
 
ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION 

JOINT WORK SESSION WITH CITY COUNCIL – GENERAL PLAN RE-WRITE 
January 24, 2008 

 
TIME AND PLACE OF 
PLANNING 
COMMISSION / CITY 
COUNCIL JOINT 
WORK SESSION 
 

A work session of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission was held on Thursday, January 24, 2008, 
at 7:00 p.m., at 80 East Park Drive, Elk Ridge, Utah. 
 

ROLL CALL  
 
 

Commissioners 
and Council 
Members: COMMISSIONERS: Russ Adamson, Dayna Hughes, Scot Bell, Kevin Hansbrow, 

John Hoschouer, Kelly Liddiard, Paul Squires 
 COUNCIL MEMBERS: Ray Brown, Julie Haskell, Sean Roylance, Nelson 

Abbott, Derrek Johnson, Mayor Dennis Dunn 
Absent: Weston Youd  
Others: Shawn Eliot, City Planner 
 Margaret Leckie, Planning Commission Coordinator 
 Bob Allen, Mountainland Consultant for General Plan Review 

 
WORK SESSION  
 
1. VISIONING 
EXERCISE FOR 
GENERAL PLAN 

 
 
As Chairman Adamson was late, Cochairman, Dayna Hughes, opened the work session at 7:05 p.m. 
Bob Allen, with Mountainland Association of Governments, conducted the work session. The 
following discussion and events took place: 
1. Bob mentioned that we have collected General Plan surveys from the Elk Ridge citizens. 

Tonight he would like to hear from the commissioners and council members as to what they 
would like for their community. To get that input, he conducted a simple visioning exercise. 

2. He talked about what a general plan is: 
a. A general plan is a document that sets forth the vision of the community. It is a plan of 

what you want the community to be in the next 5-10 years. It is a compass, a way for you 
leaders, as they make your land use, public facilities, and other decisions to ask if they are 
moving towards these goals. It can give guidance on how we should vote. 

b. It is not a law or binding document. It is an advisory tool.  
c. It sets forth the vision. The ordinances and codes put this vision in force and push towards 

this vision. It is not a legal document but is a very important document. 
d. Successful communities have a good general plan and vision of what they want in the 

future.  
e. It is a beginning to take the steps to make your community what you want it to be in the 

future. 
f. There are elements (chapters) in the general plan. Each is a different topic. 

3. Bob posted the elements of the general plan on papers on the board as follows: 
1. Community Vision 
2. Land Use 
3. Circulation (Transportation) 
4. Public Facilities 
5. Economic 
6. Environment 
7. Housing 
8. Annexation 
9. Implementation 

4. The only three elements required by law to be in the general plan are: Land Use, Transportation 
and Housing. Most communities have all of the same elements we do in their general plan. 

5. He passed out markers and post-it notes and stickers representing $5, $20 and $50. For each 
element, he had those present quickly jot down 2 or three notes with one-three word phrases 
describing things they would like in that element. Example: Open Space: write “more open 
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space”, “don’t want weeds” etc. Example 2: Community vision: What do you want more of, 
less of, etc. 

6. After all the elements were addressed and post-it notes adhered on the wall next to the 
associated element, he asked those present to take their money stickers and put them on the 
items they felt most strongly about. 

7. At the end of the session he collected the notes, along with the money stickers, indicating 
priorities. He will summarize them and get them back to us with this information to use in the 
rest of the planning process. 

8. He mentioned that now it is time to write the actual plan. He passed out a handout showing the 
basic steps to write a general plan. They are: 

1.  Identify Issues – this is what we have done tonight 
2. State Goals and Objectives 
3. Interpret Data 
4. Prepare Plans 
5. Evaluate Impact 
6. Public Involvement (i.e. open house) This can be done to whatever degree we 

desire. We can hold a public hearing, have an open house to review it, etc. 
7. Review and Adopt 

9. He then gave options for writing the plan as follows: 
Option 1: 

• Mountainland (Bob Allen) follows the process and writes the plan. 
• Follow-up meetings with city officials to make changes that better reflect the 

desires of the city. 
   

Option 2: 
• The City creates a committee that consists of council members, commissioners, 

Bob and the city planner. 
• Committee follows the planning process for each element of the plan. 
• Bob writes the plan. 
• Follow-up meetings with city officials to make changes that better reflect the 

needs of the city. 
   

Option 3: 
• An individual commissioner (more than one in some cases) is placed in charge of 

each element. 
• A smaller committee is created for each element consisting of council member, 

commissioners, Bob, city planner, citizens, etc. 
• Committee follows the planning process for each element of the plan 
• Bob writes the plan. 
• Follow-up meetings with city officials to make changes that better reflect the 

needs of the city. 
10. Bob is currently writing the plan (Option 1, for the city of Goshen). The commissioners liked 

Option 2. There will be no charge from Mountainland. The Mayor also liked Option 2. He felt 
the planning commission should do the first step then pass it on to the city council. 

11. Bob mentioned that the adoption process requires a public hearing, the planning commission 
then sends their recommendation to the city council. The city council is not required to have a 
public hearing. They have it as a resolution item. They can adopt it as is, change it, or send it 
back to the planning commission. 

12. The general plan is typically good for five years. Once it is written, it can be amended at any 
time with a planning commission public hearing. Some cities adopt an ordinance that any land 
use decision has to conform with the general plan. 

13. A sign-up sheet was passed around to get a few volunteers from each body to be on a 
committee for each element. He will meet with the committees as often as needed (once or 
twice a month) to develop each element. The committee members can pass the information on 
to the planning commission and city council.  

14. The sheet was passed around and committee volunteer responses were as indicated in the 
minutes of the regular meeting below. 
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2. RE-WRITE OF CE-1 
(HR-1) ZONE 

City planner, Shawn Eliot, mentioned the following: 
1. At the last work session, the handout was reviewed. He asked if any present (city council and 

planning commission) had any other points to add. 
2. Nelson Abbott: Item 10.09.930 – Height of buildings. There had been some discussion of 

revisiting the decision made on this item. He would like to do this. He feels it is especially 
important to do in the Hillside Residential Zone. Since we have a new council now, we may 
want to look at revisiting this. Shawn asked if he was referring to houses city-wide or just in the 
new Hillside Residential Zone. Nelson responded that citywide, but it would especially have 
ramifications in the Hillside area on ridgelines.  

3. Shawn mentioned he talked to our attorney re: senior housing and age requirements. He said 
that Alpine added the 18 and older clause which could leave them open for legal litigation as it 
is not according to state code. They went ahead and adopted it anyway. You are safest to stay 
with what the federal law states. Shawn said we are safest going with the federal law (62 and 
older) then adding a clause that you can have a care-giver 18 or over.  This will be on the 
agenda in a couple of weeks. 

4. Nelson Abbot had some comments on the cul-de-sac length in HR-1. He said that if we are 
going to have a minimum lot width of 150 feet, if you had 20 homes, the cul-de-sac would be 
way too long, so we need to adjust those figures. Maybe change the number of homes to 12 or 
15.  

5. Sean Roylance commented that open space and natural feel seem to be the desire for HR-1. He 
commended Shawn Eliot. He asked whether one-acre lots was the right base, or should we 
consider 1-1/2 or 2-acre lots? He has no strong opinion but felt it should be discussed. Shawn 
responded that Woodland Hills has large lots. They are struggling. Our saving grace is we have 
a mix of lot sizes in the city, including small lots. Shawn asked for comments. Dayna asked if 
large lots were bad for infrastructure. She is all for large lots but not sure how practical it is. 
She felt one-acre was a step in the right direction. Scot Bell mentioned that people want open 
space, which necessitates  clustering to about an R-1-15,000 density. He said trying to keep up 
roads with a community full of large lots is very difficult. He felt we need direction from the 
city council as this is an economic decision. Mayor Dunn stated that if we do have large lots in 
this area, for economic purposes we need to balance that with higher density (PUD type) in 
another area similar to Elk Ridge Meadows PUD. He stated that Woodland Hills is struggling 
with low growth, the highest water rates in the county, and having to look at raising them again. 
The Mayor felt that one of the reasons they are suffering is because of their large lot sizes.  

6. Shawn Eliot summarized that our city is all high density and maybe larger lots in this new zone 
would give a nice mix. Dayna Hughes felt we had discussed this thoroughly before suggesting 
the large lots. Shawn Eliot stated we needed to find just the right “carrot” to offer builders for 
going to clustering and dedicating more open space. He stated that if we allowed half-acre lots 
we would still have the same density unless they traded amenities as the bonus. Twenty acres 
would give 26 lots. Kevin Hansbrow felt if we went up a little in our density it would give more 
incentive to do the overlay zone. If they were going to get more lots it would give us less 
infrastructure and be easier to maintain.  

7. Nelson Abbott stated that you would get an open feel with large deep lots. Kevin Hansbrow 
responded that this is unusable open space for the residents. 

8. Nelson questioned the geotechnical report that was offered by the county. He and Shawn both 
agreed it was not very detailed. 

9. Shawn Eliot queried the group as to whether we had hit the mark or were almost there with the 
code re-write. He got some positive comments. February 14th will be the date to have the public 
hearing on the HR-1 Code rewrite. 

Chairman Russ Adamson closed the work session at 7:10 p.m.  



 
ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AND PUBLIC HEARINGS 

January 24, 2008 
   
TIME AND PLACE OF 
PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
MEETING AND 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

A regular meeting of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission was held on Thursday, January 24, 2008, 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 7:05  p.m. was to consider Preliminary Plat 
for Haskell Commercial Subdivision, Plat A; the second public hearing at 7:15 p.m. was to consider 
Preliminary Plat for Ridge View Meadows, Plat B. The meetings were held at 80 East Park Drive, Elk 
Ridge, Utah. 
  

ROLL CALL  
 
 

Commissioners: Russ Adamson, Dayna Hughes, Scot Bell, Kevin Hansbrow, John Hoschouer, Kelly 
Liddiard, Paul Squires 

Absent: Weston Youd  
Others: Dennis Dunn, Mayor 
 Shawn Eliot, City Planner 
 Margaret Leckie, Planning Commission Coordinator 
 Corbett Stephens: City Building Inspector 
 Sean Roylance, Ray Brown, Julie Haskell, Derrek Johnson: City Council members 
 Lee Haskell, Dean Ingram, Tom Ingram 
    

OPENING REMARKS 
& PLEDGE OF 
ALLEGIANCE 
 

Chairman, Russ Adamson, welcomed the commissioners and guests and opened the meeting at 7:10 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 were no changes to the agenda. 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW TO 
APPROVE TONIGHT’S AGENDA WITH NO CHANGES. VOTE: YES-ALL (7), NO-NONE (0), 
ABSENT (1) WESTON YOUD. 
 

1.  PUBLIC HEARING 
TO CONSIDER 
HASKELL 
COMMERCIAL 
SUBDIVISION,  PLAT 
A, PRELIMINARY 
PLAT 
 

Chairman Adamson opened the public hearing for the preliminary plat approval of the Haskell 
Commercial Subdivision, Plat B at 7:15 p.m. The following discussion ensued: 
1. Shawn Eliot mentioned this is a very simple subdivision. It is on Elk Ridge Drive on the northeast 

side right at the Goosenest Drive corner. It is presently zoned as commercial. The developer is Lee 
Haskell.  

2. Lee Haskell mentioned that there is no sewer along Olympic Road to Goosenest so right now they 
are proposing only developing these two lots (out of a possible five) as they have water and sewer.  

3. Shawn Eliot mentioned one nice thing about this development is it will continue the improvements 
along Elk Ridge Drive on both sides of the street from Olympic Drive north.  

4. The other part of the property is not being subdivided now. This is not a rezoning request. 
5. Russ Adamson asked what types of commercial can be developed here. He was wondering what was 

anticipated on this property. Shawn mentioned that we do not know at this point. The code, he stated, 
encourages residential units on top of the buildings, similar to Riverwood, in Provo.  

6. Dayna Hughes stated at her training that we don’t need to state we don’t want sexually oriented 
businesses, as long as it is not one of the stated uses allowed in our code.  

7. Lee Haskell was not sure whether the city has adopted any specific uses. The ordinance just gives 
suggestions.  Shawn Eliot mentioned that we will talk about those issues after the public hearing. 

Chairman Adamson asked if there was any more public comment – there was none, so he closed the 
public hearing at 7:20 p.m. 

 
2.   PUBLIC HEARING 
TO CONSIDER RIDGE 
VIEW MEADOWS,  
PLAT B, 
PRELIMINARY PLAT 
 

Chairman Adamson opened this public hearing at 7:20 p.m. He mentioned this public hearing was to 
consider an application to develop a three-lot sub-division with a flag lot. He turned the time over to 
Shawn Eliot to tell more about the proposed project. Shawn mentioned: 
1. The proposed subdivision is on Goosenest as you go towards the stake center. There is a parcel on 

the right with a white picket fence and a large garage up on the hill. The zoning is R-1 15,000. The 
applicant is asking for three lots, including a flag lot in the back. They all meet code.  

2. The flag lot is over half-acre. The buildable area is directly behind Lot 3. Due to the setback 
requirements, the area behind Lot 2 is not buildable. 
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3. There is a city sewer line that goes through Lot 2 along the southwest side, through the flag lot 
portion. The stem is 135 feet long and 24 feet wide. Russ Adamson asked if the stem which is 
adjacent to Lot 1, if a fence was required between the stem and the adjacent lot. Shawn stated there is 
nothing in the code that requires that, but we can set conditions if we think it necessary.  

4. Dean Ingram has landscaped this whole area very nicely with trees and a white fence.  
Chairman Adamson opened the public hearing for comment, the following discussion ensued. 
5. Anita Altz (realtor for adjacent property owner): asked where the driveway was. Shawn explained 

that it was right behind the two homes on Olympic Lane. 
6. Dayna Hughes asked if there was an elevation change. Shawn Eliot explained there was and we did 

need to have a plat map that showed the contour lines. 
7. Dean Ingram (developer): mentioned that he wanted to build a home for his parents on the flag lot. 

He has talked to all but one of the neighbors, above and around the flag lot. They are appreciative of 
the positive changes he has made on this property, compared to what it was. Also, they are agreeable 
to the development he is proposing. He also mentioned that developing as he is proposing, will help 
the city. There is a city sewer clean-out that would be hard to access if developed different than his 
proposal. The flag lot stem takes you straight back to the clean-out. Otherwise there would be no 
access to this. You cannot get to it from the top. Shawn mentioned that there has been discussion of 
getting a price quote to remove this clean-out box. It was open, but a piece of plywood has been 
nailed on the top of it. It was an eyesore and danger. The city would like to remove this. Dean 
Ingram mentioned there would still be a manhole there that would need to be accessed. If you follow 
the stem on the plat map, a public utility easement is shown.  

8. Russ Adamson asked about the feeling of the neighbors who own the property adjacent to Lot 1 and 
Lot 2. Dean Ingram stated that it is owned by an out of state investor. His realtor was present tonight 
(Anita Altz). He spoke with the people near Lot 3. There is a fence (split rail) along the back of Lots 
1 and 3. There are trees planted every 20 feet. 

9. Nelson Abbott: brought up the fact that a nearby flag lot was recently denied by the city council. 
Dean Ingram stated that without the flag lot you would have two very deep lots. The back would 
probably not be landscaped, or the water bill would be very high. Dean lives on Oak Ridge Drive. 
His garage access is from Goosenest. 

10. Anita Altz (realtor representing adjacent owner): likes what he has done and what he is proposing. 
Chairman Adamson closed the public hearing at 7:30 as there was no one else who wanted to comment. 
 

3.   AMENDMENT TO 
SECTION 10-12-38 OF 
ELK RIDGE CITY 
CODE REGRADING 
FIRE SPRINKLERS 
 

Chairman Adamson turned the time over to building inspector, Corbett Stephens, to discuss the proposed 
fire sprinkler code amendment. Corbett introduced his comments by showing a video comparing the 
spreading of a fire in a home without sprinklers, with a similar fire in a home with sprinklers. The 
following discussion ensued after the movie (youtube, “The Residential Fire Sprinkler Test”): 
1. The narrator on the video stated the fire in the room without the sprinklers destroyed the room in two 

minutes. In the room with sprinklers, it was a different story. As the fire moved up the walls it 
activated the sprinklers and the fire was suppressed in a short time. He stated there is no question fire 
sprinklers save lives, and that they work. Jim Shannon – President of National Fire Protection 
Association appeared on the video, The Orange County Fire Authority produced the video and one of 
their people narrated). The two buildings compared were fire loaded identically, the only difference 
being that one had fire sprinklers. 

2. Corbett stated that the cost of a system would be about 1% the cost of a home. He stated that 
Scotsdale AZ is about the most aggressive in the country with regards to requiring indoor fire 
sprinkler systems. They passed an ordinance in 1986 requiring all new construction to install 
systems. He read some of the case studies in which sprinklers were involved. These studies are 
published in the NFPA commentary. Corbett summarized by stating there is no question that fire 
sprinklers make a difference.  

3. Corbett would like to see us modify our code and require fire sprinklers in the garage also. He stated 
that in Woodland Hills 4 of the last 5 fires there started in the garage. The only one that didn’t was 
suspected arson. 

4. Chairman Adamson asked if there are trained specialists available. Corbett said “yes”. It is a 
regulated profession by the state of Utah (requires a license). It is no different than hiring a licensed 
plumber. It is just one more trade the general contractor keeps track of. 
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5. Paul Squires stated that it is an annual requirement to have the system inspected. He has had 
experience with this. He also stated that the license has to be questioned at the inspection point. 
Dayna Hughes stated that it must be working in Woodland Hills as she has not heard of any major 
problems with systems – such as flooding.  

6. Paul Squires stated one problem with the systems is that once the fire is suppressed, the water does 
not automatically turn off. It was brought up that an alarm does go off so neighbors or fire fighters 
can turn off the water.  

7. Commissioner John Hoschouer, assistant fire chief with the Elk Ridge Fire department, stated that if 
they go to a house on fire, they will wait until it burns down before they go inside, unless they know 
there is a viable victim inside. Kelly agreed with Dayna, saying that the systems don’t work and 
cause problems, is a fallacy. They are working all over Utah Valley. There are multiple companies 
that install and maintain them. 

8. Corbett said all installers he knows charge the system with antifreeze. Dayna Hughes stated that 
there is no doubt that fire sprinklers douse fires and allow safe entry for fire fighters. The added cost 
should not be a part of the argument. Kevin Hansbrow also mentioned the danger of fires spreading 
to neighbors homes is reduced with sprinkler systems.  

9. Chairman Adamson asked if Woodland Hills code also referred to NFPA 13, and was told it did, as 
did most communities. Corbett said this is what all communities do. Kelly Liddiard added that all 
codes are subject to change. John Hoschouer stated this is the standard in the fire industry. 

10. Shawn Eliot stated the whole reason this issue was brought up was that the commission wanted the 
code amended to put reference to this code in our code. He was not sure that we needed to do this as 
we already referenced the industry standard, which references this code: “…The fire sprinkler system 
shall comply with the Fire Code and related regulations and standards adopted by the City.” Corbett 
recommended that the only change we make is to include garages. 

11. Chairman Adamson asked the commissioners if they were OK with not adding the direct reference to 
NFPA 13 and 13D. Our proposed code also states “This requirement is for new construction of any 
heated structure or construction that constitutes more than 50% expansion of any dwelling unit.” 
John Hoschouer felt we should make it perfectly clear – and also add the garage requirement. 

12. Dean Montigue said there is a person in the community who works for Chemco. He said one of the 
reasons it is not always required in garages is the freezing factor. On some of his condo projects he 
said it is hard to get one company to touch another company’s work, due to liability.  

13. Chairman Adamson asked Shawn if he recommended leaving the code alone unless we want to add 
the garage requirement. Kelly Liddiard felt we should definitely add all attached garages. Russ asked 
for language from staff to add the garage to it. Shawn suggested calling around to find out if there is 
a reason cities don’t require garages to have sprinklers. Russ asked for this report at the next meeting. 

14. Ron Rydeman, from Utah Valley Home Builder’s Association asked if he could comment. He said 
this is an emotional issue. Fires are deadly but he has seen dozens of these films that are used to 
increase staffing of the fire department. All the other homes in Elk Ridge do not have systems and 
we would not make this code retroactive. Maybe Elk Ridge needs to beef up their fire department so 
they can cover the city adequately. Sprinkling systems are not a small expense, they are over 1% of 
the cost. It is an undue burden, unnecessary and the cost should be shared equally by everyone, not 
just the new people moving into the community. Chairman Adamson thanked Mr. Rydeman for his 
comment. 

  

4.   HASKELL 
COMMERCIAL 
SUBDIVISION,  PLAT 
A, PRELIMINARY 
PLAT 
 

Shawn Elliot referred to code regarding the types of uses that are allowed in the commercial zone. From 
the code: 

0-10A-2: PERMITTED AND CONDITIONAL USES: The following buildings, structures and uses of land shall be 
permitted or conditional uses in the C-1 commercial zone upon compliance with requirements as set forth in this title. 
P = permitted use, C = conditional use. (Ord. 02-5-28-10, 5-28-2002, eff. 6-12-2002; amd. 2003 Code)  

Land Use  Classification  

Automobile parts sales, new or rebuilt, inside  P  
storage and sales only  
Bank or financial institution  P  
Beauty culture school  P  
Boarding house or lodging house  C  
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Boat sales and service  C  
Building materials, sales or yard  C  
Car wash  C  
Church  C  
Civic theaters and halls (public only)  C  
Clinics and medical facilities  P  
Dance hall  C  
Eating establishments  P  
Education facilities  P  
Golf courses (public or private)  C  
Government buildings or uses, noncorrectional  C  
Health club  C  
Hospitals  C  
Hotel  C  
Kennels  C  
Laboratory, dental and medical  C  
Library  P  
Light manufacturing  C  
Lodge or social hall  C  
Museums  C  
Office, business and professional  P  
Park and playground  C  
Pharmacy  P  
Physician or surgeon  P  
Post office  P  
Private education institutions  C  
Public utilities substation  C  
Radio, television or FM broadcasting station  C  
Reception center or wedding chapel  C  
Recording and sound studios  C  
Recreation center or facilities  C  
Residential, second story only  P  
Retail sales and services  P  
Seasonal businesses  P  
Service station, automobile, with or without rotating brush  C  
car wash as accessory use  
Shooting range, indoor only  C  
Supermarket  C  
Taxidermist  C  
Theater, outdoor or indoor  C  
Trade or industrial school  P  
University, college, junior college, professional school education  P  
Utility transmission projects, minor  P  
Wells, water storage tanks and similar facilities and structures  C  
(Ord. 04-7, 8-17-2004, eff. 9-17-2004)  
 
When an applicant comes in, if they want to do any of these, they are permitted to. (those followed by a 
“P”). Those uses followed by a “C” are conditional uses and must be approved and the planning 
commission can set conditions on the development to make it better fit with the surrounding 
neighborhood. If the use is not on the list, it must be approved. 
 
 The following discussion ensued: 
1. Mr. Haskell was asked if he had any idea as to what type of development would go into his proposed 

subdivision. He stated that he did not. He would like to do something personally but can’t do that 
right now, so is uncertain as to what will happen with the property. 

2. Shawn read from the staff findings what further needs to be done: 
1) The applicant needs to demonstrate to the city that the South Utah Valley Electric District has 

been contacted, forms completed and fees paid.  
2) Plat map needs to show there is an existing fire hydrant within 250 feet of Lot 1, if not then 

provide the applicant will need to provide one. It needs to be shown on the map. John 
Hoschouer thought there was a hydrant there already. 

3) Plat map needs to show public utility and drainage easements around the perimeter of each lot. 
4) Plat map needs to show how vertical datum was established for the benchmark reference. (from 

our engineer, wants proof of how that was established) 
5) Plat map needs to show owners names for surrounding properties.  
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6) Sump #1 existing sump #3 need to be labeled “with snout”. 
7) Existing sump #3 needs to have a curb box next to it.  
8) An additional sump with snout and curb box needs to be located at the north edge of Lot 2 on 

Star LN.  (Corner of Star Lane and Olympic Lane, need to be labeled “with snout”. Lee said you 
can’t put a snout in a sump, you can put it in a catch basin that leads to a sump. Shawn will have 
Corbett explain to Lee what he meant by this. They want something to catch the water here so it 
doesn’t drain into the field). Lee mentioned the curb and gutter goes all the way to Goosenest so 
it won’t go into the field. Shawn mentioned they did not see this, so scratch no. 8) 

9) ROW width needs to be shown for each road. 
10) Lot 2 needs to show length of frontage on Olympic LN. 
11) Type “B” curbing needs to be shown. 

 
3. Shawn also mentioned that alson under staff recommendations would be an item regarding the trails. 

The trails map shows a trail going along the east side of this road that will connect into Elk Ridge 
Meadows. There should have been a trail in the other Haskell Subdivision (Plat H) that just went in, 
but we ended up with just a 4’ sidewalk.  The question is: do we continue the 4’ sidewalk down, or 
start the trail here and connect it into the Elk Ridge Meadows trail. After some discussion it was 
decided, and all were comfortable with the decision, that we would require a 5’ sidewalk and 5’ 
planter. The trail would have been 10’ wide asphalt with a 3’ planter. As many school children, with 
the new school going in, will be walking to school on the east side of the street, it was felt the trail 
system should stay on this side rather than moving it to the west side. 

4. Lee Haskell asked if curb and gutter needed to be put in front of Chad Brown’s house on the west 
side of Elk Ridge Meadows across the street from the proposed development. Shawn Eliot responded 
that the city usually requires full width improvements be put in by the developer, who later gets off-
site reimbursement as the adjoining property is developed. There is already asphalt and a planter box 
in front of Chad’s home. As Chad’s property is already developed, the reimbursement would be an 
issue (getting Lee paid back).  
Shawn Eliot stated that the same situation occurred across Park Drive from Loafer Heights 
Subdivision. The city did not require curb and gutter there. This is different, as Russ Adamson stated, 
this is the main entrance to our city. The city would like this done but Shawn was not sure we could 
require Lee to do this. Lee felt Chad would work with him on this. It would be an awkward transition 
if this was not done. Lee asked what the ordinance said and Shawn said he would get this to him. 

5. Scot Bell mentioned if you alter a road and change the crown, you need to bring the road back up to 
the engineered standard. Lee asked if he would be required to center the crown on this road. 

RUSS ADAMSON MADE A MOTION THAT WAS SECONDED BY KEVIN HANSBROW 
THAT WE RECOMMEND TO CITY COUNCIL APPROVAL OF THE PRELIMINARY PLAT 
OF HASKELL COMMERCIAL SUBDIVISION, PLAT A, WITH THE FOLLOWING 
CONTINGENCIES, TO BE MET AND APPROVED BY STAFF PRIOR TO BEING 
SUBMITTED TO THE CITY COUNCIL: 

1. THE APPLICANT NEEDS TO DEMONSTRATE TO THE CITY THAT THE SOUTH 
UTAH VALLEY ELECTRIC DISTRICT HAS BEEN CONTACTED, FORMS 
COMPLETED AND FEES PAID. 

2. PLAT MAP NEEDS TO SHOW THERE IS AN EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT WITHIN 
250 FEET OF LOT ONE, IF NOT THEN PROVIDE THE APPLICANT WILL NEED TO 
PROVIDE ONE. 

3. PLAT MAP NEEDS TO SHOW PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE EASEMENTS 
AROUND THE PERIMETER OF EACH LOT. 

4. PLAT MAP NEEDS TO SHOW HOW VERTICAL DATUM ESTABLISHED FOR THE 
BENCHMARK REFERENCE. 

5. PLAT MAP NEEDS TO SHOW OWNERS NAMES FOR SURROUNDING 
PROPERTIES. 

6. SUMP # 1 EXISTING SUMP #3 NEED TO BE LABELED “WITH SNOUT”. 
7. EXISTING SUMP #3 NEEDS TO HAVE A CURB BOX NEXT TO IT. 
8. ROW WIDTH NEEDS TO BE SHOWN FOR EACH ROAD. 
9. LOT 2 NEEDS TO SHOW LENGTH OF FRONTAGE ON OLYMPIC LN. 
10. TYPE “B” CURBING NEEDS TO BE SHOWN. 
11. RATHER THAN A TRAIL ALONG ELK RIDGE DRIVE, THE DEVELOPER WILL 

INSTALL A 5 FOOT SIDEWALK AND 5 FOOT PLANTER STRIP. 
12. CURB AND GUTTER BE PROPOSED ON BOTH SIDES OF THE STREET IN FRONT 
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OF CHAD BROWN’S PROPERTY. 
VOTE: YES-ALL (7), NO-NONE (0),  ABSENT (1) WESTON YOUD. 

 
Shawn read the following from Elk Ridge City code regarding offsite reimbursements: (Section 10-15F-
12) 

10-15F-12: REIMBURSEMENT FOR OFF SITE IMPROVEMENTS; CONDITIONS AND 
LIMITATIONS:  
A. Reimbursement shall be allowed for off site improvements which are required as a 

condition of approval of a subdivision. Whenever an extension of any required off site 
improvement benefits property contiguous to the extension, other than property owned by 
the subdivider, the city will enter on its records the amount of the actual cost of the 
extension across the benefited property. The owner of the benefited property shall reimburse 
the subdivider the charges assessed against such benefited property for a period of thirty 
(30) years from the date of completion and acceptance of the extension by the city. All 
reimbursable improvements under this section shall be constructed to the fullest extent of 
the improvement, including, but not limited to, full width and fully improved rights of way.  

5.  RIDGE VIEW 
MEADOWS,  PLAT B, 
PRELIMINARY PLAT  
 

The applicant is requesting a three-lot subdivision with a flag lot.  
 
The staff findings on tonight’s memo were as follows: 

1. The preliminary plat adheres to the intent and regulations of the code. 
2. The flag lot is generally within code, but some aspects need to be addressed. 
3. The city would like to participate in removing a sewer box located at the curve of the elbow due 

south of the flag lot, Lot 1. 
4. Plat map needs to show property ownership of surrounding properties. 
5. Plat map needs to show how the vertical datum was established for the benchmark. 
6. Plat map needs to show existing ground corners. 
7. A driveway needs to be shown and labeled with the requirements in 10-12-25D. 

 
The following items were discussed concerning the preliminary plat approval of the Ridge View 
Meadows, Plat B, subdivision: 
a. Russ Adamson raised some questions regarding the proposed flag lot. Just recently the city council 

denied a proposed flag lot on Elk Ridge Drive near Nick Nelson’s property, which is not very far 
from this proposed flag lot. He wondered what the difference was. Shawn Eliot stated that some 
decisions were needed in this case regarding the flag lot which include: 
- Is the lot developable under conventional development procedures and will the approval of a 

flag lot preclude the proper development of any residual parcel or the adjacent properties (Ord. 
97-7-8-8, 7-8-1997) Shawn felt the second part was met but the first portion – was it developable 
under conventional development procedures – needed to be addressed. 

 
The following discussion ensued: 
1) Dayna Hughes stated that the subdivision could be designed with just two deep lots.  
2) Scot Bell questioned whether an emergency vehicle could service the flag lot. He felt that if we 

were to approve this possibly the stem portion go between the two lots. The developer mentioned 
that the topography was an issue. There is a large incline.  

3) Chairman Adamson felt that one of the big differences is the city would benefit from this flag 
stem as it gives access to some city property (a utility easement) right at the end of the flag lot 
directly behind the stem. The developer, Dean Ingram, stated that his understanding of the 
ordinance was that you could not have the stem in the middle of the flag lot.  

4) John Hoshouer stated that with the last flag lot, even with the redesign, the city council just did 
not want a flag lot there.  

5) Developer, Dean Ingram, mentioned that in some cases, with flag lots, the stem would be 
intrusive to the adjoining property. This was a little bit different. The lots are isolated due to the 
hillside. The lots are pretty much above the others. 

6) Shawn mentioned that flag lots were originally used as an infill tool to access property not 
accessible any other way. Our code does not state this. We should only deny it if it doesn’t fit in 
the neighborhood or if the lot is developable by other means.  

7) Russ Adamson questions whether we need some sort of access to the city cleanout manhole and 
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box at the back. Dean Ingram stated no one else would leave a road for you to reach this city 
property, back 250 feet from the road. He stated if you have two deep lots, you may have the 
easement, but the landowner will probably put landscaping and fences up. Paul Squires did feel 
the stem needed to be where it is shown on the design. Dean Ingram mentioned that none of the 
adjoining property owners are opposed to his flag lot. The rest of the commissioners were pretty 
much in agreement. 

8) This area had been an eyesore before Dean Ingram developed it and landscaped.  
9) Shawn Eliot could not find any code concerning flag lots that stated you could not have a stem 

that T’d into the property. Scot Bell felt this would be an easier situation for an emergency 
vehicle. He felt that the two people on each side would buy their lots knowing full well there was 
a flag lot in the middle. 

10) Kevin Hansbrow did not see a problem keeping the stem on the side, as shown in the proposed 
plat.   

11) Dean mentioned there is nothing developable in the back due to the slopes. 
12) Shawn Eliot questioned if the turnaround in the back met the requirement in Section 10-15G-2 of 

our code regarding driveway access. Shawn felt it did, but that will need to be checked. 
JOHN HOSCHOUER MADE A MOTION THAT WAS SECONDED BY PAUL SQUIRES TO 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL FOR PRELIMINARY PLAT OF RIDGE 
VIEW MEADOWS, PLAT B AND THE CONDITIONAL USE OF A FLAG LOT WITHIN THE 
SUBDIVISION. THE COMMISSION FINDS THAT THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
CONFORMS TO THE INTENT AND REGULATIONS OF THE R-1-15,000 ZONE AND THE 
GOALS OF THE GENERAL PLAN IN ALLOWING ORDERLY DEVELOPMENT. THE 
COMMISSION ALSO FINDS THAT THE FLAG LOT CONFORMS TO THE CODE AND 
THAT THE AREA IS NOT PRACTICALLY DEVELOPABLE UNDER CONVENTIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES.  
 
THE COMMISSION’S RECOMMENDED APPROVAL IS BASED ON THE FOLLOWING 
CONTINGENCIES BEING MET AND APPROVED  BY STAFF PRIOR TO SUBMITTAL TO 
THE CITY COUNCIL: 

1) PLAT MAP NEEDS TO SHOW PROPERTY OWNERSHIP OF SURROUNDING 
PROPERTIES. 

2) PLAT MAP NEEDS TO SHOW HOW THE VERTICAL DATUM WAS ESTABLISHED 
FOR THE BENCHMARK. 

3) PLAT MAP NEEDS TO SHOW EXISTING GROUND CORNERS. 
4) A DRIVEWAY NEEDS TO BE SHOWN AND LABELED WITH THE REQUIREMENTS 

IN 10-12-25D. 
VOTE: YES (6), NO (1) DAYNA HUGHES, ABSENT (1) WESTON YOUD. 
 
Dayna Hughes voted “no” as she did not feel there were significant findings to demonstrate the need for 
the flag lot. Kevin Hansbrow voted yes because he felt the flag lot would give access to the city to an area 
the city would need to service, and since none of the neighbors came to the hearing to express negative 
sentiments, it warranted a positive vote. 
 

6.  GENERAL PLAN 
RE-WRITE 
DISCUSSION 
 
 

The commissioners  and council members signed up for the following subcommittees (list passed around 
by Bob Allen during work session) developed around each element (chapter) in the General Plan: 

Community Vision ................ Sean Roylance, Russ Adamson, Paul Squires 
Land Use ............................... Nelson Abbott, Ray Brown, Sean Roylance, Derrek Johnson, Dana 

Hughes, Paul Squires 
Circulation ............................. Ray Brown, Sean Roylance, Kelly Liddiard 
Public Facilities ..................... Mayor Dennis Dunn, Sean Roylance, Kelly Liddiard, John 

Hoschouer 
Economic............................... Mayor Dennis Dunn, John Hoschouer 
Environment .......................... Sean Roylance, Derrek Johnson, Dayna Hughes, Paul Squires 
Housing ................................. Mayor Dennis Dunn, Sean Roylance, John Hoschouer 
Annexation ............................ Mayor Dennis Dunn, John Hoshouer 
Implementation...................... (none) 
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Kelly Liddiard mentioned the dates will play a part in what committee meetings he can attend, as did 
Kevin Hansbrow. 
The following discussion ensued: 
1. Sean Roylance wanted Option 2 so we get several voices on the initial draft, with input from the city 

council and planning commission before Bob Allen begins to write the plan. 
2. Shawn Eliot felt that doing it this way, with specific meetings set up should work well. He did 

question how we get citizens involved?  
3. Chairman Adamson suggested putting an article in the newsletter. Kelly and Shawn like the idea of 

getting the rewrite up to a certain level, then inviting the public in for an open house. Scot Bell felt 
that if we had something presented and didn’t push our agenda, listened and gave thought to their 
input. 

4. After some discussion it was decided to announce in the newsletter that we are rewriting our general 
plan and are forming committees around each of the elements in the plan, invite them to participate 
on the committees and let them know we will be having an open house once the initial draft is done 
where we would like their input. Shawn suggested putting each element as we finish it in the 
newsletter and/or on the web site and inviting input. 

 

7.  REPORT ON LAST 
CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING – 
JANUARY 22, WORK 
SESSION AND 
MEETING 
 

Most of the commissioners attended the workshop prior to the city council meeting on January 22, 2008. 
The following comments ensued regarding the joint work session: 

1. Kevin mentioned that most were agreeable to the senior overlay zone as long as we have a lot of say 
as to the look of the twin-homes. Most felt the age limit should follow the federal option of 62 and 
over, hopefully adding in a caregiver over 18 year of age can live in the home also. 

2. Shawn Elliot mentioned he will require from the developer that staff review the design elements, 
amenities proposed, etc. 

3. Dayna Hughes mentioned that the review of the CE-1 rewrite seemed to go over very well. There 
will be little tweeks, but it felt good. Sean Roylance mentioned that the only issue here that he sees 
looming is that the city does not want open space deeded to the city. The mayor said there is a 
liability issue. Shawn mentioned Alpine used to have their open space in HOAs and that did not work 
out well. John Hoshouer mentioned that he thought open space should be left with HOAs unless they 
were going under, then the city should take it over.  
 
Shawn Eliot mentioned there are three options for open space now: 

a. Home Owner’s Association owns and maintains open space – they can choose whether 
they let the public on or not. Scot Bell said this is confusing to residents. 

b. City owns and maintains open space 
c. Private property owner owns open space on his property 

Scot Bell mentioned that if the city puts a water tank on open space, or sells as a 
buildable lot, the residents lose trust in having the city own the open space.  

4. Preliminary Plat of Fairway Heights was tabled. Two of the council members did not want a cul-de-
sac, they wanted the developer to explore more the possibility of continuing the road through the 
Peterson property rather than having a cul-de-sac. Grading the hilltop was also an issue, as was 
whether Lot 24 was developable due to slope. Also, water rights need to be purchased by the 
developer. 

5. Shawn Eliot mentioned they have up to a year to go for final, and they can get an extension.  
6. Shawn Eliot mentioned that the council tabled the public facilities zone proposal. One of the reasons 

was there is a question with the golf course property with Salem that needs to be settled. 
7. Shane Eliot mentioned the snow removal code was not acceptable to the council. They kept the dates 

in and added that you can’t park on the road at any time of the year if snow is present. After we met 
Kent Haskell mentioned he doesn’t mind temporary parking, but the council did not want to put this 
in. They just said there won’t be as much enforcement of the no parking if there is no snow and after 
a warning. 

8. Shawn Eliot queried the commissioners regarding the percent open space to require for density 
bonus. In the hillside cluster zone they want to go to 50% open space. Shawn felt the carrot was 
better there at 40%. Russ said Shawn or the engineer needs to run the numbers. 
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9. Shawn stated that some of the council wanted 25% density bonus for amenities rather than the 30% 
suggested. If you have a 20 acre development, you get 6 lots for 30%, you get 5 lots for 25%.  
 
Sean Roylance mentioned he has been assigned to oversee planning and zoning. He will attend the 
meetings but will try and not say much as he does not want to influence the commission based on the 
perspective of only one city council member. If he does say something it will be based on a 
discussion of the whole council. If he speaks for himself, he will state that.  The biggest thing is that 
he wants to be able to represent to the city council what has been discussed at the planning 
commission meeting.  

10. Shawn Eliot mentioned that the whole thing about fault lines and unstable soils, the distance was 
discussed. Our engineer said we needed to say 100 feet or greater. Shawn will meet with the engineer 
on this and other issues. 

11. Regarding cul-de-sacs, Nelson Abbott said he would rather see the 1000 foot length portion put into 
the overlay zone. Shawn was OK with this.  

12. He needs to check and see if it is constitutional to require ramblers in certain locations such as on 
ridgelines. Brian Ewell has been asked to do a rambler on the ridgeline above Derrek Johnson’s 
home. He said he would, but when they came back for Preliminary, he was not so committed. The 
Mayor was not sure it is constitutional whether ramblers can be required. 

13. Shawn will re-do the code and on the 14th of February we will have a public hearing on this. 
 

8.  APPROVAL OF 
MINUTES OF 
PREVIOUS MEETING 
– JANUARY 10, 2008 
 

The following corrections were suggested to the minutes of January 10, 2008: 
John Hoschouer 

P1 – Under Introduction of New…change “no” to “now” 
P2 – Item 3, add “in the street going up to the cabins” after “one and a half run” for clarification 
P2 – Item 11, change  “the code” to “the proposed code” 
P2 – Item 12, change “drivers” to “snow plow drivers” 

Dayna Hughes 
P2 – Item 3, change “Glen Peterson” to “Lynn Peterson” 
P4 – Item 5, line 3, add “board” after “across the” 
P5- in the motion change “RUS” to “RUSS” 
P9 – Item 5-2, change “nest” to “next” 
P10 – Item 6-2-c, change “does not say the” to “does not say that” 
 

(As an aside Sean Roylance said the planning commission can initiate changes in the code) 
 
A MOTION WAS MADE BY RUSS ADAMSON AND SECONDED BY KELLY LIDDIARD TO 
APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE JANUARY 10, 2008 PLANNING COMMISSION 
MEETING WITH THE ABOVE MENTIONED CHANGES. VOTE: YES-ALL (7), NO-NONE (0), 
ABSENT (1) WESTON YOUD. 

 
 

9.  PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
BUSINESS 
 

 We will keep the agenda clean, having only the two public hearings, on February 14th, 2008 as it is 
Valentine’s Day. The public hearings are on the CE-1 Code Re-write and the second one is on a code 
amendment regarding accessory buildings. 

ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 

Chairman Adamson adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m. 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Planning Commission Coordinator 

 


