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ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 
October 4, 2007 

   
TIME AND PLACE 
OF PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
MEETING AND 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A regular meeting of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission was held on Thursday, October 4, 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 Section 10-12-24 of the Elk Ridge City Code regarding Street Hard Surfacing; the 
second public hearing at 7:10 p.m. was  to consider an amendment to Section 7-4-6-C-4 of the Elk 
Ridge City Code regarding Street Facilities. 
  

ROLL CALL  
 
 

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

Absent: Kelly Liddiard, Paul Squires  
Others: Ken Young, City Planner 
 Margaret Leckie, Planning Commission Coordinator 
 Lance Pape, Rob Dean, Jeffery Waterman, Austin Gunnerson, Brian (?) Crippen 
   

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 Russ Adamson, followed by the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 

APPROVAL OF 
AGENDA 
 

The agenda order and content were reviewed. Their only amendment to the agenda was to move Item 
3 (South Utah County Trail System) to follow item 4 (Elk Haven Drainage) as the presenter for the 
trails item was not here and Mr. Pape was present to discuss his Elk Haven drainage concerns. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW, 
TO APPROVE THE AGENDA FOR THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING FOR 
OCTOBER 4, 2007 WITH THE ABOVE MENTIONED CHANGE. VOTE: YES-ALL (6), NO-
NONE (0), ABSENT (2) KELLY LIDDIARD, PAUL SQUIRES. 
  

1.  PUBLIC HEARING 
TO CONSIDER 
ADOPTION OF AN 
AMENDMENT TO 
SECTIONS 10-12-24 
OF THE ELK RIDGE 
CITY CODE 
REGARDING 
STREET HARD 
SURFACING 
 

Russ Adamson opened the public hearing at 7:05 p.m. to consider an amendment to Section 10-12-24 
of the Elk Ridge City Code, regarding the Street Hard Surfacing. 
 
Ken Young, City Planner, explained that this amendment would eliminate any mention in the code of 
allowing exceptions or deferral of completion of road improvements before building permits can be 
issued. 
 
Discussion 
Chairman Adamson invited comments. There were none. Scot Bell did ask for examples of the 
problems caused. Ken had not been aware of these particulars.  
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY DAYNA HUGHES AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW 
TO RECOMMENT TO THE CITY COUNCIL THAT THEY APPROVE THE PROPOSED 
ZONE CODE AMENDMENT TO SECTION 10-12-24 REGARDING STREET HARD 
SURFACING. VOTE: YES-ALL (6), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (2) KELLY LIDDIARD, PAUL 
SQUIRES. 
 

2.   PUBLIC 
HEARING TO 
CONSIDER 
ADOPTION OF AN 
AMENDMENT TO 
SECTION 7-4-6-C-4 
OF THE ELK RIDGE 
CITY CODE 
REGARDING OFF-
STREET HARD 
SURFACING 

Russ Adamson opened the public hearing at 7:15 p.m. to consider an amendment to the Elk Ridge City 
code, Section 7-4-6-C-4 regarding street facilities. 
 
Ken Young, City Planner, explained that we did have a discussion about this last May. Commissioner 
Hansbrow was going to look into this further. The amendment was precipitated due to construction on 
Park Drive which went well beyond the anticipated time. The access along this major road in the 
community was shut down for a considerable length of time. It was decided that we need some teeth in 
the code to allow the city to fine developers when they exceed the expected time. It is also desired that 
the developer be required to leave one lane open on major roads while they are doing this construction. 
 
The question arose as to what was a reasonable fine. The following discussion ensued: 
 
1. Kevin Hansbrow did some research as to what other nearby cities do in regards to fines. Most of 

them just have stricter enforcement and apply more pressure. Because of the size of our city and 
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the manpower limitation we have not done this. He thinks $300 to $500 a day is a more 
reasonable amount for a fine and would provide a better incentive than $100 per day.  

2. Kevin did not find other cities who impose fines. Payson is in the process of coming up with some 
code.  

3. Shawn Eliot mentioned that some cities do their roadwork on major roads at night. The 
commissioners agreed that that would not work here in Elk Ridge.  

4. The possibility was discussed of having a range for a fine, the actual amount to be at the discretion 
of the city. This was decided against so it would never look like favoritism was an issue. 

5. There should be some discretion on the part of the city for bad weather, etc.  
6. There is an exception clause allowing for unforeseen weather conditions. 
7. The commissioners did not feel the portion of the code referring to the 3-day and 7 day-calendar 

deadlines were clear as to what was expected for each. Chairman Adamson felt we should just 
leave this code as it stands. Others felt there should be some clarification. 

 
Chairman Adamson closed the public hearing at 7:25 p.m.  

 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY KEVIN HANSBROW AND SECONDED BY SEAN ROYLANCE 
TO RECOMMEND TO THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL OF THE AMENDMENT TO 
SECTION 7-4-6-C-4 OF THE ELK RIDGE CITY CODE REGARDING STREET 
FACILITIES WITH THE FOLLOWING CHANGES TO THE PROPOSED ADDED CODE: 

a. CHANGE “The permittee may be …” to “The permittee shall be…” 
b. CHANGE “… a fine of up to $100 a day” to “…a fine of $500 a day…” (remove “up to” 

and change fine from $100 to $500 a day) 
VOTE: YES-ALL (6), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (2) KELLY LIDDIARD, PAUL SQUIRES. 

 
3  ELK HAVEN 
DRAINAGE 
DISCUSSION 
 

Chairman Adamson introduced Lance Pape, a resident on Oak Drive, who had submitted a letter 
regarding the proposed drainage in Elk Haven Subdivision expressing concern about installing 
detention basins for collecting water. He was concerned the commissioners were not taking his 
concern seriously and wanted something documented that the commissioners were aware of his 
concerns, thus he was put on tonight’s agenda per recommendation of Chairman Adamson. 
The following discussion ensued: 
a. Chairman Adamson invited Mr. Pape to summarize his concerns. Mr. Pape began by thanking 

the commissioners for the General Plan survey and for giving the opportunity to residents to 
voice their opinion. He liked the way it was worded and felt it gave people room for sincere 
evaluations and assessments. 

b. Mr. Pape stated he discussed his concerns with several neighbors, but he does not speak for 
everyone. He questioned how the planning commission accepts preliminary status on 
developments. He was told that Plat E has not yet received preliminary approval. He wondered 
what criteria must be met to receive preliminary approval. Margaret Leckie told him there were 
applications on the front desk which he could take on his way out that specified this criteria.  

c. Shawn Eliot mentioned that neighbors (Clarks) had brought up concern regarding catch basins 
and the road and the developers were reworking things.  

d. Margaret introduced Lance Pape to Rob Dean, who was present tonight representing the 
developer and who might be able to answer some of his questions. 

e. Ken Young, City Planner, stated that due to staff’s recommendation, the developers of Plat E 
have steered away from the catch basin concept and are considering the alternative of a series of 
sumps. The city engineer’s have recommended that approach. Ken mentioned that this is based 
on engineering practices, and the city relies heavily on their engineer’s expertise.  

f. One of Lance’s concerns was on the quality of materials (soils) that were to be excavated and 
used for drainage. He was not sure whether anyone had done specific soils studies on that site. 
Going from plat to plat the conditions can vary widely, thus, studies need to be done on each 
plat.  

g. Rob Dean stated that based on the information they gathered from the soils tests done by their 
engineer (the developer’s engineer), they are going to have to go under all the roadways and 
place 2’ of drainable fill to accommodate all the run-off. They came up with about 5,000 feet of 
roadway on their property alone that will need this treatment. The perk tests did not come back 
showing that a retention basin would be an effective method of handling run-off. The drainage 
basin was proposed early on before they received the results of the soils tests and geological test. 
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He had not yet received a copy but said he would forward a copy to the city when he did.  
h. Lance mentioned they had a rainstorm about 6 weeks ago that left lots of cobbles in the road. He 

stated it would be nice if the city would clean that off. This is on the south end of Hillside Drive. 
It runs off the ATV road that takes off from that area. Shawn Eliot stated that with this 
development, that road, thus, that problem, will be removed.  

i. Lance also stated that if there was that amount of debris in a water shed area, there is a lot of 
surface area and there will be a lot of water coming down these roads. He asked if there is a 
series of sumps along here, has anyone considered the construction of a storm drain system to 
carry this water away. Ken Young mentioned the sumps would be a storm drain system down 
that road but as it continues further into the community, the community is not set up to handle a 
storm drain system at this time.  

j. Scot Bell mentioned that the city did look at implementing a storm drain system. .This was back 
during Mayor Fritz’s administration. The projected cost was 1.5M which was prohibitive. The 
cost could not be divided and charged to residents. Sumps are nice developer-pay-as-you-go 
items for new development. It is not an economically viable community project for the existing 
development.  

k. Lance asked how this system ends coming down from Elk Haven. Scot Bell mentioned this is a 
legitimate concern. 

l. Lance asked if the water will be ponded then drain into the substrata or will there be drainage 
wells to percolate into the substrata. Ken Young stated that no one here tonight was qualified to 
answer these questions. It will be the engineers who will give the ultimate answers and direction 
as to how to perform the system. We are not finalized in our review on these plans. There are 
certain requirements being requested by the engineer and Ken was not certain where the 
developer was on implementing these in his plans. 

m. Margaret gave Lance Pape the contact information for city engineer, Craig Neeley, with Aqua 
Engineering. Chairman Adamson invited Lance to remain engaged in the process as it is still in 
the early stages. Margaret said she would put Lance on the Agenda Notification List. 

n. Shawn Eliot mentioned that it was citizens who rose the flag on the problem and that was helpful 
to the commissioners. He also invited Lance to stay involved.  

o. Lance stated that percolation studies, in the location of proposed sumps, would be good to have 
as there is so much variance in the substrata. His biggest concern, which has been relieved from 
what he has heard, was putting the water all in one spot. 

p. Shawn Eliot asked the developer if they were going to level the steep roads where sumps will be 
built in order to slow the water down. Rob Dean did not know. He again explained the 2’ of 
drainable fill that would go in where the cuts and fills take place.  

q. Scot Bell mentioned that the former city engineer redesigned and re-drew the standard for sumps 
and grids and they are much better designed. They are longer and provide more surface area for 
water to pass through. The implementation of this can be seen on Gladstan Drive, heading 
towards the golf clubhouse. 

 
4.  PROPOSED 
SOUTH UTAH 
COUNTY TRAIL 
SYSTEM 
 

Tracey Padget, who brought in this plan, was unable to attend. She works at Mountainland Association 
of Governments, where commissioner Eliot works, and as she has been talking to him about this, he 
explained the project to the commissioners.  
 
Tracy used to work for the City of Mapleton. She is very passionate about trails. Shawn held up a map 
she had brought in which showed a map put together by a committee representing cities in Utah 
County. The map included proposed bicycle trails, etc.  
 
The following discussion ensued: 
 
a. They tried to put together a committee of citizens representing all the cities in south Utah County.  
b. On our trails map we show a trail along 11200 South (developers putting in) and the Bonneville 

Trail which goes along the Highline Canal. This is a major trail. 
c. She is trying to drum up support for these major region trails and to get us and the cities around 

us together to coordinate connections. They also want to try and get funding for these. 
d. Our biggest problem when we tried to get UDOT funding was that our trails did not connect to 
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anyone else’s.  
e. Shawn Eliot stated he would be willing to be on the committee. 
f. In our prior application it was shown that our trail connected to the Bonneville trail. The 200’ 

right-of-way along the canal that was required in the Elk Ridge Meadows PUD provides for that 
trail.  

g. Dayna Hughes mentioned the problem in retro-fitting trails to follow existing roads where 
development already occurs. Ripping up mailboxes, land-scaping, re-claiming city easements, 
etc. is not popular. Shawn stated that the surveys strongly implied a desire for trails.  

h. Shawn stated that when (and if) we get the funding then these issues can be worked out with the 
residents. A similar situation occurred in Hobble Creek Canyon and the residents are now very 
happy with the trails. 

i. Dayna stated that when we apply for the grant money we have to show where these trails would 
be put in in existing neighborhoods. Shawn stated that the trails would help drainage. Until we 
have the money we don’t need to be concerned. 

j. Scot Bell referred to the trails in the CE-1 area. He felt by reducing ROW to 46’ and having a 
meandering trail following more closely the lay of the land, we can mitigate our cuts and fills. He 
felt the request of the commissioners requiring a trail right next to the road in this area would 
cause problems. 

 
5.  CODE 
AMENDMENT / 
CREATION  
 
A. FIRE SPRINKLER 
CODE 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
B. OPEN SPACE / 
PARK CODE 
 

 
 
 
 
Corbett Stephens, city building inspector, had planned on presenting the information on encouraging a 
required fire sprinkler code. He was unable to attend so prepared a packet of information that was 
handed out to the commissioners, and is on file in the folder for tonight’s meeting in the city office. 
This information will also be put in the packets for the city council on October 9th,, 2007. 
 
Margaret Leckie mentioned that we will be presenting this information at the upcoming city council 
meeting on October 9th, as well as the park/open space code ideas. These had previously been 
scheduled for the city council meeting to be held on October 23rd, but that meeting agenda was too full 
so it was moved to the 9th. 
 
Ken Young mentioned he had spoken with the mayor as to whether to come forward with two 
different pieces of code re: sprinklers, one for Goosenest and one for the remainder of the city, as had 
previously been discussed and requested. The Mayor gave Ken permission to combine the two. He 
will work on putting them all in one section. He suggested setting a public hearing on this for 
November 1, 2007. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY KEVIN HANSBROW AND SECONDED BY DAYNA HUGHES 
TO SET A PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER FIRE SPRINKLER CODE FOR NOVEMBER 
1, 2007. VOTE: YES-ALL (6), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (2) KELLY LIDDIARD, PAUL 
SQUIRES. 
 
Shawn Eliot stated the council requested some code that protects the park space (currently the golf 
course hole which the city hopes to purchase). Shawn told them that most cities have a public facilities 
code. They say that anything public or quasi-public is included in that. 
 
Orem does nothing. Some cities just have a conditional use in a residential zone. The downside of that 
is that if something happens where future council wants to sell residential land as open space, there is 
an extra step required to rezone.  
 
Shawn passed out a copy of the Woodland Hills code, which he thought worked well. As he looked to 
see where it would fit in our code, he discovered our code does contain a Public Facilities Code. He 
passed out a copy of our code (Chapter 11, Article A – Other Zones, Public Facilities Zone). 
 
The following discussion ensued: 
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a. Woodland Hills allows going down to half-acre lots but the overall density has to remain at two 
acres unless you put in some amenities then they give you some bonus. 

b. In their code they allow for churches. 
c. Provo has public facilities code. This includes BYU and the golf course. 
d. The Mayor stated that we don’t own Payson Golf Course. Shawn stated that is not how it works. 

It is not ownership, it is use. 
e. He would like to present to city council that our code, (Permitted Uses: Section 10-11A-2) 

already includes several things. He would like to just add to the permitted uses golf courses, open 
space, etc…so rather than writing new code, just add to our permitted uses for public facilities 
zone.  

f. We might want to include some setback, lighting and height code for these permitted uses. 
g. (There was one discrepancy Shawn pointed out in the code which states wells, water reservoirs 

and storage tanks are permitted uses, then in the next section, it states they are conditional uses) 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY SEAN ROYLANCE 
TO SET A PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AMENDING CHAPTER 11 OF THE ELK 
RIDGE CITY CODEE REGARDING OTHER ZONES FOR NOVEMBER 1, 2007. VOTE: 
YES-ALL (6), NO-NONE (0), ABSENT (2) KELLY LIDDIARD, PAUL SQUIRES. 
 

6. RECOMMENDED 
TREES FOR 
PLANTER STRIPS 
 

Paul Squires, who was researching recommended planter tree strips, was unable to attend tonight’s 
meeting so this agenda item was tabled. 

7.  GENERAL PLAN 
SURVEY REVIEW 
 

Sean Roylance told commissioners that Bob Allen has processed the surveys, but has not gotten the 
software to work together to tabulate the results. Also, he was unable to be at our meeting tonight and 
wanted to be present when the results were presented. For these reasons we are also tabling this item. 
 
Shawn Eliot stated that he has read several of the surveys and there is some very good input. We 
received 242 out of the 475 that were given out. That is a tremendous percentage. This will help us 
greatly with the general plan review. Shawn mentioned that the re-write will probably not be done by 
the end of the year as we need to have workshops with the city council and the public. 
 

8.  CE-1 CODE 
REWRITE 
 

Shawn Eliot suggested we just do the road section for tonight. (We ended up reviewing the road 
section and the concept review process of the subdivision process). The commissioners took a 5-
minute break before the CE-1 Code Rewrite agenda item. 

 

  

The proposed changes discussed this evening are as follows (begin on next page) 
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10.09.110 -- STREETS AND ROADS 
The varying slopes within the HR-1 zone make road 
designs complicated at best.  As with other requirements 
of the zone, minimal impact to the current slopes, 
ravines, drainages, wildlife corridors, and vegetation is 
required.  These roadway regulations are required within 
all developments of the HR-1 zone. 
 
10.09.111 -- Access:  Each lot shall front upon and have 
direct access to a designated city street.   
 
10.09.112 -- Improvement Required:  All existing public 
streets and all streets proposed to be dedicated to the 
public shall be improved in accordance with city 
standards for public streets.  
 
10.09.113 -- Road Grade:  No street shall have a grade 
of more than 8%, except that the planning commission 
may approve up to a 10% grade for short straight 
stretches of roadway under 300 feet in length.  The 
commission must conclude that the 8% standard would 
result in undesirable extra earthwork or circuitous routes 
and that the proposed steep grade section will not result 
in the establishment of a  

Adds clarification to requirements for streets 
and roads in the zone. 

No change. 

No change. 

Deleted allowance of 10% grades with 
additional 2% for local streets.  Developers 
asked for this allowance and then didn’t use 
it.  Added PC as a requirement of approval, 
helps keep the project development at the PC 
level.  Defined that a short stretch is 300 feet.  
Added that the fire chief gives 
recommendations. 
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hazardous condition.  It is the responsibility of the 
developer to present evidence that the additional 
allowance in grade is desirable. The city engineer and 
fire chief shall provide recommendation regarding 
hazardous conditions and any other concerns on the 
proposed steep grade sections. 
 
10.09.114 -- Traversing 10% Slopes:  Roads proposed 
to cross slopes greater than 10% are allowed if proof 
that such road will be built with the preservation and 
mitigation of environmental impacts to drainages, 
ravines, steep slopes of 20% or greater, ridgelines, fault 
lines, and wildlife corridors.  The road design must follow 
contour lines to preserve the natural character of the 
land, and be screened with trees or vegetation.  Cutting 
and filling is minimized and must be stabilized and re-
vegetated to a natural state within the two-year durability 
time period.  The planning commission and city engineer 
must approve a re-vegetation/retention plan. 

 
10.09.115 -- Traversing 30% Slopes:  Roads that cross 
slopes greater than 30% must be approved by the 
planning commission and the city engineer; they must 
conclude that such roads will not have significant 
adverse visual, environmental, or safety impacts.  A 
segment of a road can cross short stretches of 30% or 
greater slopes for up to 100 feet in length.  A road 
crossing these slopes must provide access to a larger 
developable area of 10 acres or more having flatter 
terrain of under 20% slopes.   

 
10.09.116 -- Intersection Grade:  The maximum grade 
of intersecting roads shall be a 4% grade extended a 
minimum of 100 feet on each leg of the intersection.  
Grade shall be measured from the edge of the asphalt of 
the intersecting roadway to the nearest grade 
break/vertical curve. 
 
10.09.117 -- Cuts and Fills:  No road providing access 
to a lot shall be constructed in a location or in such a 
manner that results in the creation of a slope arch 
exceeding the critical angle of repose or a disturbed 
cross section which exceeds the cut and fill slope 
standards for streets in the city.  Cut or fill slopes shall 
be no steeper than two feet horizontal to one foot vertical 
(2:1) and shall be designed with acceptable erosion 
control systems.  And erosion control system is generally 
composed of a combination of long-term non-degradable 
erosion mat, structural geogrid and/or geotextile.  The 
maximum cut or fill allowed along a road is 20 feet on 
each side of the road.  Retaining wall systems  

Clarified that environmentally sensitive areas 
shall be preserved or mitigated. 

Added PC as a requirement of approval, helps 
keep the project development at the PC level.  
Added types of activities that must be 
minimized (cuts and fills, etc.).  Added that a 
segment of road can only traverse 30% slopes 
for up to 100 feet.  Also requires that roads 
crossing these slopes must connect to larger 
areas of flat developable land. (until a year 
ago crossing 30% slopes was not allowed, it 
was allowed to get access to Elk . Maybe we 
shut this down now that they are in). 

Removed 3% for 50 feet section.  Was a 
request from developers that they didn’t use.  
Is odd to have two standards.  100 feet at an 
intersection is appropriate for safety. 

Added verbiage from development standard 
about 2:1 slope.  Added retaining wall 
requirements (need to check what the city 
requirement is,  (This section still needs work. 
Scot Bell suggested talking to engineer, Craig 
Neeley, regarding this code. It was discussed 
that portions of the Elk Haven Road [Plat A] 
were allowed to be narrower and sidewalks 
put in at more of the natural elevations… in 
order to minimize cuts and fills).  Added 
maximum cut or fill is 20 feet. 
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shall be terraced, four-foot walls with three-foot landings.   
 
10.09.118 -- Stabilization And Re-vegetation:  All 
disturbed cut and fill slope areas shall be stabilized and 
re-vegetated.  The submittal materials for the preliminary 
plat plan shall include a detailed re-vegetation/retention 
plan showing the intended re-vegetation and retention 
treatment for all cut and fill slope areas of roads and the 
performance guarantees amounts shall include their 
costs.  
 
10.09.119 -- Cul-De-Sacs:  The design of the road 
system shall provide for continuous circulation 
throughout the project.  Cul-de-sacs and temporary dead 
end roads stubbed for future development must have 
approval by the planning commission and are only 
allowed where unusual conditions exist which make 
other designs undesirable.  Cul-de-sac streets shall be 
not longer than 400 feet and shall be terminated by a 
turnaround or loop road of not less than 120 feet in 
diameter.  The planning commission can grant an 
exception for a cul-de-sac of up to 1,000 feet in length if 
the developer demonstrates that this design is less 
damaging to the natural terrain than a through street.  
Surface water must drain away from the turnaround 
unless the city engineer grants an exception with the 
necessary catch basins and drainage easements 
provided.  No Cul-de-sac shall have more than 10 
building lots.  All cul-de-sacs shall provide pedestrian 
connectivity to open spaces, public facilities, sidewalks, 
trails, or adjacent subdivisions. 

 
10.09.120 -- Through Roads:  The road system shall 
conform to the city master transportation plan.  Driveway 
access to arterial and major collector roads should be 
limited.  For traffic calming purposes, local streets should 
be short in length to promote livable neighborhoods.  
Major roads on the city master transportation plan shall 
not be longer than 2,000 feet in length without an 
intersecting street, local roads shall not be longer than 
1,000 feet.  If terrain features require a longer street, the 
planning commission can grant an exception to the 
distance requirement. 

 
10.09.121 -- Secondary Access:  Any development 
over 10 building lots must have a secondary public 
access street.  
 
 
 

No change. 

Changed length from 450 feet to 400 to be 
consistent with city development standard.  
Added PC to approve and exception up to 
1,000 feet.  Allowed city engineer to approve 
reverse draining cul-de-sacs with proper 
drainage.  Clarified pedestrian connectivity. 
(It was mentioned that longer cul-de-sacs 
could have helped in RL’s Fairway Heights 
Plat C and Nebo Heights. Ken Young said 
there are other reasons for limiting length to 
800’ including emergency servicing, water 
flow, and circulation.) 

Cleared up language of length of streets.  Old 
code allowed longer local streets and shorter 
major streets.  Should be reverse. 

Clarified that the secondary access must be a 
public street. 
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10.09.130 -- SUBDIVISION PROCESS 
The process to start a development within the HR-1 zone 
can be detailed due to the strict requirements in 
preserving the natural environment.  There are various 
plans and applications required to gain final approval of 
a development.   
 
 
 

10.09.140 -- CONCEPT PLAN 
A concept plan is not required but is highly 
recommended.  A concept can guide the applicant in a 
positive direction before more costly plans are drawn.  
 
10.09.141 -- Application and Fee:  The concept stage 
does not require an application or fee.  There are 
recommended guidelines that can be followed to help 
give the planning commission enough detail to 
adequately review a concept proposal. 

 
10.09.142 -- Vesting:  Since no application or fee is 
required at concept, projects are not vested at concept.  
Any advice or direction given by staff or the planning 
commission shall not be construed as any approvals.  If 
needed, the concept stage is the appropriate time to 
adjust the development code if needed to create a better 
project.  

 
10.09.143 -- Sensitive Area Plan:  A full sensitive area 
plan is not required in the concept stage, but it is 
recommended that a cursorily plan be done to aid in 
designing the concept plan layout.  See 10.09.150 for 
the requirements of a sensitive area plan. 
 
10.09.144 -- Staff Review:  City staff as part of the 
Technical Review Committee will review the concept and 
make comments that can guide the applicant to design a 
development that meets the HR-1 zone intent and 
regulations.  Multiple reviews can occur.  Staff review 
shall occur prior to a public meeting and planning 
commission review. 

 
10.09.145 -- Neighborhood Meeting:  A neighborhood 
meeting should be held with the neighboring property 
owners and others nearby that could be affected by the 
development.  This meeting is informal and can occur 
during a planning commission work session.  This is an 
opportunity to gauge public sentiment and garner ideas 
that might help form a better development.   
 
10.09.146 -- Planning Commission Review:  After staff 
reviews and any public meetings, the planning 
commission shall review in a work session the revised 
concept plan and give comments to the applicant that 
can help guide the development to meet the intent of the 
HR-1 zone and its regulations.  Additional reviews and a 
field trip to the site may occur. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Added language to make concept phase a 
recommendation.  Would need to change our 
application fee and process. 

Concept will not require an application or fee.  
Guidelines will help a developer plan their 
concept.   

Vesting will not occur at concept. (Most city’s 
codes state you are not vested at concept, 
charge no fee, but charge higher preliminary 
and final fees. We may want to look at our fee 
structure.) 

Added this section to better clarify 
subdivision process vs. building on a lot. 

Just clarification of the review process. 

Added neighborhood meeting as an informal 
meeting of neighbors that can give input 
upfront to a developer that can help mold a 
development.  This could avoid bigger 
problems later. 

Just clarification of the review process. 

Recommends that a sensitive area plan be 
done with concept. 
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9.  APPROVAL OF 
MINUTES OF LAST 
MEETING –  
SEPTEMBER 20, 2007  
 

Review of minutes of September 20, 2007 planning commission meeting. 
Russ Adamson 

p4, item h, change “being to be built…” to “going to be built…” 
p4, add “,” after “soon” in item h 
p5, item e,  Just make note, we need to determine what further studies could be done 
to identify unstable problem soils. 

Shawn Eliot 
Change spelling of Shawn “Elliot” to “Eliot” throughout minutes. 

  
A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW, 
TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE SEPTEMBER 20, 2007 PLANNNG COMMISSION 
MEETING WITH THE ABOVE NOTED CORRECTIONS. VOTE: YES-ALL (6), NO-NONE 
(0), ABSENT (2) KELLY LIDDIARD, PAUL SQUIRES. 

 
10.  PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
BUSINESS 
 
 
 
11.  FOLLOW-UP 
ASSIGNMENTS / 
MISC. DISCUSSION 
 

1. Scot Bell attended a Payson City meeting regarding preliminary discussion of developing the Four 
Bay area owned by Payson City. He reported the following: 
a. The city of Payson is in the very preliminary stages of developing the Four Bay area. 
b. Their current goal is to make it a recreation area use only.  
c. Three Bay is recommended for camping. It will be restricted from any four-wheeling activity.  
d. They are talking about some trails and paths. No dogs even on leashes. No motorized 

vehicles, not sure about horses.  
e. They will try and preserve the area as a water conservancy area. 
f. Access from Payson Canyon is anticipated. No access from Elk Ridge is anticipated. 
g. Scot did talk to their city planner to see if there was potential of working with them on the 

circulation element to tie in with our trails and paths. He listened but did not provide 
direction. 

h. There are springs and water bodies in this area. They want to protect these. 
i. Scot was the only member there from outside their community. 
j. They are at a very infant stage in the development process.  
k. Scot Bell mentioned the road from Dan Shaws and asked if they considered this as a road to 

develop into the area. They did not at this point. 
l. They did not want hunting in the area. 
m. Scot asked if they planned on developing around the perimeter golf course with access from 

that area into Four Bay. They did not respond directly. 
n. Scot asked if there was any way Elk Ridge could work in conjunction with them to merge 

some trails, etc. They were not opposed to visiting on that. Scot felt the planner may not have 
had permission from the city council or planning commission to provide an answer to that 
question. 

o. They are now appointing a committee to talk about this. They are in the very beginning stage. 
 
2.   They also discussed at this meeting the development of the east side annexation of Payson (near 

Elk Ridge). 
a. This would be the “Haskellville” area, the orchards, down Salem Canal Road, state highway, 

from professional plaza at Mountain. View Pharmacy to 1600 West. 
b. Regarding the sharing of commercial bases along 1600 West, they are not showing 

commercial property along there anywhere near Elk Ridge in the Payson Annexation Plan. 
Ken Young mentioned the mayors have discussed this. Ken did not think this was a good 
place for commercial development. 

c. There was some discussion about development at 1600 West and the State Hiway. Scot said 
this may be annexed by Salem. 

 
 



PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING – October 4, 2007   Page 11 
  

3. Chairman Adamson reminded the commissioners to plan on attending the joint session with the 
city council this Tuesday, October 9, 2007 at 6:00 p.m. 

  
ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 

Chairman Adamson adjourned the meeting at 9:20 p.m. 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Planning Commission Coordinator 

 


