
 

 

 

 

T. Hethe Clark 
(208) 388-3327 
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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.   
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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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