
ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

August 16, 2007 

   
TIME AND PLACE 

OF PLANNING 

COMMISSION 

MEETING 

A regular meeting of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission was held on Thursday, August 16, 2007, 
7:00 p.m., at 80 East Park Drive, Elk Ridge, Utah. 
 

ROLL CALL  

 

 

Commissioners: Russ Adamson, Shawn Eliot, Sean Roylance, Dayna Hughes, Kelly Liddiard 
Absent: Scot Bell, Kevin Hansbrow, Paul Squires 
Others: Ken Young, City Planner 
 Margaret Leckie, Planning Commission Coordinator 
 Elliot Smith, Brent Bowers, Bob Peavley 
  

OPENING REMARKS 

& PLEDGE OF 

ALLEGIANCE 

 

Chairman Russ Adamson welcomed the commissioners and guests and opened the meeting at 7:05 
p.m.. Opening remarks were given by Shawn Eliot, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 

APPROVAL OF 

AGENDA 

 

The agenda order and content were reviewed. There only amendment to the agenda was to introduce a 
new item between Items 2 and 3. Eliott Smith and Brent Bowers are under contract on the Smart 
Property which is adjoining their Elk Ridge Meadows Phase 4 project (Horizon View Farms). They 
wanted to take a few minutes to get a feel from the planning commissioners as to how the 
commissioners felt about some of their development ideas for this project. 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY DAYNA HUGHES, TO 

APPROVE THE AGENDA FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING FOR AUGUST 

16, 2007 WITH THE ABOVE MENTIONED CHANGES. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), 

ABSENT (3) KEVIN HANSBROW, PAUL SQUIRES, SCOT BELL. 

  

1.  PUBLIC HEARING 

FOR PROPOSED ELK 

RIDGE CITY CODE 

AMENDMENT TO 

SECTION 10-16-7 

ENTITLED 

“DURABILITY 

RETAINER”  

 

Russ Adamson opened the public hearing at 7:10 to consider an amendment to Section 10-16-7 of the 
Elk Ridge City Code, entitled “Durability Retainer” regarding the inspection bond. The following 
comments and discussion ensued: 
1. City Planner, Ken Young, explained (as per his handout added to tonight’s packet) that this is a 

simple addition to a durability bond amendment approved recently. This is just an additional 
sentence the city recorder and the Mayor would like to add into Section 10-16-7 of the code, it 
reads: 

 Upon final inspection and recommendation by the city engineer, the amount of durability 
shall be adjusted to an appropriate amount for the two (2) year durability time period. 

2. This means that the amount of durability remaining after the final completion of the project to 
remain on account for the two-year durability period can be adjusted. 

 
Public comments were invited, there were none Chairman Adamson closed the public hearing at 7:15. 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY DAYNA HUGHES AND SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD, 

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE ABOVE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE 

ELK RIDGE CITY CODE, SECTION 10-16-7, ENTITLED “DURABILITY RETAINER”, 

ADDING THE SENTENCE QUOTED ABOVE. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), 

ABSENT (3) KEVIN HANSBROW, PAUL SQUIRES, SCOT BELL. 

 

2.   PUBLIC 

HEARING FOR 

AMENDING 

CIRCULATION MAP 

OF THE ELK RIDGE 

CITY GENERAL 

PLAN REMOVING A 

PORTION OF 

COTTON TAIL LANE 

 

Chairman Adamson opened the public hearing at 7:15 to amend the Circulation Map of the Elk Ridge 
City General Plan by removing a portion of Cotton Tail Lane and removing the minor collector 
designation on that northern portion of that road. 

Ken Young explained that in the Horizon View Farms project, there was an improvised arrangement 
which was approved which took out a portion of Cotton Tail Lane between Sky Hawk Way and Dusk 
View Lane. It is also proposed that we remove the designation of minor collector from the portion of 
Cotton Tail Lane between Sky Hawk Way and 11200 South, even though a small portion will remain 
at the northern end, it will just be a local road. 

Public comments were invited. There were none. Chairman Adamson closed the public hearing at 
7:20. 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY KELLY LIDDIARD AND SECONDED BY SEAN ROYLANCE, 

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE ABOVE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE 

CIRCULATION MAP OF THE ELK RIDGE CITY GENERAL PLAN WHICH REMOVES A 
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PORTION OF COTTON TAIL LANE BETWEEN SKY HAWK WAY AND DUSK VIEW 

LANE AND REMOVES THE DESIGNATION OF MINOR COLLOCTOR FROM THE 

PORTION OF COTTON TAIL LANE REMAINING BETWEEN 11200 SOUTH AND DUSK 

VIEW LANE. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (3) KEVIN HANSBROW, PAUL 

SQUIRES, SCOT BELL. 

 

3.  GENERAL PLAN 

SURVEY REVIEW 

 

The following discussion ensued regarding the General Plan Survey review: 

1. Russ mentioned that the Mayor told him that the commissioners should consider the vision 
statement in the current general plan the only official vision statement. The statement tacked on 
the wall is not an official version of the mission statement. Russ suggested taking that statement 
off the wall if that is the case.  

2. Sean Roylance prepared feedback on the questions the Mayor removed in anticipation of getting 
the commissioners comments and consensus tonight on whether they wanted any of these to 
remain in a reworked version; then rewording any questions the commissioners wanted to remain, 
maybe adding some additional questions; then approaching the Mayor and the city council for 
their feedback before coming up with a final version of the survey.  

3. Chairman Adamson stated that we would like to have a version ready for the Mayor’s and city 
council’s review to go into their packets for the August 28th city council meeting. This can then be 
an agenda item for them to make a decision on the survey during the meeting. 

4. Sean mentioned that the Mayor had suggested he might want to add some questions regarding 
economic development, but does not know what those questions are yet. 

5. There was some discussion on the vision statement. Margaret explained, as per the Mayor’s 
comment, that the official vision statement is the one that is currently in the General Plan and not 
the one displayed on the wall of the council room. The commissioners included a combined 
version in their final version of the survey, and we need to just include the one in the General Plan 
which is: 

To provide a small-town rural atmosphere with well planned, open space and 
recreation areas. Also to create a family oriented and friendly community that is a 
great place to live. 
 

The following questions were discussed and the following feedback was given: 

Questions Removed by the Mayor, along with Sean’s comments and commissioners decisions: 

1. Do you feel Elk Ridge City is adequately regulating growth in the community?  
 
The Mayor stated that developers have a right to develop their property and we cannot 
regulate this so there is no point in keeping this question. This is correct. Another way of 
looking at it is there are things that can be done that people do consider regulating the growth 
or at least steering it in a direction that the people are more happy with.  

The moderate income housing requirement was discussed. Ken Young stated there is a 
moderate income housing plan but it does not state how we need to apply it. It does give 
some ramifications of 80%, but that changes according to community. In our community we 
have some units which qualify in Horizon View Farms, but also some others around town. 
Russ said maybe we could say: There is a planned unit development going in which includes 
some higher density housing. Do you favor having additional developments in a planned unit 
environment? 

Another option for this question presented by Sean Roylance (the idea of which came from the 
article Russ passed out at the last meeting on Washington County’s Vision Dixie would be to 
insert the following questions 

1. Which scenario best describes how you would like further growth to be handled:  

a) Low density growth that would generate sprawl—somewhat similar to Woodland 
Hills. Lots would be large—1 or more acres in many instances—and would 
consume most of the available land with little publicly accessible open space.  

b) Medium density growth with greater preservation of scenic vistas and open space. 
Lots would be smaller—perhaps 1/3 to 1/2 acre lots—with more open space.  
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c) High density growth placing a premium on preserving scenic vistas and open space.  

Lots would be small and would include condos, duplexes, and other high density 
housing options. 

The commissioners liked this option but didn’t like using the word “sprawl”.  Ken Young 
said that “sprawl” usually refers to large infrastructure to access a small amount of homes, 
thus it is appropriate. The commissioners decided they liked using “spread out” rather than 
“sprawl”.  

Sean stated he would try and find some examples of b and c. 

2. If open space is important to you, would you be willing to raise taxes in order to purchase open 
space?  

Sean felt we should keep this question as "open space" is talked about numerous times in the 
general plan and the code.  Understanding how important it is to people is important as we 
work on revising the plan and the code. 

Commissioner’s discussion and decision: 

 a. Dayna Hughes asked if the city could do a bond to pay for open space rather than pay 
for open space by taxing the residents. Ken Young stated that it is done but is not 
common. In Park City open space was important enough to residents that they actually 
purchased the open space privately.  

b. Chairman Adamson suggested asking the Mayor what way can we word this differently 
so that it would be acceptable. Dayna suggested using the word bond. Sean will make 
that change and then have the Mayor look at it. 

 

3. What areas would you like to see preserved with possible funds?  

Sean will group this one with the one above that he is redoing for the Mayor to look at. 

 

4. How would you rate the enforcement of laws and codes concerning: landscaping, storage of 
vehicles, stray animals/leashes, traffic.  

All commissioners agreed this should be removed. Interesting feedback but has nothing to do 
with general plan. 

  
5. Are you happy with the way public meetings are posted and advertised?  

Sean felt meetings are an important part of Planning Commission business.  It would be 
useful for us to know if people feel they are adequately advertised. 

 a. Chairman Adamson suggestion substituting “planning commission meetings” for 
“public meetings”. 

  

6. How do you hear about what is happening in Elk Ridge?  

Again, this is important for the Planning Commission since we hold so many Public 
Hearings, etc. 

  a. All agreed that this question can be removed. 

 
7. Are you happy with the way city events (Elk Ridge Days) are posted and advertised?  

  a. All agreed that this question can be removed. The events that are held are very 
successful and we don’t need this one. 

 

 8. What impact do you feel the Elk Ridge celebrations have on the community?  

Sean stated that there is a section in the General Plan that talks about city activities. Instead of 
this question, how about if we ask:  Would you like to see more city events or celebrations? 

a. The commissioners felt that we didn’t need this question. 
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b. Dayna Hughes has headed the Elk Ridge City Carnival for 11 years. She feels this is a 

great effort and is enough. Leave out the question. 

c. Ken Young stated that while this is the most important event for the community, there 
are other kinds of events that don’t require major volunteer work that might be 
considered that can benefit the community such as outdoor concerts. There might be 
certain groups or a family that might want to take the lead on an activity and do it. The 
question Ken suggested was: Would you like to see more or other kinds of activities in 
the community. 

d. Shawn Eliot suggested that if there is interest, put out a statement in the newspaper 
asking for people to call the city if they are interested in heading up other city activities. 

e. Chairman Adamson asked Sean to reword the question to include some of the above 
ideas and make it more acceptable. 

 

9. Do you feel Elk Ridge City should merge with and become a part of another city?  

This question was brought up in the feedback forms that were received and there has been 
other "talk" of this possibility.  This does seem to be a possible direction for our city to take, 
and it would be useful to know when revising the General Plan whether or not the community 
is generally in favor of this idea. 

 a. Chairman Adamson suggested removing this question as this is a survey for our vision 
and when you imply we are not going to have a vision because we are going to adopt 
someone else’s, you have taken away some of the emphasis of the questionnaire. 

b. If left in a possible rewording suggested by Russ was: Currently there are no plans to 
merge……however; would you like us to consider doing that? Don’t let it be a rumor 
generator. 

 
10. If you do favor merging, which city would you favor merging with?  

All agreed this question can be removed. 

 

11. The following is a list of activities or services.  Please indicate the agency's performance in the 
following areas: City Administration, City Office Staff, Code Enforcement.  

All agreed that this should be taken out. 

  
A few other possible additional questions were discussed but decided to not use. 
 
Sean Roylance asked the commissioners if they had any further comments or issues regarding the 
survey questions that needed to be discussed. There were none. He will revise the survey, take it to the 
Mayor for immediate feedback, then it will go to the city council on August 28th. It will be in their 
packets the week before. It needs to be to Jan at the city office by the 23rd of August. 
 

4.  CONCEPT 

DISCUSSION ON 

SMART PROPERTY 

DEVELOPMENT 

 

Ken Young explained that Eliott Smith, of Horizon View Farms, is wanting to look at the possibility 
of expansion of his project onto the Smart property. He would like to discuss options for that 
development. Currently our code would not allow for what he is proposing simply because he is in the 
R-12,000-PUD Residential Zone, which requires a certain density and open space. Horizon View 
Farms was approved as a portion of the Elk Ridge Meadows PUD so it does meet the requirement. He 
would like to consider this as another extension and continue the same density as Horizon View Farms 
onto the Smart Family. He would have to do some code amendments. He would like your reaction 
tonight so he can decide if it is worth it to proceed. He would like to get a feel for whether or not he 
could get a code amendment to allow this to happen.  
 

The following discussion ensued: 

a) Eliott Smith, of Pangea Development, introduced Brent Bowers of Salsbury Homes, their partner 
in the Phase 4 project. They are thinking of expanding the Horizon View Farms concept into the 
Smart property, add a clubhouse, possibly an enclosed pool (just for those in the town homes 

development). 
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b) The plan they propose has a lesser density than Horizon View Farms. Horizon View Farms 

contains plats A and B. The new property would contain plats C and D. There are about 10 acres 
on this concept plan. There are 18 acres total. They are not married to this plan, it is just an idea. 
Eliott passed out this concept plan, which will be included in the office file on tonight’s meeting. 
This is a PUD R-1 12,000 Zone. Eliott stated this means minimum lot size is 12,000 square feet. 

Ken Young stated this is in reference to the overall density, not necessarily the minimum lot size.  

c) Eliott stated they will be looking for some type of zoning change or creation of a new zone for 
this property. He stated that they have done a couple of concept layouts with larger lots – 12,000 
to 15,000 square feet. They did not think those size lots backing up to the busy roads would be the 
best use for the property. They do have some single-family units and have tried to leave some 
open space buffer adjoining them so they are not backing up to the multi-dwelling family units, 

except for 3 or 4 houses.  

d) Given the busy roads, the fact that they can expand their existing project and thus provide some 
nice amenities, Elliot and company feels this is the best use for the land. One of these is a 

proposed clubhouse with a pool. 

e) Ken Young stated a new zone designation would have to be created to allow for this as it does not 
fit into the PUD zone. There would have to be a new section in the PUD code to allow for the new 
density created here, as it is a bit higher density than allowed in our PUD code. Presently the 
density in new proposed development is a little under 5 per acre. Another option is to create a new 
zone. This is not a difficult thing. What we need to focus on is whether this fits in with how we 

want this portion of Elk Ridge to develop.  

f) This property is County land right now. Eliott stated they did not see this property as commercial 
development. He has attended some economic forecast seminars. The Utah housing market is 
being hit in a big way. People are not qualifying for homes. During the last few years in Utah 
home prices have increased 40% faster than wages have. People cannot afford homes. Their goal 
is to offer nice affordable housing for empty-nesters, young marrieds and people who don’t make 
6-fgure incomes. Currently house priced above the $350,000 range are having a hard time selling. 

Our target price on the condos is around $170,000. 

g) Shawn Eliot expressed concern that the condos were supposed to satisfy the low-impact housing 
requirement for our city and they turned out not to be very affordable. Eliot felt $170,000 is 
affordable. Ken Young stated that we are looking at Elk Ridge citizens alone when considering 
affordability. Shawn thought it was a County-wide average. He personally feels we have enough 

condos.  

h) Shawn Eliot also felt one of the proposed roads was too close to the intersection. Sean Roylance 
felt the pool concept might not be a good idea if it is private. He feels it might bring in 

resentment. Ken Young felt most people would be OK as they are familiar with the concept. 

i) Shawn Eliot stated that as this is the entrance to town, condos might not be the best option. The 
rest of the PUD developers tried to create an open feel on the property adjacent to the entrance 
roads.  

j) Dayna Hughes stated that everything Eliot stated in the way of development made sense, but it is 
not right for Elk Ridge. Most of the residents here want single family homes. The idea is good but 
in the wrong place. This would fit in Payson or Salem, but not here (as it would not in Woodland 

Hills). 

k) Eliot Smith stated this is not price-driven at all. They can lay it out with a generic, sterile lot 
layout. They are simply trying to find an affordable product and put in some nice amenities. They 
are trying to do “smart land planning.” They are trying to find a product that will sell in today’s 

economy. 

l) Kelly Liddiard liked their idea, he liked the open space. Shawn Eliot asked if they could use the 

PUD option of clustering.  

m) Dayna stated there is an “us vs. them” mentality in Elk Ridge because of the two different sides of 
Elk Ridge. She felt this would make it worse. Brent Bowers, developer, said that they will start 
Horizon View Farms first, and then the commissioners could get a better feel for what these units 
will look like. It will be very open. Maybe by the time they get the Smart Property Annexation 

done, the resident will see that.  

n) Eliott thanked the commissioners for their willingness to hear them tonight.  

 



PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING – August 16, 2007   Page 6 

  
Russ had to leave the meeting early, so Dayna Hughes, co-chairman, took over the conducting of the 
meeting.  

5. CE-CODE 

REWRITE 

We will be meeting in a joint work session with the city council on August 28th. Shawn Eliot has been 
working with other commissioners in putting together the presentation on the problems with the CE-1 
code. He passed out two handouts to the commissioners (These items are in the office file for tonight’s 
meeting): 

1. A bulleted list telling reasons to revisit the code, and 

2. A look at the current code with comments on why it needs changing, or editing. 

(As these items are included in tonight’s packet, they will not be duplicated here, but main points will 
be brought out) 

As Shawn discussed the items some of the major points included: 

a. Shawn mentioned we have lots of verbiage in the code that specifies that developers are supposed  
to tread lightly as they develop. The hardest part as the last three CE-1 developments came 
forward was that, though the intent was in the code, the specific verbiage to back it up and enforce 
it is not there. 

b. The code is not strong enough and it lacks the definition needed to support the goals and policies 
of the general plan and legislative intent of the CE-1 zone.  

c. Section 10-9A-1: Legislative Intent:  

� One mistake we made in the current code is that we wrote “average” when referring to the 
20% slope instead of saying you could not do lots on 20% “or above”. This allowed RL to get 
homes on top of the hill with a smaller lot size. This combined with only making 20% open 
space allows him to have a 20-acre parcel with 5 acres of 30% slopes, allowing over 30 lots. 
This does not seem to fit the intent of the code. 

� The clustering code is not working right. Regulations in the code do not support clustering on 
flater terrain by allowing smaller lots with an “average 20% slope”. We should require more 
open space and define what natural features need to be stayed off of (ravines, etc. with 
definitions of how far to stay off of). 

� Park City requires a sensitive lands map before design of lots which shows where ravines, 
hilltops, etc. are on the property.  

d. Section 10-9A-6: Streets and Roads 

� Need to define what a significant adverse visual, environmental, or safety impact is. 
Example: What is a short stretch? 

� Define minimal cuts and fills. Loafer Canyon is about 40 feet. RL’s terraced wall may end up 
46 feet high. We should have a maximum height allowed.  

� Intersection grades, we have two but have not used both, maybe only need one. Maybe leave 
4% and 100 feet. 

� Code referring to “slope arch” is confusing (10-9A-6-E) 

e. Section 10-9A-3: Conditional Uses 

� We need to decide whether we want to allow flag lots. Eric Allen’s proposed flag lot was not 
popular. Shawn Eliot stated we need to either eliminate the option or beef up the code 
allowing for flag lots.  

f. Section 10-9A-4: Area and Width 

� Shawn Eliot felt that one base density and one clustered lot density would make the code 
more clear and encourage clustering. 

� He also stated that we should clarify that once a development has clusters, that entire plat 
needs to be clustered. 

� Are third-acre lots appropriate for this zone. Do we want third-acre lots or do we want to 
have half-acre lots and not require as much open space (40% vs. 50%). 

g. Section 10-9A-10: Special Provisions 
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� There are too many things required on the preliminary plat. Maybe it should be a separate 

plan which would be  “Sensitive Area Determination” report done before preliminary. 

� Dayna Huges mentioned maybe including fault lines, land slide areas, etc.  

� Define how far stay off natural conditions, and specifics of how they are to be preserved.  
Ken Young stated that the code needs to define and spell out the intent of the code to allow 
legal enforcement of the intent. 

� Clearing of vegetation should not be allowed until grading permit is obtained. A developer 
should provide a plan that shows unique terrain such as ravines, natural drainages, natural 
vegetation, etc. We should have this grading plan prior to preliminary plan.  

� Slopes greater than 20%: It used to be that you could not build on these. We need 
clarification of what can be built on 20% slopes. 

Open space: We now have two types: natural or usable. Both requirement percentages are different. 
Maybe we should go to having just one and have it be a 50% exchange for clustering. Third-Acre and 
50% requirement will give you more useable land. You will have flatter land. 

h. Rename the Zone 

� The council has said we should do this. Shawn suggested “Hillside Residential Zone.” 
Critical Environment implies you cannot build on that zone, which is incorrect. 

i. Reformat code to make it easier to understand 

j. Research setbacks from ridgelines and wildlife studies 

k. Restrict where fencing can be placed 

l. Add code to revegetate past damage (such as ATV trails) 

m. Look into allowing longer cul-de-sacs 

n. Look into not requiring concept fee so vested at preliminary rather than concept 

o. Add verbiage in code requiring slope analysis 
 

In summary, Shawn proposed taking the handouts to the council member along with the maps. Dayna 
suggested doing the presentation to the city council in phases. Let Phase 1 be the first things to be 
fixed, give them a time-line then proceed with the rest in that fashion.  

Shawn suggested cutting down the bulleted list. He mentioned we can either re-write the code or just 
change it in portions. His concern about just changing portions was that we would miss some 
inconsistencies, as happened with the last re-write. If we can do a re-write we can make it flow right 
and make it more easily understandable for all.  

Shawn questioned whether we still ask for a moratorium to be passed by the city council. The 
commissioners felt that would be good. A 180-day no vesting can be passed by either body but Shawn 
mentioned that state code specifies that a moratorium must come from the city council.  

Shawn suggested the following: 

a. Take this proposal to them, get their blessing and input 

b. Go back and put together the code 

c. Bring it back to the city council for another work session 

d. Let them have it for review for a few weeks 

e. Meet again for final review 

f. Maybe do this in three sections 
 

6.  APPROVAL OF 

MINUTES OF 

PREVIOUS 

MEETINGS –  

AUGUST 2, 2007 AND 

Review of June 7, 2007 minutes. Corrections and comments: 

Dayna Hughes 
p.2, item 18, change “to the city” to “of the city” 
p.2, item 19, par. 1, change “give the” to “do this” 
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JUNE 7, 2007 

 

p.2, item 19, last par., change “Camas” to “Kamas” 
p.3, item 3-f, 2nd sentence, capitalize “with”  
p.3, item 3-f, 3rd sentence, change “replace” to “replaced” 
p.5, item b, 1st sentence, change “are now” to “is now” 
p.5, item 2, 2nd par, 1st sentence, change “I” to “Ken” 
p.6, item c, correct spelling to “Adamson”, remove “d” as item heading 
p.7, item g, 3rd par., change “trainls” to “trains” 
p.7, item 1, 3rd sentence, change “several thousand” to “$700,000 
p.7, 3rd par. from bottom, item 1, change “resolved” to “unresolved” 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY DAYNA HUGHES AND SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD, 

TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE 7, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING WITH THE ABOVE AMENDMENTS. VOTE: YES-ALL (4), NO-NONE (0), 

ABSENT (3) KEVIN HANSBROW, PAUL SQUIRES, SCOT BELL, LEFT EARLY (1) RUSS 

ADAMSON. 

 
Review of August 2, 2007 minutes. Corrections and comments: 

Shawn Eliot 
Add to roll, Corbett Stephens, Elliot Smith, change “Jason Elliot” to “Jason Smith” 
p.2, last sentence, change what Shawn said to “Shawn said that what was shown on the 
drawings was sufficient except crosswalks needed lighting.” delete statement that was there. 
p.5, item 7, change “???” to “beef up the requirements of what you can and can’t build on 
20% slopes.” 

Kelly Liddiard 
p.1, 1st motion, Kelly was not there, correct that in the vote on the first motion 

Dayna Hughes 
p.4, item 1,  remove “d” from “dated” 
p.4, item b, add “we” after “when” 
p.5, line 2, change “Some of the council” to “One of the council members” 
All motions, remove “LATE: RUSS ADAMSON” 
p.7, item 8, change “of” to “that the council may favor” 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY SHAWN ELIOT AND SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD, TO 

APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 2, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING WITH THE ABOVE AMENDMENTS. VOTE: YES-ALL (4), NO-NONE (0), 

ABSENT (3) KEVIN HANSBROW, PAUL SQUIRES, SCOT BELL, LEFT EARLY (1) RUSS 

ADAMSON. 

 

6.  PLANNING 

COMMISSION 

BUSINESS 

 

None 

7.  FOLLOW-UP 

ASSIGNMENTS / 

MISC. DISCUSSION 

 

Items for Sept. 6, 2007 planning commission meeting as discussed by Ken Young: 
- Public hearings: Ancillary Buildings and Off-street Parking for Multiple Family Units 
- Possibly change code to require secondary water laterals at time of building permit 
 

Ken Young passed out a proposed schedule suggest by the engineer as a timeframe for developers to 
submit their applications. This was suggested by city engineer, Craig Neeley. Staff needs a more 
reasonable time to review plats prior to TRC, planning commission and city council meetings.  
 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

 

 

 

Co-chairman, Dayna Hughes, adjourned the meeting at 9:40 p.m. 

 
______________________________________ 
Planning Commission Coordinator 

 


