T " %" (@) $BiS %M ¥ E*%S was held on Thursday, February 28, 2008,
at 7:00 p.m., at 80 East Park Drive, Elk Ridge, Utah.

Commissioners: Kevin Hansbrow, Dayna Hughes, Weston Youd, Russ Adamson
Absent: Paul Squires, Scot Bell, John Hoschouer, Kelly Liddiard
Others: Shawn Eliot, City Planner

Margaret Leckie, Planning Commission Coordinator

Sean Roylance, City Council Member

Bob Allen

Co-chairman, Dayna Hughes, welcomed the commissioners and guests and 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. There were no changes to the agenda.

Dayna Hughes turned the time over to Bob Allen, from Mountainland Association of Governments, to

talk about the General Plan Rewrite. The following discussion ensued:

Bob:

1. Bob passed out a handout showing the results of the visioning exercise we did last month at a joint
meeting with the city council. He took all comments and wrote them down. (numbers at side indicate
no. of comments re: this item, $ amount indicates priority given by those doing the exercise).
(summary on file in office).

2. Regarding the desire for a “city center” he suggested we look at what “city center” means. There
were a lot of comments and “money” applied to this during the visioning exercise. As a planner, city
center also implies a location, not just a building. Do we want some commercial there? Do we want a
sense of place? The new city building would be a cornerstone to this “place”. Maybe some
commercial with architecture that matches indicating when you get there, that you have “arrived” at
Elk Ridge. This is something to think about. Dayna Hughes mentioned that she learned at her planner
training the importance of having a “gathering place”. Shawn Eliot mentioned that Lehi is a good
example. Their civic center is their rec center, library, etc.

3. Bob mentioned that though this plan is for the next 5 years, we should be thinking 10-20 years down
the road. Now is the time for us to include in the plan a city center as we envision it way down the
road. When we talk about public facilities and roads we should consider that while we are now a
population of about 2500 now, build-out population is possibly 7500 people so we need to think
about what sizes the roads need to be to handle this population. i.e. High Sierra maybe needs to be
widened to handle the future population.

4. Shawn Eliot mentioned that once we get a threshold population, the city should be getting enough
funds to do some things. When the north end of town takes off, that will provide the city with a lot of
income to implement some of our goals.

5. Dayna Hughes asked if something were unrealistic, do you still include it in your plan. Bob said
“yes”, it is better to shoot too high than not have it in the plan. Example, the city center, if you
created the environment for it, people will be willing to put forth expenditures to make things nice. If
there is a nice city center, more people might be willing to build up to this architecture and setting to
make things look nice. Park City is a good example of this.

6. The most telling feature on the visioning exercises was dollar amount. This is where people put their
money where their mouth is. Some of the most recurring items were:

- Important to keep wildlife, trees, plants and views
- Additional parks and recreation
- etc.

7. Bob left the handout for the commissioners to review and expressed hope that as we write the plan,
we refer back to this exercise and the survey.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

REGARDING THE COMMITTEES:

Bob stated that we decided to having 10 separate committees and finding meetings times was a bit
too much so the following was decided:

a. Community Vision would be a good element to work on together.

b. Housing, Annexation and Implementation — are ones that Bob can write and just bring to us
to review. There are not many changes

c. The big ones that need our attention are: Land Use, Circulation, Public Facilities, and
Economic Development

Bob stated having each of these groups meet once a month would work well, giving him and Shawn
time to prepare. Good times to meet would be from 6-7 p.m. prior and planning commission or city
council meeting.

The Economic person at Mountainland is willing to be on the Economic Development committee
(not many signed up for that one). The Mayor and John Hoshouer have already signed up to be on
this committee. A time needs to be worked out for them.

Bob passed around a signup sheet for the various elements. He will send emails prior to the meeting
to help people prepare. He hoped at least 2 people from the planning commission would volunteer
for each committee.

After considering schedules, the following times were decided for the meetings. Bob thought that
these meetings needed to be noticed publicly as they were about the general plan.

1 "3 ¥ $"2 Tuesday, 11 March — Sean Roylance, Ray Brown, Kelly Liddiard

#1 L * ¥ $": Thursday, 13 March — Kevin Hansbrow, Weston Youd, Sean Roylance,
Dennis Dunn, John Hoschouer, Kelly Liddiard

$3t %1 B ¥ $": Tuesday, 25 March — Dayna Hughes, Sean Roylance, Derrek Johnson, Paul
Squires

$) * : Thursday, 27 March — Dayna Hughes, Kevin Hansbrow, Russ Adamson, Sean Roylance,
Nelson Abbott, Ray Brown, Derrek Johnson, Paul Squires

1%$% 1 #1 ¥ $": (Will be sometime other than before a commission/council meet, TBA) — Russ
Adamson, Weston Youd, Sean Roylance, Dennis Dunn, John Hoschouer

Bob asked that the couple of days prior to the meetings that the commissioners read the current
general plan element that will be addressed at that meeting. Ask yourself what should not be in there
any more, what you like and what you might want to add or change. He will send out a reminder via
email reminding committee members to read the element and come prepared to talk about it. Read
and bring the survey and visioning exercise results. The survey and general plan are both online on
the city web site.

(This schedule will be mirrored the following months as needed)
Bob Allen commented that most elements have three basic pieces:

- A Vision Statement — telling how you feel things should be
- Background Information
- Goals and Policies

The format of the General Plan makes it more interesting and readable. Bob asked what we could do
with format to make our General Plan more “user friendly”. Suggestions that came in were more
pictures, bullets. Margaret mentioned that Ken Young did a suggested format change. Bob stated we
don’t need to decide this tonight but we should be thinking about it. Bob suggested tables, charts,
pictures, short bullet point information, putting it together with tabs.

Shawn Eliot stated that the committee meetings will be easier to notice as they can be noticed with
the planning commission or city council meeting that they preceed.

A discussion ensued regarding legal issues between developers and the city. Bob Allen stated we
want to be as clear as possible in our code but there are often decisions and interpretations that have
to be made.

Copies of the community vision portion of the General Plan were passed it out and discussed it with
the following comments:
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18.

19.

20.
21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

Reading from the general plan re: community vision:

A Community Vision Element. This is the most important element or
chapter of the Elk Ridge General Plan. The Community Vision sets the
tone for the Plan by establishing what the community sees for the future
of Elk Ridge. The community’s strengths and opportunities are spelled out
in this element.

Bob stated that this element is where we are communicating to people what we want Elk Ridge
to be: He suggested adding here a narrative or description, a vision of what we would like Elk
Ridge to be. This will be a chance to sell Elk Ridge vision — maybe include trails, parks, a city
center — all those prominent points mentioned in the visioning exercise. Schematics and pictures
can be included.

Dayna asked if the public will be invited. Bob stated that his approach is to get a “done draft”, then
have an open house, have charts and maps on the wall, let the public draw on the wall charts and
maps, adding comments and input. Then the planning commission should meet, discuss the
comments, incorporate what they can, and come up with a final draft. Shawn Eliot suggested putting
the community vision draft in the newsletter and maybe up on the web site.

Bob Allen suggested having a booth at the annual city carnival where people could give input, write
on the maps, etc.

Bob Allen suggested getting specific when we talk about open space. Talk about parks, etc.

Bob questioned regarding “rural atmosphere”. We need to decide how we define “rural”. Some
people say towards West Mountain is rural. Is “rural” preserving agricultural lands around the city?
He felt this “ship had already sailed” and we probably can’t do this. Is having large animal rights part
of “rural”? Is this part of the future for Elk Ridge? Shawn felt one-acre lots on the mountainside
would be “rural”. Bob Allen mentioned that PUDs are one way to keep other parts of the city “rural”.
He suggested hitting this hard in this plan. Think about what rural is. He would rather we take “rural”
out and just define what we think “rural” means and put that in.

Bob suggested we have a TRD (transfer of development rights). This allows moving development off
the areas where you don’t want it to areas where it would be more appropriate. (Transfer of
Development Rights ("TDR"). Provisions in a zoning law that allow for the purchase of the right to
develop land located in a sending area and the transfer of these rights to land located in a receiving
area.) This would allow homes in an area where there is higher density and stops development in the
area the rights are transferred from (hillsides, etc.). Shawn Eliot stated we do have a TDR ordinance.
Bob said the city would act as a broker in the process. You would be selling the right to build homes,
not the actual property. Something like this might work for Fitzgerald’s but they would need to find a
receiver of rights. Bob stated that PUDs should have to earn density by buying development rights
from someone else. He said we could get rid of the PUD ordinance and make people who want more
density have to buy development rights from somewhere else in the city, which would protect some
of that area where we did not want to see development.

Bob stated that preservation of agricultural land may not be a realistic goal. This refers to land inside
the city and bordering the city. Some of the interlocal agreements with Payson were discussed.
Shawn mentioned the 1-acre Goosenest area. He questioned whether people will come in and want to
rezone this area to a higher density? Russ Adamson mentioned that when we get into the Land Use
Element of the General Plan, we will address this detail.

Regarding large animal rights — there are grazing rights in the hillside areas. The commissioners
thought that grazing would allow 2 large animals per acre to graze.

The Harris Annexation was discussed. It was turned down by the County as it created some
peninsulas. There is still some land that can be annexed into Elk Ridge for TRD situations and used
as receiving zones.

Bob closed by saying he will be in contact with us, know the schedule and read the General Plan,
especially the sections you will be working on.

Corrections for minutes from January 24, 2008:

WORK SESSION

P1-Item 1.5 — change % to $.

P2-Item 6 - change “all” to “wall”

P2-Item 11 — add “to” before “the city council”
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P3-Item 2-8 — change “question” to “questioned”
MEETING

P2-Item 9 — change “lived” to “lives”

P6-Item 3-1 — change “suppressed” to “suppressed”
P6-Item 5 — numbering 6-12 should be 1-7

7/ 5 » 7 5

7/ ’ s 25 1 869 7 89
869 5 : 4

Corrections for minutes from February 14, 2008:
P1-Roll call — change “Duertler” to “Guertler”
P8-Item 5 — change “allow exceptions” to “need less restrictions”

7/ 5 5 5
, 5-6
7/ , . 25 1 869 7 89
869 5 : 4

5-
5 <

There was no report on the meeting of the 12™. The following comments ensued regarding the February
26, 2008 city council meeting:
Sean Roylance:

1. The HR-1 Code rewrite was reviewed at this meeting. It went very smoothly. Sean thanked
commissioner, Dayna Hughes, for her helpful comments at this meeting. She explained that we have
been working on this a long time, it is not perfect, and we cannot perceive every situation that will
come up but encouraged the council to approve the rewrite as the moratorium was now up.

2. Because of the preparation that had gone into the rewrite, everyone knew the changes and what they
were about so there were very few questions from the city council. There were a few clarifications,
such as “what type of engineer” when an engineer was specified, etc. The setbacks on the ridgelines
were left at 100 feet. Shawn felt 50 feet would have been acceptable.

3. They were going to remove the agricultural use but kept it in. Shawn Eliot said this was because the
developer must have some rights and agricultural use is considered a minimal right.

4. The only other thing that was a bit of a concession was that an acre was defined as 40,000 sq. ft. This
is a little less than a true acre. Shawn Eliot stated this allows the developer to dedicate roads and still
only use up a true acre. Half-acre is considered 20,000 sq. ft.

Dayna Hughes:

5. Ray Brown did an excellent job of handling the meeting in the Mayor’s absence. He kept everything
on task and did a good job of balancing comments. He stated that we can always lighten up but we
cannot make things tougher, so this is a good start. He stated that this does not mean an exception to
the 100 ft. from ridgeline distance cannot be made.

Shawn Eliot:

6. Shawn asked the council: Now that we are done with this, a lot of the parts of the new HR-1 code are
actually things that should be in other parts of the city code, i.e. Roads, Approval Process, etc.. The
rest of our Title 10 code is a mess. It is hard to find specific items in the code. Can we now start
reformatting the rest of the code, making it user-friendly? Kevin Hansbrow stated that we also need
to look at the portion of the code that talks about Commercial Uses. Margaret mentioned that the
Mayor had stated that the Economic Committee from a couple of years back has developed a new
list.

Chairman Adamson stated that we need to get feedback from the Mayor before we start on
something like this. Russ asked Shawn to bring this up at the next city council meeting.

7. Scot Bell was reappointed to the planning commission with a 3 to 2 vote.

Sean Roylance:

1. Sean mentioned he would be happy to bring any of these questions (in Item 3) back to the city
council. He asked that we put a list together of things to take back. He spent about an hour with the
Mayor a week or so ago and he agreed that it is the role of the planning commission to initiate this
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process. Sean and the Mayor are going to put together a letter that empowers the planning
commission to initiate action.

Shawn Eliot:

2.

Regarding the flag lot approval for the Ridgeview Meadows Plat B proposed subdivision (Ingram);
the council went on a field trip. On the trip there was a lot of negative feedback. Our code stated that
when you subdivide, if there is a city utility that needs to be accessed, the city can require a utility
access (road). Dean Ingram does not like this, so this needs to be worked out. Dayna Hughes
mentioned that removing the flag lot option should be number one on our list of “TO DOs”.

Shawn mentioned that our attorney is a good lawyer and knows a lot about land use issues. His
article “Duties of a Planning Commission, One Lawyers Opinion”, as it implies, is an opinion.
Shawn took the following statement from “The Utah Citizen’s Guide to Land Use Regulations”, by
Craig Call (A ULCT attorney):

Every time the land use ordinance is applied, someone has to decide what it means and how it
should control proposed application or use. It would be impossible for the local council or
planning commission to anticipate every issue that may come up or to even attempt to regulate
every change that people may wish to make on their property.....

Call quoted later in this article that discrepancies usually go towards the land owner’s rights.

Shawn stated that if there is a difference of opinion on interpretation of the code, this causes
difficulty.

Our code is now more restrictive than most other communities. Kevin Hansbrow stated that we can
give more allowances, but Shawn said it is actually harder to give more allowances.

Shawn stated that our code should adhere to the general plan.

He mentioned that our code states that if the planning commission sends something to the city
council, and they change it significantly, it should go back to the planning commission. State Law
does not say this, but our code does. (by 5 or more lots, or encroach on land the commission was
trying to keep the development off of, or requires more engineering analysis). An example...

10-15A-3: PROCEDURE FOR APPROVAL OF A SUBDIVISION:C.City Council Takes Action
On Final Plat; Duration Of Approval:

1. Upon receipt of the final plat, bearing all required signatures, and also submission of
evidence of ability to satisfy the performance guarantee requirements, the city council shall
consider the plat, final engineering drawings, construction agreement and performance
guarantee and shall act to approve or disapprove the plat or approve it with modification. If
disapproved, the city council shall state its reasons therefore to the subdivider. If significant
modifications are required, such modifications must first be referred to the planning commission
for its further review and recommendation, if such modifications have not been previously
addressed by the commission. If approved, the plat shall be signed by the city council and
authorized for recording.

Russ Adamson:

7.

Why is building height still an item to be concerned with? Shawn Eliot stated that the planning
commission recommendation never got to the city council. In October Shawn asked the council if we
should look at it, they said “no”, however, the new council members feel it should be reviewed.

NEBO HEIGHTS LETTER

8.

Dayna Hughes asked planner, Shawn Eliot, to comment on the attorney’s letter regarding Nebo
Heights. (mostly 30% and 20% sloped CE-1 proposed development just north of Elk Haven
Subdivisions). They put their application in about November of 2006. This was a concept application
that went to staff. It sat for a long time as they did not get back to us.

Come June, they went to put in preliminary plat. Shawn stopped everything as a concept had not yet
been approved. A field trip was held. Their concept fee of $400 was refunded. They never did pay
for preliminary.

Our lawyer seemed to think we are in the right. We sent our attorney about 50 pages of minutes and
file items relevant to the project to review. There were inconsistencies in their letter.

We kept their concept money for a year then returned it. The one item that their letter did not address
was that we changed our code to say a developer is not vested until preliminary plat. The planning
commission had started work on this in Sept. or Oct. of 2006 and passed it in January 2007. The
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work on this code was started a month or so before their project came in.

9. Margaret Leckie mentioned that Nebo Heights has had a name change, and it is now called
“Whispering Oaks”.

10. Vesting is no longer valid if you have not received final one year after receiving preliminary, yet this
does not apply in this case as they never received preliminary approval.

LETTER FROM KARL SHULER RE: SCRUB OAK

11. Shawn stated that basically, Karl stated that he did not feel that the planning commission believed
him when he said that too much scrub oak is a bad thing. He sent an email to a fellow from the Fish
and Wildlife Service, who responded that gamble oak is a native plant but it has expanded its range
such that it is a fire hazard and if it gets too thick, animals won’t go around it. Basically it is better in
island-type clumps with wild grasses around it. Dayna agreed.

12. Shawn stated that it is not that we don’t believe him; it is that a lot of residents like the oak.
POSSIBLE NEW DEVELOPMENTS/ANNEXATIONS

13. Shawn Eliot mentioned that Anderson Development, a large outfit that owns the Geneva Steel land,
brought litigation suits against Bluffdale re: Moderate Income Housing, etc., are looking at annexing
some property below Karl Shuler’s land (Elk Haven). It is 60-90 acres, owned by a Mr. Clark. It
would have to be annexed into Elk Ridge. They would have to have access through Karl’s property.

14. Horizon View Farms (Elk Ridge Meadows, PUD, Phase 4 condo development) are coming back to
go through the whole development process again with a larger footprint for the units. We are doing
preliminary and final together. They did not feel the market supports 2,000 sq. foot condos, so they
are increasing the unit size to 3,000 sq. ft. condos. This will mean less open space in the overall
development.

15. Russ Adamson asked if there were any other hot topics of discussion besides building heights, flag
lots... redoing Title 10.Shawn mentioned that he needs to take Sprinkling System code back to the
council.

16. Shawn mentioned re: the senior overlay cluster code, in relation to Eric Allen’s two proposed
projects, is still in the mill. Things are a little slow coming in from the developer. The proposed
corner development, Park View Estates, still has a minor list of things to be done. There is a potential
this will come forward the second week in March along with the Senior Cluster Overlay code.

The second development of Eric’s, Gladstan View, has some serious slope issues with 12% roads
and driveways, not good for a senior development.

GENERAL PLAN REWRITE

Chairman Adamson mentioned we have plenty to do with the general plan rewrite.

Chairman Adamson adjourned the meeting at 9:45 p.m.

Planning Commission Coordinator




