.  If so, interest on those prior payments also would be improper. 




