NAMPA BUILDING AND SITE DESIGN
STANDARDS COMMITTEE
MEETING HELD
Monday, May 17, 12:30 P.M.

City Hall Council Chambers

And VIA MICROSOFT TEAMS MEETING
The roll of the Committee was taken with the following members present:
Chris Veloz - Chairman (Chambers)
Mike Gable (Chambers)
Roger Volkert (Chambers)
Myron Smith (Chambers
Meggan Manlove (via Teams)
Principal Planner Kristi Watkins
Absent:
Aaron Randell
Jeff Hatch
Chairman Veloz called the meeting to order at 12:30 p.m.
Approval of Minutes: Volkert motioned and Smith seconded to approve the Minutes of the April 19, 2021 Building
and Site Design Standards Committee. Motion carried.
Communications: Director Ashby stated application DR-151-21 (Idaho Arts Charter School-Mussell Construction)
received an appeal which was heard before the Planning & Zoning Commission on May 11th. The Planning & Zoning
Commission upheld the Building & Site Design Committee’s decision on the matter. Mechanical units for the existing
building and the new building will be need to screened per code.
Chairman Veloz proceeded to the hearing items on the agenda.
DR-00159-2021: Building and Site Design Approval for architectural plans related to the new construction of
15,644 s.f. Preschool Buildings located in an RML (Limited Multiple Family) Zoning District, at 407 & 411 W
Orchard Avenue (R3153300000 & R3153400000) on 1.385 acres of a portion of the NW ¼ of Section 21, T3N, R2W,
BM, south of Orchard Ave and west of Caldwell Blvd, for Mike Mussell, representing Nampa Christian Schools.
(ACTION ITEM.)

Patty Mussell, Mussell Construction, PO Box 3304, Nampa, representing Nampa Christian Schools, introduced Jeff
Schoedler, Network Architects, 2517 W. Neff Ct., Boise.
• Style of building - 1930s modernism, focus on massing vs. ornamentation.
• Raised entry over a multi-purpose room creates high parapets to conceal the mechanical equipment.
• Added wainscot with different texture along the base of the building, colors are red and gray (school colors).
Volkert stated the design appears to be under glazed, many areas have minimal or little glazing. Schoedler responded
that it currently passes Energy Code at .2%, if additional glazing were added the project would fail Energy Code due
to the use of the building. Adding glazing to this type of use is more difficult than adding glazing to an office building,
the only other option would increase the cost of the building by a significant amount.
Gable had concerns about traffic and density on the campus; likes the design and look of the building but would like
to see more glazing if possible.
Volkert stated his concern for security and children wandering off, there is no fencing surrounding the u shaped open
play area. Schoedler responded that the building acts as a buffer to the only exit and due to the ages of the school
children there would always be teachers present. Volkert stated he was not satisfied with the response.

Principal Planner, Kristi Watkins, reviewed property zoning, surrounding zoning, structural materials and
applicable regulations (located in staff report) including the following:
Access to this site will be from Hawaii, Constitution and S Juniper.
Building Exterior:

Issues/exception requests for Committee
discussion and decision:
1) Facades do not meet the 50% and 30%
material changes on two walls.

Dimensions:
Building Height: The overall height is noted as 22’ to the eave from ground level per submitted application and
drawings. The buildings are proposed to be one story.
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Architectural Treatments:
Buildings shall include façade changes such as cornices, bases, fenestration, corbelled masonry, for at least fifty
percent (50%) of the primary facade and thirty percent (30%) of other wall faces. The west wall is considered the
primary façade. Building frontages greater than 100’ (feet) in length shall have offsets, jogs, changes in roof height,
or have other distinctive changes in the building façade.
• The north elevation (primary façade-Orchard facing/primary entrance) does not meet the 50% material
change.
• The west elevation does not meet the 30% material change.
Wall lengths are greater than 100’ on all sides. The side walls don’t have any jogs or offsets, but the taller center
roofline over the entrance of the building creates a tapered change in roof height.
The entrance to the preschool is covered by a large canopy roof with multiple support columns to frame a glass man
door with sidelight windows.
The north elevation is the primary façade and shows at 13% glazing. This is a school facility; therefore, it will be at
the discretion of this Committee to determine the amount of glazing that will be sufficient. Gable noted he would like
to see more glazing, Smith and Volkert agreed.
The mechanical units are roof mounted. Applicant states that screening will be by parapet wall and the entry way roof
that is taller than the units.
There are no overhead doors proposed.
No lighting shown on plans, this will be reviewed at time of building permit per code.
Fencing: Will need to defer to the Building Dept. on fencing, unaware if this is a requirement for this type of use.
Reviewed location of trash enclosure on site plan. Includes gray split face cmu enclosure.
Wall signage is shown on the edge of the canopy at the entrance. A separate permit will be required for installation
of the wall sign and any future proposed monument sign.
This project proposes sidewalks throughout with connections to all rights-of-way. It also proposes a playground in a
courtyard space surrounded by the structure.
The project appears compliant with Nampa Building and Site Design standards for the RML zone, any outstanding
items may be addressed in the conditions of approval.
Issues/exception requests for Committee discussion and decision:
1. Facades do not meet the 50% and 30% material changes on two walls.
Suggested conditions of approval:
1. That the Applicant and the Building shall comply with Nampa City Codes relative to development of the Project,
including all City based zoning codes as BSDS Committee approval of the design review plans shall not have the
effect of abrogating required compliance with the City’s zoning laws; and,
2. Record a density reduction survey to remove/adjust lot lines.
3. Provide revised landscape plans, showing screening, with building permit application.
4. Mechanical Unit screening/fencing shall match building materials.
5. Lighting: On buildings, lighting shall be shielded, screened, or shuttered with ninety degree (90°) cutoff
luminaries and shall be directed so as to prevent direct illumination of adjoining properties. Building mounted
lights shall not be higher than twenty-five feet (25') from ground level. The height of a freestanding light fixture
in the parking lot shall not exceed twenty-five feet (25'). Parking area lights shall use ninety degree (90°) cutoff
luminaries. Lighting to highlight or illuminate architecture and signs shall not have significant spillage of light
upward or downward. Pedestrian circulation routes shall be illuminated. Floodlights shall not be allowed, except
when necessary for security.
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6.

Wall signs and monument signs will require a separate permit to meet standards outlined in Chapter 23 and will
need to be installed by a licensed contractor.

Veloz requested clarification on north/west elevations. Watkins: The columns will provide a distinction between
materials, if you were to consider the windows and the doors and columns and all of the different components on the
façade, it may not be a strict 50% measurement but the visual may be appropriate. Schoedler: “Part of what you are
seeing there is behind it as well, the view is longer on one side, with a hammerhead at the end containing two
classrooms at the end of the hallway.”
Schoedler explained his position, regarding the north elevation 50% material change and 13% deficiency on glazing:
• Broken up by the entry, the shadow created on that main entry will read as very dark. Glazing tends to read
as black during the day.
• Designing with light and modernism.
• Having floating windows can create a bit of disharmony, it is not a traditional form of architecture where you
have trim that can cover up ill proportioned things and add texture and alter your proportions using those
elements.
• In this style of architecture, proportion is key.
• Light plays an important role in the building design, glazing interrupts the shadow.
• The major issue with adding additional glazing is passing Energy Code.
Veloz: “When you are explaining about the walls, the minimalism portion of it, the flatness of it, is the shadow of the
overhead structure part of the architectural element?” Schoedler: “Yes, over at Idaho Arts, if you look at the main
entrance, a lot of that play between light and dark is evident. The shadowing and trees play a part in the design.”
Veloz: “If you have glazing on there, it interrupts that?” Schoedler: “Yes, the major issue with glazing is 1) getting it
to pass Energy Code; 2) maintaining a rhythm because these windows, other than entrances and side entrances where
the entire building jogs and is articulated properly, if you have multiple floating walls unless they are very small, the
windows can kind of slide around the façade they don’t feel anchored so you want to create a rhythm, a pattern similar
to operating with tile.”
Veloz stated he understood the simplicity and minimalism of modern architecture; however, the Committee also has
to answer to the public who sees a building like this and wonders why it is allowed. The building does jog now, you
can see on the west side partially if you are looking straight on you see the building beyond, there is a jut out that
comes out 6 feet (2 classrooms, showed Committee rendering). The question on the west elevation there is a flatness
about it and we would like to a little bit more architectural elements, texture, juts and jogs, etc.
Volkert stated he was not happy with the blank walls with a few windows on them, they are still very blank, no
horizontal or vertical movement. Manlove: “It would be nice to have a visual that shows more of the shadow play
being discussed, it is hard to imagine although I like the idea of it.”
Gable: “What size are the trees?” Schoedler: “It will be a flowering tree changing with the seasons, unsure of the
initial caliper, typically they are 3 to 4 inches, probably a flowering plums or pear which grow quickly.”
Veloz stated he was concerned about setting a precedent. Would you be able to put some elements that would add
texture, would that infringe on the shadow landscape? Schoedler: “As long as it was honest so climbing plants, lattice,
grid or grill is not typically something you want to do with this style of architecture. I would be fine with that and
could see the west side of the building, shading devices get difficult, they would need to be vertical. If it were the
southside maybe you could add awnings but awnings on the west side are not particularly beneficial. Perhaps some
vertical shading devices, you don’t want to just add ornament for no reason.”
Veloz: “The project does not meet code as it sits right now. If you brought back some additional elements or shading
devices would that solve the issue with the glazing and the architectural façade elements?” Gable: “I think this would
help break it up and provide interest along the west side.” Volkert: “Trellis’ add a lot without adding a whole bunch
of cost, it will look like it belongs there even if it is a later add.” Watkins was asked which façades are the most
deficient, the west façade is deficient by 9-10%. North side is 14%, that would really be a matter of changing the
wainscotting and increasing it by a certain level to bring it to 50%, this number 64, it’s too high on stucco no. 1 so a
shift in the percentages of some of those materials would level this out to meet code. Schoedler: “The north façade is
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the one that to me we are doing it for no reason and to me, with the cover and shade/shadow portion on the north side,
I think it meets the spirit of the code. The west side I definitely am happy doing that, adding shading devices to the
north side is odd. I suppose I could raise the wainscot to match up with the windows where the multi-purpose room
is, this would add roughly 80 sf if you stopped it at the wall so it became continuous around this corner. I could add
double that, 160 sf or a few hundred squares, it would reduce the 1 and gain in stucco no. 2 so it would be close to
50%.” Manlove: “I think these help.” Veloz asked Watkins what she thought about the wainscot, lattice and shading
devices, would that be acceptable getting it up a little bit closer to that percentage, Watkins replied if the Committee
feels that is appropriate and is okay with him getting as close to 50% as he could, the shift in the percentages or the
amount on those wall faces, any elements that you add to that is going to help them get there. Watkins stated she is
unfamiliar with the style of architecture he is referring to and would not be comfortable stating what would detract
from it or add to it. Veloz reiterated that for the average pedestrian passing by they may see just a plain building and
may ask the question, or even another applicant may ask the question, why can’t I do this.
Chairman Veloz proceeded to public testimony. No public comment forthcoming.
Gable moved and Volkert seconded to close the public meeting. Motion carried.
Gable motioned and Volkert seconded to approve Building and Site Design Approval for architectural plans
related to the new construction of 15,644 s.f. Preschool Buildings located in an RML (Limited Multiple Family)
Zoning District, at 407 & 411 W Orchard Avenue (R3153300000 & R3153400000) on 1.385 acres of a portion
of the NW ¼ of Section 21, T3N, R2W, BM, south of Orchard Ave and west of Caldwell Blvd, for Mike Mussell,
representing Nampa Christian Schools with all conditions of staff including raising the height of the wainscot
along the west elevation, lattice work and shadow devices. Motion carried via roll call vote.
DR-00161-2021: Building and Site Design Approval for architectural plans related to the new construction of
two (2) 31,480 s.f. mixed use Apartment/Commercial/Retail Buildings located in a GB 2 (Gateway Business)
Zoning District, at 5960 & 5961 E Big Sur Ln (R304171440 & R3041714500), on 2.61 acres of a portion of the NW
¼ of Section 7, T3N, R1W, BM, east of Idaho Center Blvd and south of Cherry Ln, for Jeff Likes, ALC Architecture,
Applicant. (ACTION ITEM.)
Dakota Gullickson, ALC Architecture, 1119 E St, #120, Eagle.
• 3 stories, bottom story will be 5 separate commercial offices or spaces, 2nd and 3rd stories will be a mixture of 20
apartment units each.
• 37 ft. high, 169 ft. x 75 ft. on 2.61 acres.
• 122 parking spaces, 120 parking spaces are required.
• Building has a lot of pushes and pulls with 3 different materials and 5 different colors.
• Materials are brick, vertical batten board and stucco.
• Glazing is right around 25%, some sides have 22%, the larger sides have 29%.
• HVAC units are on top of building and screened by parapet walls.
• Trash enclosures are split faced cmu surrounded by landscaping.
• Apartment developments are just to the east of our site by the same developer.
Principal Planner, Kristi Watkins, reviewed property zoning, surrounding zoning, structural materials and applicable
regulations (located in staff report) including the following:
Access: From Idaho Center Blvd via Big Sur Lane into both properties and an emergency access onto Idaho Center
Blvd from the south side of the southern lot.
Building Height: The overall height is noted as 37’ to the eave from ground level per submitted application and
drawings. The buildings are proposed to be three stories.
Wall Lengths: The maximum lineal lengths of the walls/elevations (plan view and walls independently measured and
viewed from a two-dimensional plan view (including protrusions of 90 degree set walls that appear in “plan view” to
be associated with another wall), minus-excluding any overhangs including patios or porticos, awnings or marquees,
etc.) are noted end to end, by the site plan to be approximately as follows:
North: 169’
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South: 169’
East: 75’
West: 75’
Calculated, Exposed Wall Areas: The areas listed below are expressed in square feet (rounded) for each of the
elevations (as measured from the ground to top plate or soffit plane or for above roofline wall planes and adjusted for
wall height changes in certain areas):
North: 6,253 s.f.
South: 6,253 s.f.
East: 2,775 s.f.
West: 2,775 s.f.
Buildings shall include façade changes such as cornices, bases, fenestration, corbelled masonry, for at least fifty
percent (50%) of the primary facade and thirty percent (30%) of other wall faces. The west wall is considered the
primary façade.
The front and rear walls on all apartment buildings are over 100’ in length. These walls propose variations in roof
height with peaks and changes in the roofline.
The front entry of each building is framed by brick columns and covered by a portico that is trimmed with a wide
white band and supports the balcony above. The entry doors are single glass man doors framed with sidelights and
transom windows.
 South elevation- windows and glazing cover 28%
 North elevation- windows and glazing cover 22%- if we add in the stairwell openings we
are right at 25%
 The east and west elevations are 29% glazing
There are no overhead doors proposed. No lighting shown on plans, this will be reviewed at time of building
permitting. No new fencing proposed.
Trash enclosures are located at the east end of each lot and shall be constructed of split face concrete masonry units,
surrounded by landscaping and compliant curbing and pavement.
This project proposes sidewalks throughout with connections to all rights-of-way and into the neighboring multifamily development.

Colors:
 Trim = Soho Loft
 Stucco Panel = Whispering Woods
 Siding = Snowfall White
 Entrance Trim = Foggy Morning
 Brick = Bronzestone
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Volkert stated he was pleased with this application. Veloz requested clarification on the primary façade (Big Sur Lane
is the front, Idaho Center Blvd. has a fairly significant amount of landscaping which will be the shorter side of both
buildings.)
Proposed Conditions of Approval:
1. That the Applicant and the Building shall comply with Nampa City Codes relative to development of the
Project, including all City based zoning codes as BSDS Committee approval of the design review plans shall
not have the effect of abrogating required compliance with the City’s zoning laws; and,
2.

Lighting: On buildings, lighting shall be shielded, screened, or shuttered with ninety degree (90°) cutoff
luminaries and shall be directed so as to prevent direct illumination of adjoining properties. Building mounted
lights shall not be higher than twenty-five feet (25') from ground level. The height of a freestanding light fixture
in the parking lot shall not exceed twenty-five feet (25'). Parking area lights shall use ninety degree (90°) cutoff
luminaries. Lighting to highlight or illuminate architecture and signs shall not have significant spillage of light
upward or downward. Pedestrian circulation routes shall be illuminated. Floodlights shall not be allowed,
except when necessary for security.

3.

Any additional comments imposed by the BSDS Committee…

Chairman Veloz proceeded to public testimony. No public comment forthcoming.
Gable moved and Volkert seconded to close the public meeting. Motion carried.
Manlove motioned and Gable seconded to approve Building and Site Design Approval for architectural plans
related to the new construction of two (2) 31,480 s.f. mixed use Apartment/Commercial/Retail Buildings located
in a GB 2 (Gateway Business) Zoning District, at 5960 & 5961 E Big Sur Ln (R304171440 & R3041714500), on
2.61 acres of a portion of the NW ¼ of Section 7, T3N, R1W, BM, east of Idaho Center Blvd and south of Cherry
Ln, for Jeff Likes, ALC Architecture, Applicant with all conditions of approval and conclusions of law. Motion
carried via roll call vote.
DR-00162-2021:
Building and Site Design Approval for architectural plans related to the new construction of an 18,362 s.f.
Vehicle Reconditioning Building located in a GB 1 (Gateway Business) Zoning District, at 16027 & 16115 Idaho
Center Blvd (R31067103 & R31067102), on 2.0744 acres of Lot 3 & 4, Block 1, Empire Business Park No. 1, SE ¼
Section 12, T3N, R2W, BM, west of Idaho Center Blvd and north of I-84 for Matthew Sanchi, ZGA Architects,
Architect, representing Edmark Toyota. (ACTION ITEM.)
Matthew Sanchi, ZGA Architects, 408 E Parkcenter Blvd, #205, Boise.
• We have an existing facility that we are going to be adding a support building for, it is a reconditioning building
that will provide vehicle prep for existing use vehicles to be resold, house additional services for the dealership
as well as relocating their accounting department to this building.
• Abutting display lot to the south using the entire site with potential for future growth.
• This is not a repair shop, more detailing and minor fit and finish, additional accessories, and accounting services
within the building.
• Landscaping along the west side, treating the alley as the back side of the building so the west façade is our main
entry and face of the building.
• Mechanical units are shielded rooftop. All equipment will be shielded by the parapets set on the roof at least 10
ft. back.
• The façade is primarily cmu with 2 different colors and multiple styles including split face and smooth face, and
metal material with a slight sheen to it to give the automotive appearance while still staying utilitarian and simple
giving a textural change.
• We meet all the standards for material changes in all facades with large windows in multiple locations.
• We treat the window situations as openings as some of the doors facilitate themselves not having glazing but they
give the appearance and the effect.
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Dave Edmark, 15933 Idaho Center Blvd, Nampa stated he is present for questions, the new building is designed to try
to make the facilities work together.
Gable: In reviewing Planning & Zoning Commission minutes, several property owners in the area take issue with the
more industrial nature of this project and are concerned about their inability to attract tenants. As there will be a storage
yard in the back of the building, what type of sight obscuring fencing will be installed. How will the waste oil and fuel
be disposed of? Sanchi replied this an approved use, we are in the vicinity of our existing structures, we do not feel
like we are impeding on the neighborhood in any way. We have taken special care to make the building more than
just an industrial level or cmu box, we have taken a lot of time to incorporate function while creating an aesthetic.
There will be a chain link fence with screening elements to provide no visual ability to see inside through the slatting,
that will also screen the dumpsters and any other things going on inside off business hours whereas the rest of the site
does remain open. Most of that area is actually along the north side and the east side along the alley, the building
provides most of the shielding. There is no oil outside, some fluids are stored inside and everything is disposed of at
another facility and dealt with offsite.
Associate Planner, Parker Bodily, reviewed property zoning, surrounding zoning, structural materials and applicable
regulations (located in staff report) including the following:
March 2021 – Conditional Use Permit was approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission. The decision was
appealed and sent to City Council.
April 2021 – Appeal was denied by City Council, upholding the Planning and Zoning Commission decision. The
minutes for the March public hearing were included in staff report for reference.
Applicant stated grounds for appeal:
1. The location, size, and design and operating characteristics of the proposed development will not be compatible
with and will adversely affect the appropriate development of abutting properties and the surrounding neighborhood.
2. The location, design, and site planning of the proposed development will not provide a convenient and functional
living working, shopping, or civic environment, and will not be as attractive as the nature of the use and its location
and setting warrants.
3. The proposed development will not enhance the successful operation of the surrounding area in its basic community
functions and will not provide an essential service to the community.
4. The proposed use is similar or identical to an industrial use that is expressly not allowed in the G81 Zone, to wit:
Automobile body, paint shop (See Nampa City Code Section 10-3-2 - lndustrial Land Use Table).
5. The proposed use is inconsistent with the GB District's purposes (1) to allow for "consistent development" of areas
surrounding community gateways or entryways; (2) to ensure that uses development in these areas are "compatible in
nature and appearance; and (3) to feature "high standards of architecture, landscaping, and site planning."
6. The proposed use is inconsistent with the level of architectural and design upgrades that the appellants were required
by the City to make to their properties as conditions of permit approval.
One access is proposed from N Brinson St.
Exterior Finish Materials:
o Colors:





Metal Cap = Dark Grey
Metal Wall Paneling = Grey
Split Face CMU = #600 & #695
Ground Face CMU = #705

Dimensions:
Building Height: The overall height is noted as 24’ to the top of parapet from ground level per submitted application
and drawings. The building is proposed to be one story.
Wall Lengths: The maximum lineal lengths of the walls/elevations (plan view and walls independently measured and
viewed from a two-dimensional plan view (including protrusions of 90 degree set walls that appear in “plan view” to
be associated with another wall), minus-excluding any overhangs including patios or porticos, awnings or marquees,
etc.) are noted end to end, by the site plan to be approximately as follows:
North: 136’
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South: 136’
East: 176’8”
West: 176’8”
Calculated, Exposed Wall Areas: The areas listed below are expressed in square feet (rounded) for each of the
elevations (as measured from the ground to top plate or soffit plane or for above roofline wall planes and adjusted for
wall height changes in certain areas):
North: 3,287 s.f.
South: 3,306 s.f.
East: 3,893 s.f.
West: 3,910 s.f.
Buildings shall include façade changes such as cornices, bases, fenestration, corbelled masonry, for at least fifty
percent (50%) of the primary facade and thirty percent (30%) of other wall faces. The west wall is considered the
primary façade. All frontages exceed 100’ in length. The building proposes offsets in the façade, but the changes
in roof height are limited.
While the building is not necessarily open to the public, the entrance to the front offices is not easily identifiable from
the rest of the building. There is a cement walkway leading to the front entrance from the parking lot. The materials
are not different from the rest of the structure
Elevations supplied by Applicant:
 South elevation- windows and glazing cover 5.1%
 North elevation- windows and glazing cover 14.6%
 East elevation- windows and glazing cover 27.3%
 West elevation (Primary façade)- windows and glazing cover 25.9%
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Applicant states: “The mechanical units will be placed on the roof, screened by the parapet..”
The building proposes 13 overhead doors. 6 on the East, 5 on the West and 2 on the North. There are no residentially
zoned properties adjacent to this development.
Lighting: LED wall lights are proposed on each elevation. 4 headed site lighting is proposed in the parking area
which matches the adjoining car lot to the South.
Fencing: Site obscuring security fencing is proposed along the east and north property lines behind the building with
a gate on each side, this creates a screening for the trash receptacle.
Trash Receptacles: Trash receptacles shall be located in the northeast corner and screened by a CMU wall without
gates.
This project proposes sidewalks from the parking to the offices.
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Issues/exception requests for Committee discussion and decision:
1) Changes in roof height are limited.
2) Front entrance is not easily identifiable.
3) Fencing
Suggested Condition(s) of Approval is/are proposed for consideration:
1. That the Applicant and the Building shall comply with Nampa City Codes relative to development of the
Project, including all City based zoning codes as BSDS Committee approval of the design review plans shall
not have the effect of abrogating required compliance with the City’s zoning laws; and,
2. Any additional comments imposed by the BSDS Committee…

Chairman Veloz proceeded to public testimony.
Michael Chew, PO Box 406, Eagle:
• Represents the owners of the Idaho Center Business Park that appealed the decision.
• Stated the utilitarian and simplified design they are proposing with the metal is vastly different than the
requirements the Idaho Center Business Park was subjected to (CMU vs. decorative stone). Our
buildings were required to be very decorative this is a vastly different look than all the surrounding
buildings with the exception of the Edmark facility itself.
• Does not feel the design of this building conforms with the feel and vibe of the neighborhood.
• With so many vehicles stored on site the feel will be industrial rather than office.
• Their building is a 2 story building across the street, they will look directly down onto this facility, the
fencing with metal slats has a very industrial feel.
• Decorative stone would make the design less simplistic and utilitarian and would match the nearby
medical and professional buildings.
Committee Comments:
Veloz: How do we dress this up to be more compatible with the surrounding buildings?
Veloz: I understand you want to match the branding of the Toyota dealership, are you familiar with what
Corwin did, (aluminum façade).
Veloz: What is the protruding element above the glass overhead door on the west elevation, would it be
effective to add a little more of that metal element creating more depth to the building, more jogs.
(Architectural element using metal panel creating a shadow and an additional element to break up the
façade.)
Volkert: I would leave the design as it is without any additional embellishments.
Gable: Is there any way to modify the cmu and change it over to more of a stone look similar to some of
the office buildings theoretically, at least on the south side.
Gable: What is the size of the south side storage? (Don’t know, about 48’ through the depth of the north
and east sides).
Veloz: The CUP has been granted, it is a commercial building, there are only so many things you can do, I
think there are enough architectural elements to warrant passing. I feel for the other individuals in the
neighborhood, it is a challenge for us to ask them to do extra things and set a precedent for the city. If the
Committee feels comfortable with this we should continue on.
Applicant Rebuttal:
Edmark:
• Our goal is to match the existing Toyota dealership. GB1 is mixed use, not just office space.
• Directly northwest is a large storage unit complex, north is a lumber yard. The property next to the
lumber yard was recently purchased as a large industrial sales and repair facility. There are 6 other auto
dealerships within 100 yards, Walmart, due east is a large stucco strip mall, Sonic, Jack-in-the-Box,
Remax, etc., all mixed use not just office space.
• Making the look different from the main facility does not make sense, they need to be harmonious.
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The idea of having this facility be very different than the Toyota facility doesn’t make sense, we want
them all to work together cohesively.
• Metal buildings are about 50% less to build than what this building is going to cost. The Corwin
building is a metal building.
Sanchi:
• Recollection of the Corwin facility-large, prefabricated building with metal siding, unfamiliar with the
elements, most of the building is two toned tan and brown metal.
• We tried to address the architectural elements, we are, with metal and glazing over the 50%, trying to
accomplish this. We want to be careful as it is still a building that needs to be functional and not obstruct
anything with architectural elements. The protrusions are 1 ft. deep so they have quite a bit of scale
without completely covering up the cmu façade. We are using 2 types of cmu to create a change in
depth. (Veloz: We don’t want to cover up that cmu façade, maybe add it on some of the areas of the
building that might be more deficient in architectural embellishments).
• We are trying to use a split faced element with a lot more texture, which does have more of a stone
look, this is not a smooth cmu, with the grout in place it does become more of a shadowed textured
façade giving a higher end feel to the cmu at a significant cost increase.
• The color changes are warm grays, the metal has a bit of sheen, the cmu itself has hints of gray, brown
and red and is in keeping with the neutral gray tones.
• The storage is mostly parking spaces, these are not going to be disassembled cars in process needing a
safe location screened per code.
•

Volkert moved and Gable seconded to close the public meeting. Motion carried.
Smith motioned and Volkert seconded to approve Building and Site Design Approval for architectural plans
related to the new construction of an 18,362 s.f. Vehicle Reconditioning Building located in a GB 1 (Gateway
Business) Zoning District, at 16027 & 16115 Idaho Center Blvd (R31067103 & R31067102), on 2.0744 acres of
Lot 3 & 4, Block 1, Empire Business Park No. 1, SE ¼ Section 12, T3N, R2W, BM, west of Idaho Center Blvd
and north of I-84 for Matthew Sanchi, ZGA Architects, Architect with all conditions of staff and conclusions
of law, representing Edmark Toyota. Motion carried via roll call vote with Volkert, Smith and Manlove in
favor, and Gable opposed.
DR-00164-2021: Building and Site Design Approval for architectural plans related to the new construction of
INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS located in a GB 1 (Gateway Business) Zoning District, at 0 E Franklin Rd
(R3040600000), on 61.61 acres of a portion of the SE ¼ of Section 7, T3N, R1W, BM, on the northwest corner of
Franklin Road and Star Road, for Drew Lacey, Bow River Capital, Owner. (ACTION ITEM.)
Drew Lacy, Bow River Capital, (205 Detroit St., #800, Denver, CO) introduced Ken Harshman, Grey Wolf
Architecture (1543 Champa St. #200, Denver, CO):
• Provided overview of building type (GB1 Design Review overlay geared more towards office and retail users).
• Property is trying to straddle two arenas, to function as an industrial park, needs to appeal to a wide range of
tenants with different needs. Types of users are “last mile users,” individuals with small percentage of office area
(5-10%).
• Administrative components to warehousing functions that take up the majority of the space, appealing to an
institutional grade industrial project known as a front park, rear load (automobile parking is on one side of the
building, truck circulation is on the other side of the building). Designed intentionally so automobile traffic and
truck traffic are separate to facilitate ease of movement and safety concerns.
• Glazing is consistent with the amount of office being anticipated within these buildings. Ranges between 5-11%.
• Panels are designed to add more windows to accommodate different users creating flexibility and appeal to a wide
range of tenants.
• The front elevation panels are designed should a tenant require additional office space, more windows could be
added to accommodate those kinds of users, creating a level of flexibility that appeals to multiple types of tenants.
• Worked to create a variety of colors and textures and proportions within the building so the entire buildings stands
as a composition on its own. Reviewed color schemes (deep blue accenting, horizontal textured component,
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lighter elements, upper level windows creating a reflective component). Tried to be careful with the windows as
tenants have a difficult time utilizing the warehouse component, they end up adding walls to the inside of those
windows for safety and security and to be able to utilize those perimeter walls for racking and component storage,
glass and durability is a concern.
Volkert stated he built his career on these types of buildings and would be proud to put his name on the project. Gable
stated this is the type of industrial development is needed very quickly in our community. Smith agreed.
Staff Planner, Parker Bodily, reviewed property zoning, surrounding zoning, structural materials and applicable
regulations (located in staff report) including the following:
One of the conditions by Planning & Zoning Commission of the rezone is Design Review Committee approval, as if
the project had stayed in GB1 zone (Franklin Rd. is a gateway to the city).
Three access points are proposed within the first phase. Two accesses will be from E Franklin Rd and one access
from Treasure Valley Way.
•

•

Exterior Finish Materials:
o Colors:
 Painted tilt-up concrete = Essential Gray
 Textured concrete = Snowfall, Empower Blue, Mink, Black
 Concrete Accent Panel = Folkstone
Dimensions:
o Building Height
The overall height is noted as 36’ to the top of parapet from ground level per submitted application
and drawings. The building is proposed to be one story. Each wall will be over 100’ in length
which will require distinctive changes in the façade. The changes in the roof height are limited.
o

Wall Lengths
The maximum lineal lengths of the walls/elevations (plan view and walls independently measured
and viewed from a two-dimensional plan view (including protrusions of 90 degree set walls that
appear in “plan view” to be associated with another wall), minus-excluding any overhangs
including patios or porticos, awnings or marquees, etc.) are noted end to end, by the site plan to be
approximately as follows:
Building 1
Building 2
Building 3

o

North
180’
240’
180’

South
180’
240’
180’

East
750’
800’
800’

West
750’
800’
800’

Calculated, Exposed Wall Areas:
The areas listed below are expressed in square feet (rounded) for each of the elevations (as
measured from the ground to top plate or soffit plane or for above roofline wall planes and
adjusted for wall height changes in certain areas):
Building 1
Building 2
Building 3

North
6,383
8,493
6,383

South
6,383
8,493
6,383

East
28,118
29,655
28,643

West
27,686
30,065
28,211

While the sides of the building will be facing N Franklin Rd, we will be considering the fronts of the buildings as the
primary facades. The west wall is considered the primary façade.
While not mentioned, it is anticipated that the mechanical units will be roof mounted and screened by the parapets.
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All frontages exceed 100’ in length. The building proposes offsets in the façade, but the changes in roof height are
limited.
The public entrances are emphasized with glass and storefront systems. They also feature awnings and accent
colors.
 Building 1 primary facade = 5% glazing
 Building 2 primary façade = 11% glazing
 Building 3 primary façade = 5% glazing

Overhead doors will only be on the rear of the buildings. The buildings have been faced in a way that the overhead
doors face the interior of the project. There are no residentially zoned properties adjacent to this development.
No lighting or fencing is proposed in the application.
Trash receptacles shall be located in service areas at side or rear yards and not visible from streets abutting a property.
Screening is not mentioned in the plan. Those service areas dip down a bit you may not necessarily be able to see it
from the street while driving by.
Sidewalks are proposed along the parking banks to and along the fronts of the buildings. Sidewalks are provided
internal to the site as well as along E Franklin Rd.
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Issues/exception requests for Committee discussion and decision:
1) Material changes for the north, south and east facades are short of the requirement by 3-4%.
2) Changes in roof height are limited.
3) Trash receptacle materials and mechanical unit screening – not mentioned in application.
4) Glazing does not meet the 25% requirement for the primary facades.
Proposed conditions of approval:
• That the Applicant and the Building shall comply with Nampa City Codes relative to development of the Project,
including all City based zoning codes as BSDS Committee approval of the design review plans shall not have the
effect of abrogating required compliance with the City’s zoning laws.
• Mechanical equipment and utilities shall be placed and installed in such a way as to be minimally visible from
adjoining properties, and shall be screened from public view with either proper landscaping or enclosures which
are consistent with the architectural aesthetics and characteristics of the main building; and
• Trash receptacles shall be screened. Such screening shall incorporate a certain amount of material and color
associated with the main buildings on the property; and,
• Address corrections requested by Doug Critchfield on the landscape plan (replace the ash trees and use decorative
gravel instead of bark mulch); and,
• Any additional comments imposed by the BSDS Committee…
Veloz clarified this was GB1 and was rezoned to Industrial Park; part of the rezone included a DA requiring Design
Review Approval? Bodily: This request came from the Mayor, she requested that Design Review be a condition of
the rezone due to the location for the Committee’s discretion on the design of the building.
Gable: They have mitigated the truck traffic which is important on Franklin.
Chairman Veloz proceeded to public testimony.
Kenneth Wilkinson, 3542 S. Bartlett Way, Meridian.
• Amazon is across the street, the architecture on this building is far more attractive in his opinion.
• The initial interested tenant requires cold storage; windows and glazing would not work for their use.
Rinaldo Hunt, ESI, 3330 E Louise Dr #300, Meridian.
• This is a quality industrial park which offers large scale flexible use for good credit tenants and larger businesses
within the Nampa’s gateway district. The primary, consistent discussion entailed landscaping and berming and
the effective look from the street or the main corridor the buildings will sit on.
• Planning & Zoning Commission addressed the landscaping and façade of the property has been met and we have
agreed to all the conditions that were put in the last approval to essentially meet that intent, which is appeal to
those driving by the property and how the access onto the main thoroughfares is going to function. This is my
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•

understanding of why P&Z requested GB1 design standards because they wanted both sides of that street
consistent.
This industrial building is in keeping with the vast majority of large industrial parks I have been involved with
the last 20 years.

Veloz stated this was as nice a building as he has ever seen in an industrial park and asked Planner Bodily if the Mayor
had given him any guidance as to any particular design standards of concern.
Bodily replied the discussion that occurred during the P&Z hearing were comments regarding the landscaping and the
berm, they wanted something similar to Amazon, they didn’t have any discussion on the Design Review aspect, just
the landscaping.
Veloz stated he liked the blue panel which is kind of indented a little, it gives it a lot of depth and texture, if that were
throughout the rest of the building I don’t think we would be having this discussion right now. You see that indentation
off to the west (canopy), what do you call that? Ken: That is going to be another entrance, these buildings are designed
for up to six tenants so you have a primary entrance on the corner and additional secondary entrances, those are
anticipating locations where another tenant might want to have a front door, that is the purpose of that recess and that
indent is to identify secondary entrances within the building. Veloz: Is it possible to add more of those throughout the
facades of these buildings to give it a little more jogs and protrusions, a feeling of depth? Ken: It is something we
could look at, we would have to be careful to not create a situation where we are confusing someone who is coming
to the building because this is setting up a particular language of entry points, if we repeat that in other areas, it might
be confusing. Volkert: Even smaller offsets and jogs, maybe instead of indenting it, have it come out a little bit just
enough to give the impression of depth and texture, the jogs on the height, can you do this on some of the other
elevations? Ken: “You will notice that the element you referred to, the dark element on the corner, that comes up and
wraps over the top, you’ll notice that particular element is a very strong design component as it continues all the way
across the top of the building creating a path or cornice to the building. While this is representing only half of the
building, it mirrors itself on the other end and that dark element then wraps back down around the corner. On the rear
and sides of the building we don’t have that strong dark cornice line, we are relying on the shape of the parapet to help
create that path or cornice to the building, that is the design approach. We could create a small interruption of that
dark line to help bring a little contour to that top parapet line, we could look at that.” Veloz: “That cap, even if you
mirrored it in some of the other areas, I think it looks great. This is an industrial building, if we don’t do it with this
building, further applicants may ask why it was allowed in this specific instance.”
Volkert stated he wouldn’t change anything; the buildings look very attractive and functional.
Veloz asked if the Committee found the glazing and windows acceptable. Gable: “I would vote in favor of waiving
the glazing on this, if you recall we approved United States Bakery/Franz-a large warehouse with no windows. At that
point, the reason they gave was the glass could damage or get into the baking process (public safety). This is an
industrial building, without knowing who the prospective tenants will be, perhaps using racking and pallet systems,
especially for refrigeration, etc., the windows are a deterrent rather than an asset. They did a good job on the
landscaping and berm, and the colors they used are sensitive to our landscaping in the city.”
Manlove: Looks nice, the Committee has the discretion to waive things and this is one of the instances where we might
be able to utilize that discretion. The building reminded her of Ikea with the color and looks even more interesting.
Noted many of the projects being heard today were different.
Smith: If you compared this building to Amazon this is much nicer, Amazon is a cement building. I agree that if the
façade came down maybe one more time and look into bringing it all the way down and not adding anything that looks
on the bottom like doors to go in or anything so it is just going to break it up to look better.
Volkert moved and Gable seconded to close the public hearing. Motion carried.
Gable motioned and Volkert seconded to approve Building and Site Design Approval for architectural plans
related to the new construction of INDUSTRIAL BUILDINGS located in a GB 1 (Gateway Business) Zoning
District, at 0 E Franklin Rd (R3040600000), on 61.61 acres of a portion of the SE ¼ of Section 7, T3N, R1W,
BM, on the northwest corner of Franklin Road and Star Road, for Drew Lacey, Bow River Capital, Owner.
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1) Material changes for the north, south and east facades are short of the requirement by 3-4% WAIVED
2) Glazing does not meet the 25% requirement for the primary facades WAIVED
Motion carried via roll call vote with Volkert, Manlove and Gable in favor, and Smith opposed.

Meeting adjourned.

Kristi Watkins: ________________________________
:kw
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