
ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 

September 6, 2007 

   
TIME AND PLACE 

OF PLANNING 

COMMISSION 

MEETING AND 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A regular meeting of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission was held on Thursday, September 6, 

2007, at 7:00 p.m., at 80 East Park Drive, Elk Ridge, Utah. The Planning Commission Meeting was 

preceded by two scheduled public hearings: the first public hearing, at 7:00 p.m. was to consider 

adoption of an amendment to Sections 10-12-4 and 10-12-6 of the Elk Ridge City Code regarding the 

removal of the ancillary residential unit option; the second public hearing at 7:10 p.m. was to 

consider an amendment to Section 10-12-15 of the Elk Ridge City Code regarding off-street parking 

for multiple family dwellings. 

 

ROLL CALL  

 

 

Commissioners: Russ Adamson, Sean Roylance, Dayna Hughes, Kevin Hansbrow, Kelly Liddiard 

Absent: Scot Bell, Shawn Eliot, Paul Squires  

Others: Ken Young, City Planner 

 Margaret Leckie, Planning Commission Coordinator 

 Karl Shuler, Jed Shuler, John Money, Lee Haskell 

   

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 Kevin Hansbrow, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.  

 

APPROVAL OF 

AGENDA 

 

The agenda order and content were reviewed. There only amendment to the agenda was to move Item 

3 (Lee Haskell) to come after Items 4 and 5 (Elk Haven Subdivision, Plats A and B – Final) as Lee 

arrived late. 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY DAYNA HUGHES AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW, 

TO APPROVE THE AGENDA FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING FOR 

SEPTEMBER 6, 2007 WITH THE ABOVE MENTIONED CHANGES. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), 

NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (3) SCOT BELL, SHAWN ELIOT, PAUL SQUIRES. 

  

1.  PUBLIC HEARING 

TO CONSIDER 

ADOPTION OF AN 

AMENDMENT TO 

SECTIONS 10-12-4 

AND 10-12-6 OF THE 

ELK RIDGE CITY 

CODE REGARDING 

THE REMOVAL OF 

THE ANCILLARY 

RESIDENTIAL UNIT 

OPTION 

 

Russ Adamson opened the public hearing at 7:10 to consider an amendment to Section 10-12-6 of the 

Elk Ridge City Code, regarding the removal of the option for ancillary residential units. 

 

Chairman Adamson read the following background information from the memo prepared by Ken 

Young, City Planner: 

 

Background: 

 A recent inquiry as to whether the City would allow a residential unit in an accessory 

building (which is prohibited), staff found two references in the code to “ancillary residential units”, 

which are mentioned as an exception for approval through code provisions.  The code does not 

otherwise provide for such approval or give any regulations for such units. 

 In a discussion with the Mayor, it was determined that the language found in two code 

sections that refers to “ancillary residential units” be removed and that the city not consider at this 

time any proposal to allow for the approval of such units. 

 

The following code amendments are proposed: 

 

10-12-4: EACH DWELLING TO BE ON A ZONING LOT:  

Only one building which contains a dwelling shall be located and maintained on each zoning lot. , 

except when a second structure shall have been approved as an ancillary residential unit in accordance 

with the provisions of this development code relating thereto. 

 

10-12-6: ACCESSORY BUILDING PROHIBITED AS LIVING QUARTERS:  

Living and sleeping quarters shall not be permitted in any accessory building. , except when the 

structure shall have been approved as an ancillary residential unit in accordance with the provisions of 

this development code relating thereto. 

    

Recommendation: 

 It is recommended that the Planning Commission set a date for a public hearing to consider 

this code amendment proposal. 

 

Discussion 

Ken Young explained that since our code does not provide any description of what is required for an 
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ancillary unit, it cannot be regulated so it is easiest to remove this reference. 

 

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

p.m.. 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY DAYNA HUGHES AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW, 

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE ABOVE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE 

ELK RIDGE CITY CODE, SECTIONS 10-12-4 AND 10-12-6, REMOVING ALL 

REFERENCE IN THE CODE TO ANCILLARY BUILDINGS. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), NO-

NONE (0), ABSENT (3) SCOT BELL, SHAWN ELIOT, PAUL SQUIRES. 

 

2.   PUBLIC 

HEARING TO 

CONSIDER 

ADOPTION OF AN 

AMENDMENT TO 

SECTION 10-12-15 OF 

THE ELK RIDGE 

CITY CODE 

REGARDING OFF-

STREET PARKING 

FOR MULTIPLE 

FAMILY 

DWELLINGS 

Russ Adamson opened the public hearing at 7:15 p.m. to consider an amendment to Section 10-12-15 

of the Elk Ridge City Code, regarding off-street parking requirements for multiple family units.. 

 

Chairman Adamson read the following background information from the memo prepared by Ken 

Young, City Planner: 

 

Background: 

 In review of the Horizon View Farms development, it was recommended that an off-street 

parking requirement be put into place for such developments, which currently does not exist in the 

City Code. 

A common requirement for such developments is to provide somewhere between 2.5 and 3 off-

street parking stalls for each unit.  Usually, two of those stalls are to be provided in an enclosed 

garage.  It is recommended that the City amend Section 10-12-15 of the City Code to provide for 

sufficient off-street parking for multiple family development, as follows: 

 

The following code amendments are proposed: 

10-12-15: OFF STREET PARKING:  

B. Number Of Off Street Parking Spaces:  

1. One- And Two-Family Dwellings: Not less than two (2) off street parking spaces shall be 

required for each dwelling unit. Each off street parking space shall be not less than ten feet by 

twenty feet (10' x 20') per space and shall not be located within any portion of the required 

setback area adjacent to a street. Not less than two (2) of the off street parking spaces 

appurtenant to a dwelling shall be enclosed within a garage.  

2. Multiple Family Dwellings: Not less than three (3) off street parking spaces shall be 

required for each dwelling unit. Each off street parking space shall be not less than ten feet by 

twenty feet (10' x 20') per space. Not less than two (2) of the off street parking spaces 

appurtenant to a dwelling shall be enclosed within a garage.  

 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that the Planning Commission recommend approval of this proposed code 

amendment. 

 

Discussion 

Ken Young answered a question by Kelly Liddiard explaining that setbacks from a public street 

cannot be counted as parking spaces. Ken Young stated that presently there are only 2 off-street spaces 

required and they must be in the garage and one additional.  

 

Kevin Hansbrow asked if Elk Ridge is ever planning to build any units more dense than Horizon View 

Farms. Ken Young mentioned there is a new zone being proposed adjacent to the golf course and 

across the street at the corner of Elk Ridge Drive and Park Drive (Park View Corner) where they are 

proposing twin homes. These are not more dense but we don’t know what might be proposed along the 

canal. For now this will be a safety catch.  

 

Kevin Hansbrow stated that if we ever did apartments, this code would be a little strict for apartments. 

This code amendment will work for now, but might have to be re-examined if we ever did denser 

units. 

 

Public comments were invited, there were none Chairman Adamson closed the public hearing at 7:25 

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

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL OF THE ABOVE PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE 

ELK RIDGE CITY CODE, SECTION 10-12-15, REGARDING OFFSTREET PARKING 

REQUIREMENTS FOR MULTIPLE FAMILY UNITS. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), 

ABSENT (3) SCOT BELL, SHAWN ELIOT, PAUL SQUIRES. 

 

3.  ELK HAVEN 

SUBDIVISION, PLAT 

A, FINAL PLAT 

Chairman Adamson asked City Planner, Ken Young, to explain what he was referring to in the memo 

on this item in tonight’s packet when he referred to the engineering issues that still needed to be 

resolved. Ken explained there were construction drawing engineering requirements and whether we 

mention them here or not the plat as shown tonight can still be approved. They will not go forward 

until these requirements are met.  

 

The following discussion ensued: 

a) Russ Adamson brought up an issue that needed to be discussed, which he mentioned Shawn had 

commented on. This is the recommendation from staff that Lots 13-15 be given the option of dual 

access from High Sierra and Mountain Crest Drive. Russ mentioned that High Sierra probably 

should be the one access as Mountain Crest is fairly steep and we may not want to alternate front 

and back. The planning commission is not sure they agree with the idea of granting frontage 

opportunity on both sides. 

b) Karl Shuler mentioned that the reason it is shown that way on the plat is that is what Shawn Eliot 

had put both addresses in. Their intention was always to have access on at least Lot 13 for sure, on 

Mountain Crest.  They were directed to put the building envelopes on the flattest portion and on 13 

it is closest to Mountain Crest. 

c) Russ asked if there was concern about having alternate accesses on the same street. Ken Young 

did not think so, other than aesthetics. Ken did mention that the code does call for frontage on the 

road with the lessor classification, but in this case they are both classified the same. The other 

criteria to be considered is the slopes.  

d) Dayna Hughes mentioned that the lots are large enough that if some fronts were adjacent to backs, 

it would not be noticeable. 

e) Karl felt that Lot 13 should front Mountain Crest, but would like to let the people who buy Lots 14 

and 15 decide which street they want to front. There will be undisturbed vegetation outside the 

building envelope so you would not be able to tell as you drove down the street that you were 

looking at the back of the house. Lot 14 is over 26,000 sq. ft. and Lot 13 is over one acre in size. 

f) Mountain Crest Drive is higher in elevation that High Sierra Drive. Mountain Crest by Lots 12 and 

13 has a 10% slope. High Sierra is less than 5%, so as far as the driveway access, it would be 

coming off a flatter road off of High Sierra. Karl Shuler mentioned it is about the slope of High 

Sierra where Sean lives (Sean thought that would be closer to Chappell’s home where it is steep). 

g) Commissioners Hansbrow and Liddiard agreed that with the large lots, staggering the fronts and 

backs on adjacent lots should not be an issue.  

h) Dayna Hughes mentioned that the building envelope for Lot 13 was shown differently on different 

pages of Karls submittal. Karl would like to keep the larger envelope. He thought the smaller 

envelope was a mistake. Dayna Hughes was concerned that if you provided a larger building 

envelope someone might fill it up with a huge house.  

i) There was some confusion at the detailing of the lot dimensions. They appeared too small, but Ken 

Young explained that they go from curve to curve, not clear across the whole front. 

j) Ken Young stated we can not require anything stricter than the code and the code allows for dual 

access options. 

k) Russ quoted the code as follows: 

10-15F-3: LOTS ABUT ON PUBLIC STREET; DOUBLE FRONTAGE LOTS PROHIBITED, 
EXCEPTIONS:  
Each lot in a subdivision shall abut on a street dedicated to the city by the subdivision plat or an 
existing public street, either dedicated or which has become public by right of use, and is more than 
fifty six feet (56') wide. Interior lots having frontage on two (2) streets are prohibited except in 
instances where topographic conditions make such design desirable. (Ord. 97-7-8-8, 7-8-1997)  

 

l) Ken Young stated that approval of this plat assumes we are approving double frontage on these 
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particular lots because of the topography in the area. Russ stated that the code is silent as far as 

access is concerned.  

m) Ken Young stated that vegetation must stay in beyond 30 feet of the building envelope. Jed Shuler 

read from the CE-1 code Section 10-9A-10-E: 

E. Removal Of Natural Vegetative Material: Natural vegetative material shall not be 
removed except for those portions of the site to be committed to the dwelling and attendant 
yard area (generally 30 feet around dwelling), and required to accommodate roadways, 
driveways, retention walls, and firebreaks. All areas proposed for removal of vegetative 
materials shall be shown on the grading and site plan. Any area requiring revegetation will 
be shown on the grading and site plan. 

n) John Money stated that when a homeowner takes out a building permit the plat will have to be 

approved by the city and by him. The system is already in place to cover the concerns of the 

planning commission.  

o) Karl mentioned there is a note on the plat that states that “to protect the wildlife corridors and 
natural drainage, slopes of 20% or greater outside of the building envelope shall not be fenced”.  

p) Dayna Hughes mentioned the drainage issue on Lot 2 – (this was from an email from Shawn 

Eliot, who could not attend tonight’s meeting) – 

“Lot 2 has a drainage through the heart of it with the building envelope straddling it and the 
proposed driveway access crossing it. I know this is the top of the drainage, but our code 
does not say ‘stay back from only the bottom and middle of the drainage, it states drainage’. 
The development standard states that any building area or portion of the buildable area shall 
not be closer than 30 feet from any manmade or natural drainage channel. It is the homes 
downslope that we should be concerned about with what we would allow at the top of the 
drainage…A great example of this is at the end of Cove Drive. They have their homes built at 
the bottom of the drainage with homes built at the tope of the drainage above them. When it 
rains water drains and percolates into the Holman’s and Graham’s back yards and window 
wells. If the above code had been followed there would probably not be this problem. 
The reason the building envelope for Lot 2 is in this location is because on the slope analysis 
map it showed this area being the flattest. What we didn’t look at is the reason this is flatter 
is it is the drainage. I recommend moving the building envelope to the west  (the 

commissioners thought he probably meant northwest) of the property next to Lot 1 and if it 
helps, allowing the front setback to be 20’ from the road as per our code. Really, there should 
not be a lot here in the first place. The average slope of the lot is 25% with a drainage 
through the middle. Anything you do on those steep slopes on the side of the drainage could 
have consequences later.  
  

q) Jed Shuler stated that it is not natural drainage any more because the street goes through there and 

creates it’s own drainage with the sumps. Kevin Hansbrow concurred that the street breaks the 

drainage. Karl said it is more like a bowl than a v-drainage channel. The building envelope is in a 

big bowel, not a channel. From reading military maps for a long time, he would not call that a 

channel. It doesn’t even form a V until you get further down. 

r) Karl stated they first had the envelope on the west side. Ken Young stated that it might cause a 

lesser driveway approach on that west side. It was almost arbitrary where the envelope was put. If 

the drainage and driveway approach makes a difference maybe it would be ok to move it. Karl 

said that the reason it was moved was when they looked at the natural slope, that made sense. He 

is fine with moving it. 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY DAYNA HUGHES AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW, 

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE FINAL PLAT OF ELK 

HAVEN SUBDIVISION, PLAT A WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS: 

1) WE RECOMMEND MOVING THE BUILDING ENVELOPE ON LOT 2 TO THE 

NORTHEAST OF THE PROPERTY NEXT TO LOT 1, AND IF IT HELPS, ALLOWING 

A 20’ FRONT SETBACK FROM THE ROAD AS PER CODE. 

2) THE BUILDING ENVELOPE ON LOT 13 SHOULD BE MADE CONSISTENT ON ALL 

MAPS (AS IT IS SHOWN ON MAP 3). 

VOTE: YES-ALL (4), NO (1) SEAN ROYLANCE, ABSENT (3) SCOT BELL, SHAWN 

ELIOT, PAUL SQUIRES. 

 

Sean Roylance voted “no” because he felt that dual access streets posed a safety issue. 
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4.  ELK HAVEN 

SUBDIVISION, PLAT 

B, FINAL PLAT 

 

There are no outstanding issues with Elk Haven Subdivision, Plat B, owned by John Money. 

 

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

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE FINAL PLAT OF ELK 

HAVEN SUBDIVISION, PLAT B. VOTE:YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (3) SCOT 

BELL, SHAWN ELIOT, PAUL SQUIRES. 

 

5.  LEE HASKELL 

COMMERCIAL 

CONCEPT 

Lee Haskell stated that they simply want to sell the commercial lots. No one has come up with a good 

idea of what type commercial development should go on them.  There was no staff report on this item. 

This is just a discussion of a concept. 

 

The following discussion ensued: 

a. Russ Adamson stated that the General Plan Survey we will find out from the residents how they 

feel about commercial property in Elk Ridge. He is anxious to see what their thoughts are. 

b. Lee stated there are four acres. In Phase 1 they would like to do 2 lots on Olympic Lane, 

approximately 1-1/3 acre lots. Lee Haskell gave us an engineer’s drawing of his concept (similar 

to the hand drawn one in tonight’s packet). There are a total of about 5 acres with all the 5 lots. 

c. Phase 2 would be the large lot on Goosenest and the 2 small lots not owned by Lee along Park 

Drive. The proposed round-about is far enough away that it will not effect this property. 

d. Lee stated that Clark Kay owns the lot that is shown on the plat as owned by the Bank of Utah. 

e. Lee Haskell brought this to us just to get our feelings. 

f. His property would comprise 3 of the proposed lots and the other 2 would be owned by someone 

else (as shown on plat map handed out in tonight’s packets).  

g. Nothing can be done with Lot 3 until the sewer comes in.  

h. Russ stated that our code is silent on what types of commercial ventures are acceptable. He stated 

the city would like a bigger tax base. 

i. Ken Young stated there is no action required tonight. Lee is just seeing if we amenable to his 

selling these 3 commercial lots. He will come back in with a subdivision plat dividing this ground. 

j. Kevin Hansbrow said it comes down to checking the ideas of the person who buys the lot. 

k. Lee would like to see a nice restaurant.  

6.  SET PUBLIC 

HEARINGS 

From tonight’s memo prepared by Ken Young: 

In dealing with the construction of new developments, concern has arisen regarding whether a 
developer should be allowed to defer completion of road hard surfacing improvements prior to 
the issuance of a building permit.  It has been recommended that it is better policy and allows 
less problems with builders and home owners to always require the road improvements first. 
Language allowing for such deferral of improvement completion is proposed to be eliminated 
from Section 10-12-24 of the City Code. 
 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY KEVIN HANSBROW AND SECONDED BY SEAN 

ROYLANCE, TO SET A PUBLIC HEARING FOR OCTOBER 4
TH
, 2007 TO THE CITY 

COUNCIL OF THE ELK RIDGE CITY CODE AMENDMENT TO SECTION 10-12-24 IN 

ORDER TO PROHIBIT DEFERRAL OF HARD SURFACE STREET IMPROVEMENTS. 

VOTE:YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (3) SCOT BELL, SHAWN ELIOT, PAUL 

SQUIRES. 

 

B. From tonight’s memo prepared by Ken Young: 

Recent concerns and problems with road construction in the community have caused staff to look 
at and suggest code amendments regarding construction deadlines, fines and required lanes 
remaining open. 
The City Code subsection dealing with the construction of street facilities, under the section for 
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bonding requirements (7-4-6), is proposed to be amended. 

 

A MOTION WAS MADE BY KEVIN HANSBROW AND SECONDED BY SEAN 

ROYLANCE, TO SET A PUBLIC HEARING FOR OCTOBER 4
TH
, 2007 TO THE CITY 

COUNCIL OF THE ELK RIDGE CITY CODE AMENDMENT TO SECTION 7-6-4-C-4 

REGARDING CONSTRUCTION DEADLINES, FINES AND REQUIRED LANES 

REMAINING OPEN. VOTE:YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (3) SCOT BELL, 

SHAWN ELIOT, PAUL SQUIRES. 

 

The commissioners discussed the fine options. Kevin Hansbrow suggested a graduated scale for 

the fine that increased as the time increased. Chairman Adamson suggested they present some of 

their ideas at the public hearing. 

 

7.  GENERAL PLAN 

SURVEY STATUS 

 

Sean Roylance mentioned that they finalized things pretty well at the last work session with the city 

council. He will work on some final word changes with the Mayor this week, nothing of real note.  

We just need to set a date and organize the actual distribution. Bob Allen will make the changes. He 

could have it ready in a day. Sean Roylance will take over the organization from Dayna Hughes. 

Sean agreed to find the main “magnificent seven”. Kevin still will be one. Mary Rugg and Ray Brown 

had volunteered to help as one of the seven. 

Sean is going to try and get things done and get the survey out Sept. 18
th

.  

8.  APPROVAL OF 

MINUTES OF LAST 

MEETING –  

AUGUST 16, 2007  

 

Review of August 16, 2007 minutes. Corrections and comments: 

Russ Adamson 

He left early from that meeting so remove him from the last two motions (change vote 

numbers). 

 

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

APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE AUGUST 16, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING WITH THE ABOVE CHANGE. VOTE: YES-ALL (5), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (3) 

KEVIN HANSBROW, PAUL SQUIRES, SCOT BELL. 

 

9.  PLANNING 

COMMISSION 

BUSINESS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.  FOLLOW-UP 

ASSIGNMENTS / 

MISC. DISCUSSION 

 

1. Chairman Adamson mentioned that we will know after city council meets this Tuesday whether 

they enact a moratorium on CE-1 projects. We should put the CE-1 code rewrite back on our 

agenda for the next meeting. 

 

2. If the moratorium passes we may want to keep our agenda for next time pretty clear. 

 

3. Dayna Hughes mentioned someone brought up the issue of planning commissioners meeting 

together outside of planning commission meeting to work on items. After checking with code and 

the city attorney it was determined that this is legal as long as a quorum (4) is not present. 

 

4. Ken Young explained the suggested timetable for plat submittal that went out in tonight’s packet. 

This was drafted in order to provide the needed review time for staff. 

 

 

None. 

ADJOURNMENT 

 

 

 

 

 

Chairman Adamson adjourned the meeting at 8:25 p.m. 

 

 

______________________________________ 
Planning Commission Coordinator 

 


