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TIME AND PLACE OF
PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING

ROLL CALL

OPENING REMARKS &
PLEDGE OF
ALLEGIANCE

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

1. KEN DONOHOE -
DRIVEWAY SLOPE
EXCEPTION - 278
GRANDVIEW CIRCLE

ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
September 20, 2007

A regularly scheduled meeting of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission was held on Thursday,
September 20, 2007, at 7:00 p.m., at 80 East Park Drive, Elk Ridge, Utah..

Commissioners: Russ Adamson, Kevin Hansbrow, Scot Bell, Sean Roylance, Shawn Eliot, Paul

Squires, Kelly Liddiard, Dayna Hughes

Absent: None
Others: Ken Young, City Planner

Margaret Leckie, Planning Commission Coordinator

Corbett Stephens, Building Inspector

Julie Thompson (owner of Loafer Canyon Recreation Lot), her father (Jack
Winterbottom?), Ken Donohoe

Chairman, Russ Adamson opened the meeting at 7:00 p.m.. Opening remarks were given by Kevin
Hansbrow, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.

The Agenda order and content were reviewed. The only change made was to move Item 1 — CE-1
Code rewrite to follow Items 2 and 3 so those in attendance for those two items could leave earlier.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW,
TO APPROVE THE AGENDA FOR THE SEPTEMBER 20, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING WITH THE ONE ABOVE-MENTIONED CHANGE. VOTE: YES-ALL (8), NO-
NONE (0).

Elk Ridge Building Inspector, Corbett Stephens, explained that the driveway at 278 Grandview Circle
was poured and it is steeper than our code allows. The commissioners referred to the drawing given to
them tonight by Mr. Donohoe which showed the slopes on the various driveway segments.

The following discussion ensued.

a)

b)

c)

d)

9)
h)

)

Mr. Donohoe, owner/builder, explained his drawing. The drawing showed the existing deviation
compared to the 12% code. In 130 feet the overall slope is 12% but there is a hump. One of the
increments is 21% (20 feet). It is a very long driveway.

Chairman Adamson pointed out that if he had been careful, he could have achieved the 12% along
the whole driveway. The owner concurred that it could have been poured without the hump and
he regrets to have to come before the commissioners.

Margaret read from the Development Standards which stated that driveway slope shall not exceed
12%. Where observance of this standard is not feasible the town council subject to the prior
recommendation of the planning commission shall have power to grant an exception.

Mr. Donohoe said that maybe he misinterpreted the code. In the overall length, it does not exceed
12%. He worked to do that. When they graded and poured they ended up with the hump. It will be
a considerable hardship to take the driveway out and re-pour.

Russ mentioned there are some driveways in our community as steep as 14% but he has not seen
one as steep as 21%.

Mr. Donohoe said he lives in Cedar Hills where there are driveways as steep as 45%. Shawn Eliot
stated that they do not allow that any more.

Mr. Donohoe stated the maximum slope is in the center of the 130’. If the end goal is safety,
people can walk up the steps and not the driveway.

Shawn asked Building Inspector, Corbett Stephens, for background. Corbett stated that prior to
the issuance of a building permit the owner received a copy of the assessments, which included
the driveway standard. In the assessments it states no driveway grade shall exceed 12%. This is
repeated in the homeowner association documentation received by the owner. The owner had
plenty of documentation.

The owner stated that he was not unaware of the requirement. He intentionally put the garage
where it is in order to achieve the slope requirement. It wasn’t like he just blew off the 12%.

The owner stated the upper portion of the driveway is fairly flat, kids can play on it, it is very
usable for parking, etc. Most of the slope is in the hump area.
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2. LOAFER CANYON
RECREATION DISTRICT
SITE APPROVAL - JULIE
AND JASON THOMPSON
LOT -2224 S. LOAFER
CANYON ROAD

k) Scot Bell asked if there was any purpose for the hump (ie. trying to avoid utilities, etc.). The
owner responded there was not, the hump was a mistake. He is not adverse to the slope in the
winter because of where it is located. You are not coming straight off that slope into the street,
nor are you coming straight up that slope into a driveway. The steeper grade is in the middle of
the long 160’ driveway.

I) Shawn Eliot stated you are starting at 12%, which is as steep as we allow, and going up to 21%.
His concern was for an emergency vehicle (ambulance or fire truck) trying to get up to the house.

m) The owner explained that both sides of the driveway are retained by rock. If there was an easier
way to rectify the error, the owner stated he would feel differently about it. The only way to get to
the 12% would be to take out all of the driveway, re-grade and re-pour. This would cost $6,000 to
$10,000 dollars.

n) Shawn Elliot asked for Corbett Stephen’s opinion (Chief Building Official). He stated that this is a
steep driveway looking at it from a safety viewpoint. The house is for sale and for the next person
who buys into it, he would rather see it at 12%. The owner stated it is his home but he does have a
for sale sign up.

0) Mr. Donohoe said there could be a rider on the title of the home stating the driveway is in non-
conformance and exceeds 12%.

p) Sean Roylance did not want to set a precedence of approving something so far out of code. Scot
Bell said he has never seen the commission approve such a deviance from code.

g) Russ stated that based on the code, from which the commission must make their decision, he does
not feel they should recommend such a deviation when they could have achieved the code.

SHAWN ELIOT MADE A MOTION THAT WAS SECONDED BY SCOT BELL TO
RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL THAT THE DRIVEWAY SLOPE EXCEPTION
FOR KEN DONOHOE AT 278 GRANDVIEW CIRCLE BE DENIED DUE TO THE
EXCESSIVENESS OF THE SLOPE (80+ FEET BETWEEN 12% AND 20%) AS IT WOULD
BE A HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUE FOR OUR EMERGENCY PERSONNEL. VOTE: YES-
(7), NO- (1) PAUL SQUIRES.

Paul Squires voted “NO” as he did not feel the slope was that big an issue. If a person buys the house
and signs off that they realize it, that should be sufficient.

Jason and Julie Thompson have a building site at 2224 S. Loafer Canyon Road which is in the Loafer
Canyon Recreation District.

Building Inspector, Corbett Stephens, explained that our ordinance requires that any site in the Loafer
Canyon Recreation District Association must be approved by the planning commission. There is
nothing particular about this site plan. There is nothing excessive. We have an inspection report by the
fire chief giving his approval. He completed the pre-qualification checklist. It is a technicality that it
must be approved by the planning commission.

The following discussion ensued:

a) Ken Young explained this is just a site plan on an already approved lot. Normally these don’t
come before the planning commission, but just go to the building inspector. They are in the CE-2
zone.

b) Scot Bell asked if the CE-2 required a landscaping plan. Shawn Eliot stated that it required a
grading plan. Scot stated we should have some topo detail. The CE-2 zone does not require some
of the things the CE-1 zone does. Shawn Eliot stated that the CE-2 code is found in Section 10-
9B-8 of the city code. There is a grading permit required.

¢) The owner’s father stated the lot is very flat. They do not propose to remove any further
vegetation. The lot is steep enough for a walk-out basement. There are two driveways proposed
because of the elevation change. Because of the rise and fall of the lot, both driveways come off
the road fairly flat.

d) Dayna Hughes questioned whether any of the building area was over 20% slope.

e) The owner was not aware that he was supposed to get a grading permit. He had met with staff and
was never told this. Ken Young said he did not know a grading site plan was to be approved by
the planning commission. This is the first Loafer Canyon Recreation Lot that has come in since he
has worked here and he just got it this afternoon. We don’t deal with them very often.

f) .In Chapter 9, Article B, Section 10-9B-9-E, it stipulates a grading permit is required, as follows:

Grading Permit: No grading, filling or excavation of any kind shall be commenced on land
within the zone without first having obtained a grading permit from the city and signed by the
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MOTION TO AMEND
AGENDA

3A. CODE AMENDMENT
/CREATION - FIRE
SPRINKLER CODE

city engineer, who shall not issue such permit until a grading plan, endorsed by a licensed
civil engineer, shall have been approved by the planning commission. All land surface having
a slope of twenty percent (20%) or greater shall remain in its natural state and shall not be
graded or otherwise disturbed except for the planting of additional vegetation, the addition of
sprinkler irrigation systems, the establishment of required firebreaks or access easements, or
when such disturbance is specifically provided for under an approved site plan. A grading
permit shall not be issued and shall not become active until the proposed development has
reached final approval status, all fees have been paid, and the bonding has been posted,
guaranteeing the construction of all uncompleted required improvements.

g) The owner said they have begun clearing the land and have added fill where the retaining wall is
and some grading has been done.

h) The owners plan does show some grades. He took one GPS reading then shot everything based on
this reading with a level. The grades are right in conjunction with this one point.

i) Shawn Eliot stated that if the grading has begun, it is too late for the planning commission to
worry about this. The owner stated the portion of the lot that has been graded was not 20% slope
or greater. The only excavation remaining is to level the backfill for the house.

j) The lot is 149 feet wide and has about 13 feet fall from one end to the other. From front to back it
is basically flat.

k) Mr. Thompson stated that the property has a drainage ditch in the back that was just cleaned out.

A MOTION WAS MADE BY SHAWN ELIOT AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW
TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE SITE PLAN FOR THE
THOMPSON HOME AT 2224 S. LOAFER CANYON ROAD WITH THE NOTE THAT IN
THE FUTURE WE REQUIRE A GRADING PLAN BE APPROVED AS PER CODE. VOTE:
YES (7), NO-(1) DAYNA HUGHES

Dayna Hughes voted “NO” because the process was not done according to code. She did recognize
that this was not the owner’s fault. He had checked with the City. He stated that if he had been aware
he would have done it. Ken Young was not given this project until today and had never dealt with this
area. Corbett Stephens also stated this was the first time he had dealt with a building permit in this
area.

As Corbett Stephens, building inspector, was here and needed to leave it was decided to discuss
original Item 4 (Code Amendment/Creation) before original Item 1 (CE-1 Code Rewrite)

A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW,
TO MOVE THE CODE AMENDEMENT AGENDA ITEM TO PRECEDE THE CE-1 CODE
REWRITE AGENDA ITEM. VOTE: YES-ALL (8), NO-NONE (0).

Shawn Eliot mentioned that earlier this year we had suggested code to the city council after speaking
with the fire chief. At the same time the city council requested we write a special code requiring fire
sprinkler systems for Goosenest (Shuler Water System) as the pressure in that area does not support
fire hydrants. We wrote a code that combined all Elk Ridge with the Goosenest area. They did not
want that, they wanted a separate requirement for just Goosenest, so it was tabled and sent back to the
planning commission. They want separate code for the Shuler water system and for the hillside area.

The following discussion ensued.

a. Corbett Stephens, Elk Ridge City Chief Building Official, stated that after the training he received
as a building inspector he sees many reasons for requiring fire sprinkling systems in all new
residential development. He feels that some of these reasons are that the building code gives so
many trade-offs and credits for putting in indoor fire sprinkling systems and fire sprinklers save
lives. In 100% of the homes that have fire sprinklers there has never been a fatality. In 80% of the
homes the most that have ever gone off have been 2 heads. Most rooms would only have one
head. A head will service a 20’ x 20’ room. They put off about 15 gallons of water per minute as
opposed to a fire hose at 1,500 gallons a minute. With the sprinklers there is enough water to
absorb heat and keep the fire at bay until the fire department arrives. The fire department can
them come in and put the fire out with fire extinguishers, thus life saving is enhanced, and the
structural damage is minimized.

b. Several of the commissions felt that sprinklers should be required in all homes after this
discussion.

¢. Shawn Eliot mentioned that the Elk Ridge Fire Department only has 2 people here during the day.

d. Shawn Eliot requested that when this is presented before the council that Corbett attend and



PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING - September 20, 2007 Page 4

3B. CODE AMENDMENT/
CREATION - OPEN
SPACE/PARK CODE

present this information.

e. There is developer pressure against sprinklers being required.

f.  Corbett mentioned the cost is $1.25/sq. foot. For a 4,500 sq. ft. home the cost would be about
$6,000. Sean Roylance mentioned you would be paying for this over 30 years and your insurance
would have an immediate savings.

g. Corbett mentioned the danger of adjoining homes catching on fire also if a home burns down due
to the fact that it did not have sprinklers. The homes in ElIk Ridge Meadows are only 10 feet apart.

h. After discussion among the commissioners, they felt they should send forward a separate
ordinance for the Shuler Water System (Goosenest) and then discuss overall code at the same
meeting. Kevin Hansbrow stated we need to get this going soon, as there are a lot of potential
homes that are going to be built in the near future.

i. Dayna Hughes mentioned that if someone comes in now for a building permit, as the item was on
our agenda, they are bound by whatever is decided on the fire sprinkler code amendment.

j.  Corbett referenced a video clip showing a tree in rooms with and without sprinklers catching fire.
The difference was phenomenal. The tree in the room with sprinklers just smolders, the tree in the
room without sprinklers bursts into flame.

k. Corbett stated that when he worked in Woodland Hills the city got credit for every dollar that was
spent towards fire prevention as matching dollars from the state. If residents of Woodland Hills
spent $100,000 a year, the state would match that $100,000. Woodland Hills just bought a brand
new $94,000 brush truck.

I.  In Woodland Hills, as a trade-off, the fire rating is taken away if you put in sprinklers.

m. In Woodland Hills it is in the ordinance that you have to have an annual check-off of your system
by a licensed fire sprinkler contractor. It can be as low as $60 if done in a group.

The commissioners decided to send forward the Goosenest code, then at that meeting as an agenda
item discuss amending the code to require sprinklers in all new development. It was decided to do this
on October 23" at the city council meeting.

DAYNA HUGHES MADE A MOTION THAT WAS SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD TO
REVISE THE RECENTLY PROPOSED CITY-WIDE SPRINKLER SYSTEM
REQUIREMENT CODE TO INCLUDE ONLY THE PORTION OF THE CITY ON THE
GOOSENEST WATER COMPANY SYSTEM (ALSO REFERRED TO AS THE SHULER
WATER SYSTEM). VOTE: YES-ALL (8), NO-NONE (0).

DAYNA HUGHES MADE A MOTION THAT WAS SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD TO
RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL TO REQUIRE INDOOR FIRE SPRINKLER
SYSTEMS IN ALL NEW DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE THE SHULER GOOSENEST WATER
COMPANY SYSTEM (ALSO REFERRED TO AS THE SHULER WATER SYSTEM). VOTE:
YES-ALL (8), NO-NONE (0).

Ken Young stated that maybe we just have one motion if they decide the sprinklers should be required
city-wide. Chairman Adamson stated the Mayor only requested code for Goosenest so keep the two
separate. That is what we were asked to do.

Shawn Eliot stated that at the last city council meeting they requested the planning commission write
open space code for the city and to do research. They had in mind the Payson Golf Course Holes they
are trying to buy. Provo has public facilities code. Anything that is deemed public, such as schools,
churches, open space, golf course, are in a separate zone. Spanish Fork has a very cut and dry code.

The following discussion ensued:

a. Kevin Hansbrow stated that some of the residents indicated on the surveys that they would like
more usable public open space, rather than private open space. Example, the park in EIk Ridge
Meadows is technically for those residents only.

b. Shawn Eliot spoke with the city manager of Alpine yesterday. They have city-owned open space.
The open space in the city was private. Now all are coming in as public. They charge the residents
on the monthly bill for maintenance. When Eagle Mountain did the ranches, a 7,000 unit
development, they included lots of open space...trails, pocket parks, a large regional park. The
homeowner’s association covered it all. After five years when it was established, the park went to
the city.

Russ asked if we could recommend code that would allow the city to own open space.
It was decided to have a work session to discuss this along with the fire sprinkler code.
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5. CE-1 CODE REWRITE

e. Shawn suggested someone check and see what other cities do.
f.  We need to develop a skeleton idea. Shawn and Dayna will work on that.

Russ asked Kevin Hansbrow to come up with a proposed scale for fines. Kevin will do some research
on what other cities do and bring back the results of his research to the next meeting. Extenuating
circumstances, such as weather, will be taken into consideration as we don’t want concrete poured to
meet a deadline if the weather is bad and the integrity of the pour will be in jeopardy.

Sean Roylance said that we received surveys from about 40% of the Elk Ridge houses, 20% is more
the norm so this is a very good return. The results have not yet been tabulated. Bob Allen from
Mountainland Association of Governments will be doing that.

The comments on the last page will be summarized and other comments will also be noted too.
The following discussion ensued:

a. Shawn Eliot told the commissioners that after meeting with the city council last week, there was
one minor question that needed clarification...Nelson Abbot asked why we aren’t redoing the CE-
2 code also. Shawn responded that there are special issues up there. The CE-2 code does not fit
what cabin owners want to do up there. This area presents special problems that will be dealt with
at another time separately.

b. Ray Brown made a motion at the meeting that was accepted by council vote to pass the 180-day
moratorium. We are now in that 180-day period. Dayna Hughes mentioned that she learned
during her training that if there are other mitigating circumstances that require deeper study, the
moratorium can be extended.

¢. Shawn Eliot met with Draper City today. Their steep hill developments are having major
problems. No studies were done prior to some of these developments. We need to be pro-active in
looking at these type issues. Scot Bell questioned whether the city should take on the expense of
doing studies when the developer is required to do geotechnical studies already in the CE-1 zone?

d. Dayna Hughes stated it would be good to know in advance where the fault lines are, where
potential landslides might occur, at concept — before they even paid anyone to do anything. She
felt that Shawn’s earlier statement should be adhered to when he stated, regarding the CE-1 zone,
that the very first thing he would like to see happen is a survey of the whole CE-1 zone
identifying the ridge lines, ravines, and 30% slopes so we know in advance where the hotspots
are. It would be good for us to know the geographical hazards and terrain issues.

e. Shawn Eliot stated that our General Plan states there are unstable soils in the community
(expandable soils). It does suggest in the plan that further studies be done by the city to identify
those. The city has never done that. He thought these studies would be a good idea.

Shawn went through (and asked for minimal comments) the first half of his handout identifying the
sections of the CE-1 zone. He asked the commissioners to review this first half during the next 2
weeks prior to our next meeting, and come back with comments.

He has reformatted the CE-1 code and given it simpler numbers so it is easier to follow. It uses a
number system only, similar to our Development Standards. He also put a table of contents at the
beginning so it is easier to find desired code. This table of contents can be expanded.

He also renamed the zone (subject to approval). His proposed name is HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL
ZONE. The city council was in agreement that it should be renamed. Critical Environment implies
that it cannot be developed, which is not the case.

The first half of his code which he read is included as follows:



TITLE 10 DEVELOPMENT CODE | CHAPTER 09 HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL ZONE

SECTIONS

1 " # %

) (
> Rt -
*xv %

% (

&

#
& 7/
0 Ll %
1 2
"3
u* 4 " 3 #
/ %

10.09.10 -- Hillside Residential Zone

56 708 %"

26 %#6 # .

6 ( % 2 ( (9% :T g -
9 6:"4 2" 9 9y 3

6 . 56 ; 6 6

"% (. 92 9 9

31 <6 26 %# . 2 %
36 6

10.09.20 -- LEGISLATIVE INTENT

56 C( 26 ;
# 36 6
% # . 6 . 2 6
. ( % %%~ 6
36%6 % W C #. % 6
2 (
1% 16 " 16 6
9 (% % o
%6 ( .- 36 6
( 6 ( 26
(
(% 2 ( 6 -
9% %" 2 9
> % 6 ;
6 "6 26
% # 56 26 ; %6

%

10.09.21 -- Preservation of Natural Environment:
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Reformatted numbering to remove letters and
make easier to follow. Main sections start at
10s subsections are in between 10s (11, 12,
13, etc.) Would recommend that if this code
were adopted, that we next start working on
reformatting and correcting all of title 10.
Also, added table of contents.

Renamed to zone to better reflect that homes
can be built in zone.

Intent of the zone is better defined.
Development responsibility is defined.
10.09.21 breaks out the intent.




TITLE 10 DEVELOPMENT CODE | CHAPTER 09 HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL ZONE

2 ( C%9( 9
- C
9 ( 3 26. %
6 .
10.09.22 -- Mitigation: 56 % . 6 6
2 2( # "2
% 2 ( % 2 6
% 26 2 ", (" w6
%% " 7% 3
10.09.23 -- Property Rights: 56 % % ;
6 6 24%" 3 6 .
6 . CC #<( (
? 36 6 - 26 ;
10.09.24 -- Location and Design: 56 %
2% 6 % 9 % "% 2
=9 ( 7% 9 Lo 36
6 ; 936%6 ( 2 #% 366
- 6 2 C % 26
10.09.25 -- Natural Hazards: ** ( -
6 ( % 2 -
6 ; 2 6:" 4 9 92 92
% 9 % 6 > 2
(I- % >( - I- :l
26 2%

10.09.26 -- Protection and Conservation:

( O % % 6 %"
3 "((# 9 93 2
6 . 6 - "% 36 6
10.09.27 Minimize Impacts: ** ( -
s Ch 6 ( )
% " 6 (
% % #% " % 6 #(C (
( 3 ( 6 20
% 26 3 # St
( 6 % 2 6 # 26
W (
10.09.28 -- Minimum Requirements: 56
" 6 2 2 6 % 6
- " 2 6 % ( 6 26
26 ; 56 ( %

% #% " % % :
76 ( 6 16 ;

#

Adds ridgelines as an area to preserve. This
IS new.

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

No Change

New. Better clarification of the developer’s
responsibility to identify how development is
built in tandem with the natural terrain.

No Change
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10.09.30 -- PERMITTED USE
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10.09.31 -- Single-family residential

dwellings on acre lots or larger
10.09.32 -- Foster care homes
10.09.33 -- Home occupations
10.09.34 -- Orchards and filed crops
10.09.35 -- Parks
10.09.36 -- Residential facilities for persons with
a disability
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10.09.41 -- Single-family residential dwellings on
half acre lots in clustered
developments with dedicated open
space

10.09.42 -- Accessory apartments

10.09.43 -- Agricultural buildings directly
associated with agricultural
development

10.09.44 -- Churches

10.09.45 -- Wells, water storage tanks, and
similar facilities and structures.

"3
26

10.09.50 -- BASE DENSITY - ACRE LOTS
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10.09.51 -- SENSITIVE AREA
DETERMINATION: In designing a development
an applicant must first identify the property's
sensitive environmental and aesthetic areas such as
steep slopes, ridgeline areas, ravines and drainages,

fault lines, unstable soils, and wildlife habitat areas.
Impacts of

Went back to the original intent of the zone
by making one-acre lots the base density.

Explains in more detail what a conditional use
IS.

Made half acre lots in clustered developments
a conditional use better allowing the PC to
approve or deny and add conditions to such
projects.

Removed flag lots. We need to discuss this.

Makes one-acre lots the only base density.

Added sensitive area determination to help
developers start at the beginning of planning a
development to stay away from sensitive
areas. Park City requires wildlife study.
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No change.

Added that a building envelope can only have
50% of its area on 20% to 29% slopes.
Derived from ER Development Standard

Changed from 100ft to 200ft. Same as
Woodland Hills. Gives incentive to use
clustering.

No change

No change

Changed from 12ft to 50ft since frontage was
changed to 200ft. Keeps structures spaced
farther apart, allows for more natural terrain
and vegetation to remain while giving more
of an incentive to adhere to the urban
interface vegetation clearance requirements.

Changed from 30ft to 40ft since frontage was
changed to 200ft. Keeps structures spaced
farther apart.

Better defines what sensitive areas shall be
made onen snace.
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Since development is to conform to the
natural terrain this outlines that cuts and fills
of individual lots should be done at the
building process rather than the subdivision
process. (ref. # wrong —not 10.09.212)

Cluster developments are half-acre lots, no
third acre lots. Outlines that cluster
developments are to be separate from base
density developments. (Thinking of possibly
doing clustering as overlay rather than
including in zone code)

Reiterates that cluster developments are a
conditional use that can be denied if the intent
of the code isn’t met.

Added sensitive area determination to help
developers start at the beginning of planning a
development to stay away from sensitive
areas.

No change

Added that one-acre base density
developments must be part of a separate plat.
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TITLE 10 DEVELOPMENT CODE | CHAPTER 09 HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL ZONE

10.09.75 -- Lot Slopes: $ 36 % *

( L. ( 366
%- - ( - @ $% -
% /I ¢ @ 26 %
( ! @ 56 ( %
I (¢ 6 %"
10.09.76 -- Lot Size: 36 % "
( - #0% 6 2 %
( . 56 276 %
3 36 % " ( ;
. 2 ( « - 26
% * ( ? 36 ot 2
% (
10.09.77 -- Building Envelope: 56 .-
C % 36 6 " % 2 6
- 36 6 2 2
6 56 % " . % i
6 6 %W ( 66 ot 56
- _- ( ; 9 :-
2 56 2 ¢ 7
10.09.78 -- Lot Frontage: / % #
6 . "2 2
10.09.79 -- Front Setback: $ 3 6
T 6 . . %4 6
2 2 6 2 36%6 .- #
> C ( . % 6 23 #
10.09.80 -- Front Setback/Exemption: 56
( % oo (( ” ¢
2 2 . %42 6 .#
" %6 ¢ (9
9 9 3 2% 3
( $ 2 % ; 6 % 2
% ot

10.09.81 -- Side Setback/Interior Lots: $

3 6 T 9 o #
%6 T 96 6
L2 2 2 # ( ( #

10.09.82 -- Side Setback/Corner Lots: $

3 6 . 9 %" #
%6 " 96 6
- %4 2 2 6 L
# > C ( 9 6 6
- %4 2 2 6 36%6 .*
# > C (
10.09.83 -- Rear Setback: $ 3 6
L 6 . . %4 2
2 6 DK 2

Changes slope allowed from an average of
20% to less than 20% for each lot (was
original intent of code change last year.)
Allows some incidental 20% slopes within a
cluster development lot with PC approval.

Defines that a cluster must have smaller lots
to better keep the homes clustered. Three-
fourth acre lots and larger are not allowed in a
cluster development

No change.

Raised frontage requirement to 110 feet.

No change.

No change.

No change.

No change.

No change.
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TITLE 10 DEVELOPMENT CODE | CHAPTER 09 HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL ZONE

6 %6 6 26 3 96
" w42 6 #
"0 2 2 6
, % . %" 36 6
2 ( 6 "%
10.09.84 -- Open Space Requirementl @ ?
T ( T ¢ (
% >C (% T ( %
I ¢ 2 - 9 9
92 *® 9 9 3 2
6 . % % * 36 (
(% $ (! @ 7"
« #6 ( % - %
( 2 8 . %" 36 ( %
$ % . " (
(% 26 ° :- 2 - .
6 @ 26 ( 43 92
o 2 - @92
6 . - 6 @ :--
10.09.85 -- Cuts and Fills: * % (
ot % 2 - % 9
6 . G 9%" 2 6 " # .
% 366 % "% 2 9 9
- 9 6 (( % 92 9
# 6" . % ( 6
. ( Yop " 6 "
% * 2 :" 2
. ( 6 " C %

10.09.90 -- OPEN SPACE/NATURAL
ENVIRONMENT

DIGEN G ( 6 T
2" (% 26 ; 56
2 3 ot 2 (
36 6
10.09.91 -- Requirement of Open Space: ) (
(% 6 . 63 6 ( ( 4
IR I G "
6 . .
% - (
' 26 ( % (¢
3 56 % R (¢ 6

Better defines what sensitive areas shall be
included within open space. Increases
requirement of dedicated open space in a
cluster development from 20% to 40%.
Removed park space as an open space type.
Also removed additional requirements for
large-scale developments.

Since development is to conform to the
natural terrain this outlines that cuts and fills
of individual lots should be done at the
building process rather than the subdivision
process.

Added intent of open space

Clarified that past uses (ATV trails, etc.) need
to be re-vegetated. Also that the PC must
approve open space areas and can add
additional areas if need to further implement
the intent of the zone.
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TITLE 10 DEVELOPMENT CODE | CHAPTER 09 HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL ZONE

% 2 ( C (% #*
36 6 56 % % "
2 ( C% 2" 6 (
6 26 ;
10.09.92 -- Areas Required as Open Space: $
( @ 6 « 2
T ( oT . (
( % g 9 9
- . 9 3 2% 6
( ¢ (%
10.09.93 -- Types of Open Spaced ) ( (%
%" 6 % E 6
% # ( (%E ( ( C%
( 2 6 3 % E (
(
10.09.94 -- Open Space Dedication to City: $ #
( % . 6 %# -
% H 6 ( %
« H6 bHED "% 2 (( 96
L% # 6 % # . 2
C v CC DIGEN G 6
%#E 6" - U "t 6 ( C%
9 g g % C ( 6 6
6 ( - % ( (% 56
3 . . 6 ( # 2 (
oL T (2 « 2
- 8 % n - #
% "% % 36 # 2 %
o )( C% 6 % #
% I ¢ 2 .t 6 3

%

10.09.95 -- Open Space on Private Land:

C % ( C ¢ #
6 - ( 2
6 3 % 6 . o" 6
( (% ( 366 %#
56 3 2 2 >0 9
% "% 3 #9 -
« C 2 ( #o (C
% "0 # 3 6 " " 36
6 ( (% 56 3
. . 6 ( # 2 (
L% n " #
% "0 % 36 # 2 %
" DO C% % - C
) (
10.09.96 -- Allowed Uses within Open Space:
9 9" #% 9 3# B
( (% 2 6
6 #( (% 6 6 .#
6 % "% 6 %

Clarified what areas need to be open space.

Summarized the types of open space.

No change.

No change

Defines what can be within an open space
area. Added linear open space along roads
for roadside trails.
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TITLE 10 DEVELOPMENT CODE | CHAPTER 09 HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL ZONE

2 2 6 % 6 .
6 3 6 (
( (436 3 > % (9( #
¢ 9 (% % 9( 9 6 ( 4
2 % % . ( 36 ( (%
DO (% %
% 32 9 3 49 %
) -
10.09.97 -- Trails: 5 o 3 #
6 3 6 % # ( 6 . ? 3
( % . 36 6 (
5 % % (
(% " % " (
5 %% L (
6 2 %" % % % ( (%
7 %l 2-- (
5 % % 6 6 (
(% ? ( 6 F?
3 9( 9 - %42 ?
( ( +# 2 %6 56
( % % 3 6 (
" 2 6

f". « ( 6 ((

10.09.98 — Ravines and Drainages: $

% % - 3( ( (6# 6
( 3 6 $
.t 6 3 6 ( (
3( 6 %" % #3 $ 2
2 2 6 % 26 2 - 6
C » 8 ( @
# % (
( 36 6 ( ( 9 2
9 6
C (%
10.09.99 -- Ridgelines: $ 2
6 6 ( (22 6 1 #1
6 . (2 (C 2
6 . ( (% 56
( (% % 366 3
% " ( @ # oY%
( ( 36 6 (
( -t C (% 6 >
(6 2 2 6 % 26 @ (
.- ( 6 36 6
10.09.100 -- Fault Lines: , .- (
6 . % 36 2 2 2"
6 3 6 6 ; (126 (

10.09.101 -- Wildlife Corridors: ???

10.09.102 -- Unstable Soils: No building
envelope shall be located within 100 feet of an

Clarified what trail requirements are and
allows the PC to wave some requirements.

Defined what a ravine and drainage are and
quantifies what parts of them shall be open
space.

Defined what a ridgeline is and quantifies
what parts of it shall be open space.

Defined what a fault line is and what parts of
it shall be open space. (need to find out what
other cities do foot-wise)

See Park City requirement.

Defined what unstable soils are and what
parts of it shall be open space.




TITLE 10 DEVELOPMENT CODE | CHAPTER 09 HILLSIDE RESIDENTIAL ZONE

area identified to have unstable
% 36 %6 % (

10.09.103 -- Slopes 20% or Greater: $
6 ( 2 @ 6 (
A (¢ - 6
- 6 :
6 3 . 56 (

% "% 6 %

No Change — Note: old code didn’t allow any
building envelope on 20% + slopes.
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City Planner, Ken Young, commended Shawn for his good work, time, and effort that went into
reformatting and redoing the CE-1 code. All concurred.

6. APPROVAL OF The following corrections were suggested:
MINUTES OF PREVIOUS
MEETINGS, SEPTEMBER  Russ Adamson
6, 2007 p5, Item 6 — remove Item A — mistakenly left in from template
Dayna Hughes
p3, Item 3, line 3 — change “they” the “there”
p3, Item a), line 4 — change “on” to “one”
p.4, Item m), remove whole sentence starting with “Dayna stated...”
p.4, bottom, motion, change “NOTHEAST” to “NORTHEAST”
p.6, Item 7, line 2, change “Mayor with” to “Mayor within”
Ken Young
p.2, Item 2, paragraph “discussion”, change “setbacks on” to “setbacks from”
Sean Roylance
p.4, motion, change to reflect Sean Roylance voted “NO” due to dual access streets, there
were more safety issues with one than another.

DAYNA HUGHES MADE A MOTION THAT WAS SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW
TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 6, 2007 PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING. VOTE: YES-ALL (8), NO-NONE (0).

7. PLANNING 1. Dayna Hughes proposed, and all concurred, that each planning commission member rotate going

COMMISSION BUSINESS to city council meeting for a month (2 meetings), once every six months. Paul Squires would be
the alternate if the commissioner could not attend. Shawn Eliot requested that the commissioners
get a copy of the agenda prior to the meeting.

2. Shawn mentioned that he spoke to Corbett regarding planter street trees. Some cities have very
specific specifications He brought a copy of the Spanish Fork tree list. This list was given to Paul
Squires who will research this topic and present his ideas at an upcoming planning commission
meeting.

3. Russ Adamson got a letter re: EIk Haven Plat E from resident, Lance Pape. This project has not
gotten preliminary yet. His original letter was given to the commissioners at a previous meeting.
Ken Young stated that in working with the developer Ken asked the developer to do what he
could do regarding the design of the sumps and pond, then address these issues with the planning
commission and let them know why you could not do certain requested things. The road layout
also will possibly be modified.

4. Included in tonight’s packet was an invitation from Payson for September 26 at 7 pm at the
Payson City Center to a public hearing discussion the Four Bay Management Plan. Scot Bell said
he would attend and report back to the commission on the meeting. Sean Roylance said he would
also like to go.

5. Shawn Eliot gave a plug for the Mountainland annual Transportation and Community Planning
open house on Wednesday, October 24. All the major developments and road plans in the County
will be discussed.

6. Chairman Adamson thanked Sean Roylance for his work getting out the General Plan surveys

ADJOURNMENT Chairman Adamson adjourned the meeting at 9:30 p.m.

Planning Commission Coordinator



