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Land Use Hearing Officer 
Public Meeting Agenda 

Tuesday, August 12, 2014 

1:00 P.M. 
THE MEETING WILL BE HELD AT SALT LAKE COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER  

2001 SOUTH STATE STREET, NORTH BUILDING 

PLANNING DIVISION CONFERENCE ROOM, SUITE N3600 

ANY QUESTIONS, CALL (385) 468-6700 

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS FOR QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS MAY BE PROVIDED 

UPON RECEIPT OF A REQUEST WITH 5 WORKING DAYS NOTICE. PLEASE CONTACT 

WENDY GURR AT 385-468-6707. TTY USERS SHOULD CALL 711. 
The purpose of the Land Use Hearing Officer’s Meeting is to allow the Land Use Hearing Officer to hear 

applicant and public comment, as well as agency and staff recommendations, prior to making a decision 

on applications filed with Salt Lake County. 

 

The Land Use Hearing Officer shall: act as an appeal authority for zoning decisions applying this title as 

provided in Section 19.92.050 and conditional use decisions by a planning commission; hear and decide 

the special exceptions to the terms of the zoning ordinance set forth in Section 19.92.060; hear and decide 

variances from the terms of the zoning ordinance; and, hear and decide applications for the expansion or 

modification of nonconforming uses. 

 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

28907 – Megan DePaulis on behalf of Renfrew Brighton is appealing the decision of the Salt 

Lake County Planning Commission granting approval of file #28833 for the construction and 

operation of a wireless telecommunications facility. Location: 10027 East Little Cottonwood 

Road. Zone: FR-20. Planner: Todd A. Draper 

 

28937 – Richard Welch on behalf of Garbett Homes is appealing a condition of approval 

imposed by the Salt Lake County Planning Commission as part of the Commission’s approval of 

file #28887, Treseder at Little Cottonwood PUD. Location: 3601 East Little Cottonwood Road. 

Zone: R-1-10 z/c. Planner: Todd A. Draper 

 

ADJOURN 

http://pwpds.slco.org/agendas/index.html
http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Salt Lake County Planning Commission
Meeting Date and Time: Monday, June 30, 2014 08:00 AM File No: 2 8 8 3 3
Applicant Name: Tanya Friese Request: Conditional Use
Description: FCOZ Conditional Use - Wireless Telecommunications HUB Building
Location: 10027 East Little Cottonwood Canyon Road
Zone: FR-20 Forestry & Recreation Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No ✔

Community Council Rec: Approval with Conditions
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Planner: Todd A. Draper

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

Crown Castle International is requesting approval for construction of and operation of a Wireless 
Telecommunications HUB building on the subject property. This HUB will support a series of wireless 
towers that will be installed throughout Little Cottonwood Canyon on property owned either by the U.S. 
Forest Service or the Utah Department of Transportation.  A similar project was recently completed in Big 
Cottonwood Canyon. Additionally, for clarification purposes the subject property for this application is a 
relatively large parcel under the ownership of Alta Ski Lifts Company, but located within the jurisdiction 
of the Unincorporated County.  This project affects a relatively small portion of that property.  
 

1.3 Neighborhood Response

Members of the public in attendance at the April 16, 2014 meeting of the County Planning Commission 
were primarily concerned about the location of the building relative to the highway, and snow removal 
from the site. Concerns also included the potential for noise from the generator and concerns that the 
structure would increase avalanche danger to neighboring properties.  
 

1.4 Community Council Response

At their April 2, 2014 meeting, the Granite Community Council recommended approval of the proposal 
with conditions that the architecture of the building be modified to enhance screening of exterior 
equipment and to blend in more with its surroundings. Specifically the wood and concrete exterior of 
Snowbird was discussed.  The formal recommendation from their group  is attached. 
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2.0 ANALYSIS

2.1 Applicable Ordinances 

Section 19.84.060 of the Conditional Use Chapter of the Zoning Ordinance establishes five standards to 
be used in evaluating Conditional Use applications.  The Planning Commission must find that all five of 
these standards have been met before granting approval of an application.  Based on the foregoing 
analysis, Staff suggests the following: 
  
 

Conditional Use Criteria and EvaluationCriteria Met

YES NO Standard `A': The proposed site development plan shall comply with all applicable 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, such as parking, building setbacks, building height, etc.

4/16/2014 Discussion: The proposed building appears to meet most zoning standards with 2 
notable exceptions:  
  
1) The building may  encroach into natural slopes greater than 30%.  As the slope analysis 
provided does not appear to meet required ordinance standards it is difficult to determine if 
zoning ordinance has been met or not with regards to the prohibition of development on 
steep slopes. Encroachment into man made slopes in excess of 30% has typically been 
allowed for the construction of retention structures in the past, however the position of the 
building relative to the location of the natural slope is difficult to determine at this time .  
Staff believes that this would best be sorted out through the subsequent technical review 
process and should it  later be determined that a slope waiver or variance is necessary that a 
separate application could be submitted  at that time.  
  
  
2) Un-faced concrete walls are discouraged by the FCOZ ordinance.  Concrete walls should be 
split faced, stamped, or have other significant architectural elements added to it. The intent is 
to break up the mass and wall lines in an effort to avoid unbroken expanses of building mass 
and walls that can intrude into the natural canyon setting and dominate a site. The current 
proposal calls for architectural tooling lines in the concrete approximately every 6 feet on the 
building and stamped concrete on the retaining walls. In staffs opinion additional tooling or 
architectural features need to be added to help break up the wall mass (horizontal and 
vertical elements). Also there are few details provided regarding the treatment of the 
concrete roof structure. Staff would suggest that the the roof structure also have a concrete 
treatment, coloration, and/or other details added to differentiate it from the building walls 
and the retaining walls. 
  
Staff would support the addition of conditions that would satisfy these criteria.  
  
6/17/2014  Update: The building plans have been revised to meet ordinance, the location of 
the structure has been modified, and an accurate slope analysis has been submitted for 
review.  The grading specialist has determined that the slope over the new proposed site is 1) 
primarily man made, and 2) of an average slope of less than 30%.  No slope waiver or variance 
is required for the location as currently proposed.  
 

YES NO Standard `B': The proposed use and site development plan shall comply with all other 
applicable laws and ordinances.
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4/16/2014 Discussion: Compliance with this criterion will continue to be monitored 
throughout the subsequent technical review process and a final approval will not be issued 
unless this has been met to the satisfaction of the individual reviewers and reviewing 
agencies. 
  
6/17/2014 All reviewers have reviewed the revised plans and have either approved them as 
proposed, or approved with listed conditions.  All conditions of the reviewers will be 
incorporated as part of the final conditions of approval for the site.

YES NO Standard `C': The proposed use and site development plan shall not present a traffic hazard 
due to poor site design or to anticipated traffic increases on the nearby road system which 
exceed the amounts called for under the County Transportation Master Plan.

4/16/2014 Discussion: The site is unmanned and will have limited traffic to and from the site 
relative to this specific use. 
  
6/17/2014 UDOT has granted approval for the access.

YES NO Standard `D': The proposed use and site development plan shall not pose a threat to the 
safety of persons who will work on, reside on, or visit the property nor pose a threat to the 
safety of residents or properties in the vicinity by failure to adequately address the following 
issues: fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site 
grading/ topography, storm drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health 
hazards, or wetlands.

4/16/2014 Discussion: Final approval will not be granted by staff until compliance with these 
issues is achieved with the individual reviewers and reviewing agencies through the 
subsequent technical review process.  
  
6/17/2014 The technical review process has concluded and land use issues related to fire 
safety, geologic hazards (including avalanche risk), soil and slope conditions, grading and 
topography, flood control and environmental health hazards have been reviewed and the 
plans have been approved, or approved with conditions, by the respective review agencies 
and individuals.  In some instances additional scrutiny of the plans will be provided as part of 
the subsequent building plan review related to compliance with building code requirements 
necessary to obtain a building permit.  

YES NO Standard `E': The proposed use and site development plan shall not adversely impact 
properties in the vicinity of the site through lack of compatibility with nearby buildings in 
terms of size, scale, height, or noncompliance with community general plan standards. 

4/16/2014 Discussion: The proposed building would be fairly compatible with nearby 
buildings, with the exception of the sole use of concrete as the construction material which 
would affect how the massing and scale of the building is viewed. Staff believes however that 
reasonable conditions can be imposed that would have the effect of alleviating this concern.  
  
6/17/2014 New plans have been submitted that adequately address the prior aesthetic 
issues related to compatibility with nearby structures and buildings in terms of size, scale, 
height,  materials, and colors. 
 

2.2 Zoning Requirements
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19.83.070 Color. 

Monopoles, antennas, and any associated buildings or equipment shall be painted to blend with the 
surroundings which they are most commonly seen. The color shall be determined on a case-by-case basis by 
the planning commission for conditional uses and development services division for permitted uses. Within 
six months after the facility has been constructed, the planning commission or the development services 
division may require the color be changed if it is determined that the original color does not blend with the 
surroundings.

19.83.080 Sites in the foothills and canyons. 

For the purpose of this chapter the foothills and canyons are defined as the areas shown on the maps in the 
document entitled "Salt Lake County Foothill and Canyon Development Standards."

A. Any grading for telecommunication facilities, including access roads and trenching for utilities, shall 
comply with the Uniform Building Code. Telecommunication facilities in the foothills and canyons shall 
comply with the FR zone requirements for grading (Section 19.12.100), natural vegetation (Section
19.12.110) and utilities (Section 19.12.120). Everything possible should be done to minimize disturbance of 
the natural environment.

B. A computer-generated visual simulation of the proposed structures is required for all sites in the foothills 
and canyons. The simulation shall show all structures including but not limited to monopoles, antennas, and 
equipment buildings.

C. Everything possible should be done to minimize disturbance of the visual environment. Site placement 
and color should be carefully considered to blend in with the surroundings.

D. Continuous outside lighting is prohibited unless required by the FAA for the monopole. 

19.83.090 Additional requirements. 

The following shall be considered by the planning commission for conditional uses:

A. Compatibility of the proposed structure with the height and mass of existing buildings and utility 
structures.

B. Location of the antenna on other existing structures in the same vicinity such as other monopoles, 
buildings, water towers, utility poles, athletic field lights, parking lot lights, etc. where possible without 
significantly impacting antenna transmission or reception.

C. Location of the antenna in relation to existing vegetation, topography including ridge lines, and buildings 
to obtain the best visual screening.

D. Spacing between monopoles which creates detrimental impacts to adjoining properties. 

E. Installation of, but not limited to, curb, gutter, sidewalk, landscaping, and fencing as per Sections
19.76.210 and 19.84.050

19.83.100 Accessory buildings. 
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Accessory buildings to antenna structures must comply with the required setback, height and landscaping 
requirements of the zoning district in which they are located. All utility lines on the lot leading to the 
accessory building and antenna structure shall be underground.

19.83.110 Non-maintained or abandoned facilities. 

The building official may require each non-maintained or abandoned telecommunications facility to be 
removed from the building or premise when such a facility has not been repaired or put into use by the owner 
or agent within ninety calendar days after notice of non-maintenance or abandonment is given to the owner 
or agent. The applicant shall post a site specific bond when a permit is issued to guarantee removal of the 
facility and site restoration. The type of bond and amount shall be determined upon review by county staff. 
No bond shall be required for roof or wall mounted facilities.

19.84.050 Approval/denial authority. 

The planning commission has the authority to approve, deny, or approve with conditions conditional use 
applications.

A. Planning Commission Approval. 

1. The planning commission shall review and approve or deny each application during a public meeting.

2. The planning commission's decision shall be based on information presented through the public meeting 
process, including: the materials submitted by the applicant, the recommendation of the director or director's 
designee, and input from interested parties and affected entities.

3. If conditions are specified, the director or director's designee shall issue a final approval letter upon 
satisfaction of the planning commission's conditions of approval.

4. If the applicant fails to meet all conditions of approval within twelve months of the planning commission's 
decision, the application is deemed denied. A twelve-month extension may be granted upon the payment of 
an additional filing fee equal to the original filing fee.

5. A planning commission decision shall be made on a complete conditional use application within a 
reasonable time frame, not to exceed ninety days. The planning commission is authorized to review and take 
action on an application as outlined in Section 19.84.040 after having notified the applicant of the meeting 
date.

6. Failure by the applicant to provide information that has been requested by the planning commission, the 
director or director's designee to resolve conflicts with the standards in Section 19.84.060 (above) may result 
in an application being denied.

B. Decision. Each conditional use application shall be: 

1.Approved if the proposed use, including the manner and design in which a property is proposed for 
development, complies with the standards for approval outlined in Section 19.84.060; or

2. Approved with conditions if the anticipated detrimental effects of the use, including the manner and 
design in which the property is proposed for development, can be mitigated with the imposition of 
reasonable conditions to bring about compliance with the standards outlined in Section 19.84.060; or

3. Denied if the anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use cannot be mitigated with the imposition 
of reasonable conditions of approval to bring about compliance with the standards outlined in Section 
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19.84.060

19.84.075 Graffiti preventative materials or design. 

A. Whenever the planning commission determines that there is a reasonable likelihood that graffiti will be 
placed on the surfaces of proposed improvements it shall require, as part of the conditional use approval, that 
the applicant apply an anti-graffiti material, approved by the development services division, to each of the 
surfaces to be constructed. The anti-graffiti material shall be used on surfaces from ground level to a height 
of nine feet. The planning commission may approve dense planting or appropriate design measures in place 
of anti-graffiti materials.

B. Whenever the planning commission becomes aware of graffiti having been placed on any surfaces 
constructed as part of development approved as a conditional use, it may require that the applicant or his/her 
successor in interest apply an anti-graffiti material to such surfaces where no such material was previously 
required.

2.3 Other Agency Recommendations or Requirements

Review comments pertaining to the previous preliminary approval of the application have not 

been included with this report.  Presented here are the technical review comments and listed 

conditions under which final approval or clearance for the project has been granted by the 

reviewers.  

  

Urban Hydrology Review -  

Grading will be done according to the approved grading and drainage plan.  
  
Salt Lake County Health Department -  

Technical review approved. 
  
UDOT -  

UDOT Region 2 has no objection to this location for the LCC hub building from a permitting/traffic 
perspective.  
  

SLC Watershed -  

1. Contractor to provide all best management practices (BMP's) and measures necessary as determined 
by County personnel and Salt Lake City watershed personnel to control erosion and protect all water 
sources and Salt Lake City's Watershed. (This note should be added to the plans). 
2. Show and label limits of disturbance and all construction best management practices and measures 
necessary to insure erosion control during construction. 
3. All building setbacks must comply with Salt Lake Valley Health Department regulations. 
4. Heat pumps and geothermal well systems are not allowed within the protected Salt Lake City 
Watershed. 
5. If a power generator is required at this site a protection and containment plan for fuel fluids will need 
to be approved by Salt Lake City. 
  
Water (service) has not been requested for this site under this application and water is not available for 
this parcel of land or to the building. 
  

  

Traffic Review -  

 Technical Review approved per UDOT approval.  
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Geology -  

1. The proposed building is located with in an area of potential natural hazards (avalanche and slope 
stability) 
2. Received a copy of the Avalanche report prepared by Joesph Crilly S.E. which states the building has 
been designed to sufficiently mitigate the 100 yr snow avalanche at the site. 
3. IGES will be submitting a copy of the geotechnical report and slope stability analysis as part of the 
Building permit process. 
4. The Building is located with in a Red zone but is not used for Human Occupancy (limited to equipment 
repairs), and has been designed with in the requirements of the zoning administrators determination 
that it can withstand the 100 year avalanche. 
  
Grading Review -  

1. The slope analysis shows the building will be constructed on slopes in excess of thirty percent, 
however under the current FCOZ Ordinance, Slope averaging is permitted. Based on this information the 
slope is Averaged to be 22% grade. 
2. The geotechnical study required could not be completed due to winter conditions and potential 
adverse affects, Based on this information the geotechnical report and slope stability report will be 
required to be submitted with the building permit application as part of the building permit review. 
3. The planned grading at the site is limited to the area of the building foot print and wing walls 
4. The back of the building will be required to be protected using a foundation drain system. 
5. Recommendation of conditional approval is applicable subject to the following: 
 a. At the time of the Building permit a site specific Geotechnical engineering report and slope   
     stability analysis shall be submitted for review and comment. 
 b. All site work shall be completed in accordance with the approved site grading and drainage  
     plans. 
 c. At the time of the Building permit application a N.O.I and erosion control plans shall be  
     submitted for review and comment. 
 d. Footing excavations shall be inspected and approved in writing by a qualified Geotechnical  
     engineer prior to the placement of concrete forms and rebar. 
 e. The rear wall of the structure shall be constructed as a retaining wall. 
 

2.4 Other Issues

Planning Review -  

1. Revised plans and documentation address all previous planning and zoning related concerns.  
2. A limits of disturbance fence will be required to be installed in the locations indicated on the approved 
plans.  
 

2.5 Subdivision Requirements

Not applicable.  The area will likely be leased separately to the operator by the Alta Ski Lift Company. 

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Conditional Use with the following conditions:

1 ) Build in accordance with approved plans. A building permit is required for construction. 

2 ) All site grading to be completed in accordance with the approved site grading and drainage plans. 
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3 ) During construction, comply with best management practices (BMP's) and measures necessary to 
control erosion and protect the Watershed. At the time of the Building permit application a N.O.I and 
erosion control plans shall be submitted for review and comment.

4 ) At the time of the Building permit a site specific Geotechnical engineering report and slope stability 
analysis shall be submitted for review and comment.

5 ) Grading at the site is limited to the area of the building foot print and wing walls.

6 ) Footing excavations shall be inspected and approved in writing by a qualified Geotechnical 
engineer prior to the placement of concrete forms and re-bar.

7 ) The rear wall of the structure shall be constructed as a retaining wall.

8 ) Install a limits of disturbance fence in the locations indicate on the approved plans prior to 
commencement of construction on the site. All land disturbance on site is limited to the area within 
the fence. 

9 ) Treat the exterior surface of the building with anti-graffiti material(s).

3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1  The Listed conditions are needed to ensure that the proposal meets specific ordinance requirements 
as well as the intent of the ordinances. 

2 ) The listed conditions represent reasonable and implementable measures for the mitigation of 
potential negative impacts to surrounding properties and the public in general. 

3.3 Other Recommendations

None at this time. 
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File #28833
Aerial Map
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Wireless Communication Hub Building   Little Cottonwood Canyon Road
View of East End 2
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Wireless Communication Hub Building Little Cottonwood Canyon Road
View of West End 3
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Wireless Communication Hub Building   Little Cottonwood Canyon Road
Overview 4
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 Intermountain GeoEnvironmental Services, Inc. 
 4153 South 300 West, Salt Lake City, Utah 84107 
 Ph:801-270-9400 Fax: 801-270-9401   www.igesinc.com

January 28, 2014 

Horrocks Engineers 
2162 West Grove Parkway, Suite 400 
Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 

Attn: Mr. Derek Stonebreaker, P.E.  

Proposal
Geotechnical Investigation for Hillside Cut Wall 
Little Cottonwood Canyon Immediately West of Alta Ski Resort 
Alta, Utah

Dear Mr. Stonebreaker, 

INTRODUCTION

Intermountain GeoEnvironmental Services, Inc. (IGES) is pleased to present our proposal to 
complete a geotechnical investigation of the proposed hillside cut area near Alta, Utah. A 
small building is proposed measuring 25x65 feet in plan with a 10 ft. tall wall tucked into the 
hillside.  The approximate location of the site is shown in the following Google Earth photo 
and is slightly upslope from the adjoining highway and approximately 80 feet north of the 
road shoulder. A geotechnical investigation is needed to assist in the design of the wall and 
determine allowable soil bearing pressures.  The structural design of the building will be 
performed by Horrocks Engineers.  If soil nail stabilization of the slope is deemed 
appropriate, IGES would provide design for this component of the work. Our proposed Scope 
of Work, assumptions and projected costs for this work is provided in the following. 
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SCOPE OF WORK 

GENERAL 

The following scope of work is proposed for the investigations followed by somewhat more 
generalized discussions of our work in the laboratory and our report preparation and analyses 
to support Horrocks design efforts. 

BACKGROUND 

The close up aerial photo of the site indicates that the site is at the base of a rather steep slope 
covered with colluvium composed of talus or slide debris or their combination 
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Current site Conditions as seen from Little Cottonwood Canyon Road 

As the photos show, the sloping hllside is moderately steep, but snow covered making access 
difficult.  As seen in the mapping presented in the UDOT snow avalanch mapping, the slope 
may have the potential to be an avalanch chute or immediately adjacent to one. Excavation 
into the snow could potentially trigger a slide.  

As such, it would be prudent to defer any site investigattion requiring excavtion until after the 
snow melt. 
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SITE INVESTIGATIONS 

We propose to perform a single test pit at the proposed site to expose cut slope lithology and 
foundation soils.  This single test pit will be sampled for laboratory testing and other wise 
supplemented by mapping of adjacent rock exposures and other geologic parameters.  The test 
pit will also be photographed for additional documentation. 

Bulk samples will be collected for laboratory testing.  All work will be performed under the 
direction and supervision of an experienced geotechnical engineer.

All exploration locations will be backfilled with excavated materials.   

LABORATORY TESTING 

Appropriate laboratory tests will be performed on soil samples obtained from the field 
investigation described above. Specific laboratory tests will be dependent on actual soil 
conditions encountered at the site; however, tests currently envisioned are summarized below: 

Moisture-density tests 
Gradation analysis 
Atterberg Limits 

    Laboratory Moisture Density 
Relationship (Proctor) 

   Corrosivity Testing 

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The results of our investigation, laboratory testing, and engineering analyses will be presented 
in a final reports. This report will include, at a minimum, the following: 

a. A general Plot Plan and Vicinity map showing the location of site 
investigations.

b. Logs of explorations. 
c. A detailed description of surface and subsurface conditions encountered. 
d. A summary of laboratory test data. 
e. Bearing capacity assessment and estimated settlement of the proposed wall 

design.
f. Design lateral earth pressure parameters for wall design 
g. Global slope stability evaluation of the proposed wall system with 

consideration for traffic load and downslope geometry 

One wet stamped hard copies of our final report will be provided along with a PDF version 
for electronic distribution. 

If it appears more appropriate to use soil nail technology for slope retention, IGES will 
develop a soil nail wall design for Horrocks’ use in prepareing detailed plans and 
specifications.  The design will include the various sized components of a soil nail wall 
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system including shotcrete thicknesses, plate design, nail size and lengths, welded wire mesh 
reinforcement recommendations.  IGES will also provide review of the final design plans and 
specs for conformance to our design recommendations. 

CONDITIONS, SCHEDULE AND FEES 

IGES proposes to undertake the above scope of work on a TIME & EXPENSE basis in 
general accordance with our current schedule of fees and the attached "General Conditions" as 
presented on Attachment 1. Based on the scope of work outlined in the preceding, our fees 
estimated to perform the investigation, testing and report/design developments are estimated 
to be $4,500 to $5,000.  If soil nail wall design is required, an additional $2,500 fee will be 
charged including final drawing and spec review. 

 The above fee is based on the following assumptions: 

1. Test pit location will be accessible via trackhoe and performed after slopes have 
essentially become clear of snow pack and avalanche hazard abated. 

2. Horrocks will assist in locating test pit as required.  Alternatively, test pit locations 
will be approximately located using handheld GPS methods 

3. Free and clear access will be provided to all required investigation locations.  
4. Client/Owner will provide a site topographic base map for use in our report in 

AutoCAD Format or similar. 

Our site investigation can generally begin within one week of receipt of written authorization 
to proceed.  Field work will require 1 day to complete.   

Lab testing will require approximately 4-8 days to complete following delivery of samples to 
our laboratory.  Our analyses and report preparation will require an additional week after 
completion of lab testing. 

If you wish us to proceed with the proposed services, please indicate so by signing the 
Authorization to Proceed at the end of this proposal. Non-acceptance of these terms or any 
significant modification to them inclusive of limitations of liability, insurance levels or 
indemnification may result in a modification to our proposed fees as offered above or 
withdrawal of this proposal.
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We appreciate the opportunity to provide you with our services and look forward to working 
with you on this project. If you have any questions regarding the proposed scope of work or 
any other aspects of our proposal please call. 

Sincerely,
IGES, Inc. 

John F. Wallace, P.E. 
Principal Engineer 

Attachments: 

1. General Conditions - Form B 100 
2. Schedule of Fees - 2014 

040



041



042



043



044



045



046



047



048



 

4625 South 2300 East, Suite 105, Holladay, UT 84117 

Phone 801-274-2831 Fax 801-274-2832 

 joe@ctsengineering.net 

www.ctsengineering.net 

COMMITMENT TO ENGINEERING EXCELLENCE AND SERVICE  

 

June 25, 2014  Page 1 of 6 

 

Brian Christensen  

Horrocks Engineers 

2162 W Grove Parkway 

Suite 400 

Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 

 
Dear Brian, 
As per our June 25, 2014 telephone conversation I have adapted my calculations to 
account for the proposed HUB structure being relocated to the north and west of the 
previous location and which was analyzed in my May 6, 2014 letter.  The new 
location of the HUB structure is far enough away from the northern most point of 
the residential structures across highway 210 to the south that the 100- year design 
avalanche flowing over the top of the structure will hit the ground prior to reaching 
the residential structures.   
 
Based on this and the fact the HUB building will only slightly impede the flow of a 
snow avalanche there will be no impact on the residential structures to the south of 
the proposed new building.   
 
This also means the snow avalanche impact force on the residential structures to the 
south and across highway 210 will not be increased due to the location of the new 
HUB building; these forces will most likely be reduced due to the energy loss of the 
snow moving across the roof of the HUB building as opposed to down the slope of 
the terrain as it is currently graded.   
 
Please see the attached site plan, (FIGURE I), and calculations, (FIGURE II) that 
demonstrate the maximum distance the snow could stay “aloft” as it crosses the roof 
of the HUB building.   
 
With regards to my May 23rd snow avalanche report for the same HUB building 
please see the attached figures III and IV which correlate the modeled release areas 
with historical release areas affecting the HUB building. 
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If there are any other questions please do not hesitate to call, (801) 274-2831. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Joseph D. Crilly, S.E.  
 

 

 

 
6.25.2014
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FIGURE I: SITE PLAN IMAGE: 
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FIGURE II 

FALLING OBJECT EQUATIONS,  

PCM EQUATIONS, AND VELOCITY VERIFICATION  

 

         

 

FALLING OBJECT EQUATIONS 

 

 

VELOCITY = 23.0 m/s 

      

 

Average 

velocity = 20.685333 

      

 

h = 6.1 m 

 

20.0 ft 

    

 

t = 1.1 s (2*h/g)^1/2 

    

 

g = 9.8 m/s 

      

         

 

L = 23.1 m V * t 75.7 ft 

    

 

h (75.6) ft = 0.0 m 

 

0.0 ft 

    

 

t (70')= 1.1 s 

      

 

d =  23.0 m 

 

75.6 ft 

    

         

 

PCM equations:   for velocity drop verifications across road 
 

 

Segment 2 data: 

  

Li = 23.0 m 

 

 

Theta = 0.017 rad 1.0 

deg           

relief 0 m 

 

 

ViB = 18.4 m/sec 53 ft/sec 36 mph 

 

 

ViA = 23.0 m/sec 66 ft/sec 45 mph 

 

 

ai= g x (sin theta -FF2 x cos theta) 

 

Bi = 2 x Li/(M/D)i 

  

 

αi = -1.300068 

     

 

βi = -0.307238 

      

 

(M/D)i = 150 

      

 

µ = 0.15 
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FIGURE III HISTORICAL RELEASE AREAS PER UDOT ROAD ATLAS 
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FIGURE IV HISTORICAL RELEASE AREAS PER UDOT ROAD ATLAS 

CARDIFF BOWL  
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4625 South 2300 East, Suite 105, Holladay, UT 84117 

Phone 801-274-2831 Fax 801-274-2832 

 joe@ctsengineering.net 

www.ctsengineering.net 

COMMITMENT TO ENGINEERING EXCELLENCE AND SERVICE 
 

June 25, 2014  Page 1 of 7 

 
Brian Christensen  

Horrocks Engineers 

2162 W Grove Parkway 

Suite 400 

Pleasant Grove, Utah 84062 

 
Dear Brian, 
As per our April 29, 2014 email I have completed my study to determine the velocity 
and flow heights of a snow avalanche traveling from north to south across SR210 at 
the location of the proposed new HUB building.  I have calculated the lift effect of 
the proposed structure on the avalanche flow base height.  This “lift” was 
determined by modeling the avalanche flows over the roof of the proposed structure 
and calculating the time the flow remains airborne as it crosses the road.                                               
 
Design Criteria: 
 
Based on the relative height of the proposed structure with respect to the road, the 
west end of the proposed structure will provide a greater “lift” to the avalanche 
flow.  The “lift” will be calculated by determining the time it will take the for a 
falling object to hit the ground when dropped from the south elevation roof height 
which is 20’ above the road, (roof elevation of 8540 ft. minus existing ground of 8520 

ft.).   The formula utilized was:  � = ����(2	ℎ
�
); where g is the acceleration due to 

gravity, and h is the height of the roof above the highway. 

 
This time, t, was then multiplied by the average velocity of the avalanche across the 
path, (road), segment to determine the distance traveled of the mass moving 

through the air, L.  Air friction was accounted for utilizing the M/D and µ 
parameters in the PCM model for one segment.  These velocity values 
conservatively match the velocity reduction determined in the RAMMS computer 
model of the avalanche flowing across the road surface.  See figure V. 
 
The velocity for the flow height calculations was determined by running a 2 meter 
slab avalanche in the program RAMMS, and utilizing design parameters based on a 
100-year return period.  L was determined to be 75 ft.  Based on the site plan 
(attached figure I) the closest existing structure is approximately 70.5 ft. from the 
new structure.  The flow base at 70.5 ft. from the new structure could be 3 ft. above 
the ground following the projection of the avalanche off the roof of the structure, 
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and utilizing the average velocity based on a PCM model and the RAMMS model as 
the avalanche crosses the road.  The average velocity of the avalanche flowing off 
the roof of a new structure will actually be less due to the snow dropping out of the 
flow, since it is not flowing over snow cover, but is airborne, therefore this analysis 
is conservative.  On the east side of the proposed new structure the roof height 
above grade is only 15 ft. and the avalanche will be airborne for only 65 ft., thus 
providing no “lift” to the avalanche flow, past the south edge of SR210. 
 
The possible additional flow height of 3 ft. should be insignificant to the structures 
on the south side of the road due to the fact that if SR 210 is not plowed of snow the 
avalanche event could easily be flowing on a base up to 6 ft. above the road surface 
elevating the avalanche flow to a similar height as described above.   
 
The total flow height of a design avalanche calculated by RAMMs would be 
approximately 8 feet as it flows across the road. 
 
  
Summary  
 

The new structure will cause approximately 3 feet of “lift” for the avalanche flow on 
the west end of the structure 70.5 ft. to the south at the location indicated in Figure I.  
The east end of the structure is not tall enough for the “lift” provided to extend past 
the width of SR 210.  The additional “lift” at the west end of the proposed structure 
is insignificant when considering the “lift” provided by an unplowed road which 
could be as high as 6 ft. during a 100-year event.  
 
Please call with any questions, (801) 274-2831. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Joseph D. Crilly, S.E.  
 

056



CTS Engineering 

3 

 

 
FIGURE I: SITE PLAN IMAGE: 
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FIGURE II 
RAMMS SCREEN SHOT: 

RELEASE AREA, CALCULATION BOUNARY  
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FIGURE III 
RAMMS SCREEN SHOT: 

VELOCITY DISTRIBUTION 
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FIGURE IV 
VELOCITY PROFILE RAMMS 
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FIGURE V: 
FALLING OBJECT EQUATIONS,  

PCM EQUATIONS, AND VELOCITY VERIFICATION  
 

 

FALLING OBJECT EQUATIONS 

 

VELOCITY = 

23.0 

m/s 

     

 

Average velocity = 20.8359 

     

 

h = 6.1 m 

 

20.0 

ft 

   

 

t = 1.1 s (2*h/g)^1/2 

   

 

g = 9.8 m/s 

     

        

 

L = 23.2 m V * t 

76.2 

ft 

   

 

h (70') = 0.9 m 

 

2.9 ft 

   

 

t (70')= 1.0 s 

     

 

d =  21.5 m 

 

70.5 

ft 

   

        

 

PCM equations: 

 

Segment 2 data: 

  

Li = 21.5 m 

 

Theta = 0.017 rad 1.0 deg           relief 0 m 

 

ViB = 18.7 m/sec 54 ft/sec 37 mph 

 

ViA = 23.0 m/sec 66 ft/sec 45 mph 

 

ai= g x (sin theta -FF2 x cos theta) Bi = 2 x Li/(M/D)i 

 

 

αi = -1.3001 

     

 

βi = -0.2865 

     

 

(M/D)i = 150 

     

 

µ = 0.15 
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MEETING MINUTE SUMMARY  

 Salt Lake County Planning Commission Meeting 

 

Wednesday, April 16, 2014 8:30 a.m. 

Meeting Minutes were approved May 14, 2014. 

Approximate meeting length:  4 hours 56 minutes 

Number of public in attendance: 15 

Summary Prepared by:  Wendy Gurr 

Meeting Conducted by:  Commissioner Young 

ATTENDANCE 

Commissioners and Staff:  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BUSINESS MEETING 

Meeting began at – 8:40 a.m. 

1) Township Services Introduction, Patrick Leary  
 

Patrick Leary, Township Executive provided insight into Township services Planning Commission 

Support and a letter addressed to each Planning Commissioner, contact information and 

organizational chart. Commissioner Young advised they need lawfully annual training, in regards 

to legal and ethical issues, and boundaries training. Commissioner Creveling would like 

continued education, and background on county and State. Commissioner Young advised he has 

reviewed the resource manual and reviewed County and State Law. Mr. Leary advised the manual 

is a work in progress and would like this to be a useful resource. Township Services is to provide 

assistance to do their job. Commissioner Cohen asked if there is a meeting for the Utah Chapter. 

Staff David Gellner provided some feedback regarding conferences and meetings. They would like 

an update and quick briefing monthly regarding the fall conference. Commissioner Creveling 

confirmed our goal is to make sure our commitment is to confirm everyone is a member of 

American Planning Association. Mr. Leary advised we would like to have a few meetings annually 

and get feedback. Commissioner Young thinks the Commissioners from all Planning Commissions 

Planning Staff / DA 
Public 

Mtg 

Business 

Mtg 

Todd Draper x x 

Wendy Gurr x x 

Max Johnson x x 

Lyle Gibson x x 

David Gellner x x 

Adam Miller (DA)  x x 

Zach Shaw (DA) x x 

Tom Christensen (DA) x  

Greg Baptist x x 

Robert Thompson x x 

Patrick Leary x x 

Rita Lund x x 

Commissioners 
Public 

Mtg 

Business 

Mtg 
Absent 

Tod Young – Chair x x  

Neil A. Cohen  x x  

Jeff Creveling x x  

Ronald Vance – Vice Chair x x  

Clare Collard   x 

Todd Sutton   x 

Bryan O’Meara  
Teleconfe

rence 
  

*NOTE: Staff Reports referenced in this document can 

be found on the State and County websites, or from Salt 

Lake County Planning & Development Services.  
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should meet once a year, to see each and talk to each other would be beneficial. He also reiterated 

that he can’t tell the members of the public that they will not accept written comments. He said we 

need to work hard to inform the public. Mr. Leary wants to make sure everyone is comfortable 

with the goal and communications. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Hearings began at – 8:56 a.m. 

Commissioner Cohen recused himself from the meeting at 8:58 am 

Conditional Use –  

 

28643 – (Continued from 03/12/2014 meeting) – Snowbird Resort is requesting minor site and floor 

plan amendments to a previously approved condo project at Snowbird Ski Resort known as Alpen Vista 

or Superior Lodge. The request is being driven by an updated avalanche study for this site. Location: 

9525 East Little Cottonwood Canyon. Zone: FR-20, Foothills and Canyons Overlay Zone (FCOZ). 

Planner: Lyle Gibson  

 

Staff Lyle Gibson provided an analysis of the Staff Report. Commissioner Young asked if Commissioner 

O’Meara was following the Meeting packets, Commissioner O’Meara stated that he was. 

 
PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED 

Speaker # 1: Behalf of the Applicant (Architect) 

Name: Brian McCarthy 

Address: 1025 South 800 East, Salt Lake City 

Comments: He stated the project is still within the conditions placed upon from October, 2013. It is 26 units not 28 

and is six inches shorter. The additional square footage is in addition to the owner’s storage, so it is not being 

relocated, just added. There were multiple iterations of plans between October and this past submission, the hall 

space had already been incorporated into the original units. The elevator was located in the East space corridor 

since 2006. Having the additional space at the Southeast is only prudent for transportation. He reference the letter 

from Mr. Horne, working with planning staff and applicant to make sure the architect is working within the area 

and facility. 

 

Commissioner Creveling questioned two drawings. The building being presented has two significant changes to the 

footprint of the building. Looking at the Northeast and Southeast for the avalanche protection, there is nothing 

being shown on the Northwest side on additional pressures being shown on the engineering study, nothing is being 

done the entire length of the building. Mr. McCarthy stated that they have increased the bearing capacity as it sits. 

It is constructed with 20 inch walls tied unilaterally into the floor slab. Tying and dragging the load from the 

building and dragging it back down into the soil.  Commissioner Creveling advised the avalanche has to go all the 

way across the Canyon. Mr. McCarthy stated he designed the building based upon engineering studies not “what 

ifs”. The only occupiable space outdoors is on the Northeast and Southeast corners. It is unreasonable to ask that 

they use an avalanche study that shows lesser loads. They must to work with what they have to resist the load. 

Decisions were made for an approach without the applicant being present at a meeting. The building footprint is as 

it sat until 2013 which added a 3
rd

 floor. From October to December, more square footage was added to the 

footprint that goes right to the property line.  

 

Counsel Zach Shaw advised the Planning Commission to look only at the proposed change, apply the factors of the 

Conditional Use ordinance and determine if it complies with zoning and other County ordinance, and if there is a 

traffic problem. Commissioner Creveling asked if the mitigation is in place and that his approach is in looking at it. 

Counsel advised the decisions of the Planning Commission need to be supported with substantial evidence that 

satisfies the County ordinances. They would need to have evidence to rebut and refute. 
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Commissioner Creveling doesn’t believe enough evidence is in front of him to make the decision. He doesn’t have 

evidence that the building itself or that these loads could be resisted. Counsel indicated the lack of evidence that the 

current building is adequate is not substantial evidence. Commissioner Young referred to Mr. Leary’s earlier 

presentation for Planning Commissioner Training. Commissioner Young repeated the first paragraph of the staff 

report. 

 

Speaker # 2: Citizen 

Name: Jarod Johnson 

Address: 675 East 500 South, #400, Salt Lake City 

Comments: He had a new avalanche study using a Joseph Crilly study. As they took the report that was developed, 

the avalanches are in order of magnitude, to take the new forces and overturning on the walls was beyond all 

practicability from 2006. They have a 20 inch wall and foot thick floor. They have faith in the new calculations of 

the forces that they were given. 

 

Commissioner Young reminded the Commissioners they are not able to recognize economics. Commissioner 

Creveling spoke about load pressures to the footings. There is an existing foundation but, the building has not been 

built. 

 

Commissioner Creveling motioned to reopen the Public Meeting, Commissioner Vance seconded that motion. 

 

Speaker # 3: Save our Canyons 

Name: Carl Fisher 

Address: 824 South 400 East, #B115, Salt Lake City 

Comments: He stated they have looked at the staff packets and read the analysis. They don’t feel the Planning 

Commission can approve, because it doesn’t meet the criteria for geological and Avalanche conditions. There are 

two classifications in red and blue zones. He quoted the definition and ordinance of a red zone. The avalanche study 

provided doesn’t talk much of pounds per square foot, 600 pounds per square feet is 28.73 kilopascals. We should 

not put a building like this in an avalanche area, whether the avalanche is a hazard or not a hazard. He spoke to the 

avalanche engineer who helped to create the avalanche ordinance and there is not 600 pounds per square foot cutoff 

to define the red zone. They defined the red zone based on fail safe techniques in Switzerland and the “no build 

rule” should not be suspended in any instance. There is a table with two pages that show impact pressures, that 

most all of them are near 80 kilopascals.  

 

Speaker # 4: Geologist 

Name: Bob Thompson 

Address: 2001 South State Street, N3100 

Comments: He looked at both studies and new studies are appropriate. He looked at the studies and numerous 

buildings. Originally the blue and red zones were further back. Basically after they saw the engineering and 

determined it could meet the criteria in his professional opinion the ordinance requirements are satisfied.   

 

Speaker # 5: Save our Canyons 

Name: Carl Fisher 

Address: 824 South 400 East, #B115, Salt Lake City 

Comments: He asked the Commissioners to read the ordinance stated if this application were approved, it would 

be in violation of the ordinance. Save our Canyons would challenge a decision to approve. 

 

Counsel has reviewed this issue with others in the District Attorney’s Office. Where the County Geologist and 

Applicant’s expert Geologist has determined that avalanche risk can be mitigated, the requirements of the 

ordinance have been met. The Planning Commission has the ability to approve the project, as the avalanche issues 

have been mitigated. 

 

Speaker # 6: Behalf of the Applicant (Architect) 

Name: Brian McCarthy 

Address: 1025 South 800 East, Salt Lake City 
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Comments: Following up they believe this project will be an attribute to the canyon and an attribute to the area and 

safe. They do assume some liability as the designer.  

 

Speaker # 7: Snowbird Representative 

Name: Jerry Giles 

Address: 5770 South 590 West, Murray 

Comments: He is an employee in the Little Cottonwood Canyon for 43 years. Every site has avalanche danger. 

Snowbird village and Alta village are in avalanche zones. The way the avalanche ordinance was written was to 

allow the buildings be built, provided they have the structural integrity. If the avalanche went over the building and 

could withstand those forces, you would be allowed a permit. Every building at Snowbird was built under this 

pretense. In the past, a few of the buildings at Snowbird have been hit with an avalanche and they have withstood. 

Over the years they have an excellent safety record. They follow protocol, they have a protocol that keeps people 

inside buildings and in safe areas of the buildings. In 43 years there has not been an injury, within the Snowbird 

village due to an avalanche. He thinks this is an excellent opportunity to clean up a bad situation that right now is 

an eye sore. He thinks they have met all the FCOZ issues and they have a nice looking building and it is not 

distracting the view or by-pass roads within the village area. He honestly believes there is no avalanche danger the 

way this building is being built. He has to put faith in the avalanche experts that they’ve hired. The structural 

engineers have been the structural engineers at every building at Snowbird. There has not been any structural 

failures for any of the buildings and he believes they have done due diligence and he wants the Planning 

Commission to approve. 

 

Commissioner Creveling asked Mr. Giles who the Structural Engineers were on the other buildings, Mr. Giles 

answered they are the same engineers the current developers are using. 

 

Commissioner Vance motioned to close the Public Meeting, Commissioner Creveling seconded that motion. 

 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Counsel raised an issue and is talking with the Geologist Bob Thompson. 

 

Geologist Bob Thompson stated it is a best guess for red and blue zones. They were developed in Europe where 

they have more than 75 years of records and knowledge. Salt Lake County followed that model and it is not perfect. 

600 pounds per square foot is low for a red zone, a structural engineer could answer that question. Every report 

existing in the canyon is in the red zone. Counsel provided advice concerning the interpretation of not allowing 

building in a red zone. To not allow for mitigation would be in violation of state law. Counsel Tom Christensen 

advised this needs to be on the record.  

Commissioner Young read a letter dated April 3, 2013 from Curtis Woodward to Spencer Sanders and provided a 

copy.  

Commissioners and Counsel Tom Christensen had a brief discussion regarding the existing conditional use permit, 

mitigating factors and the current application. 

 

Commissioner Creveling invited the architect to come back up, to discuss a drawing and indicate where the loads 

are on the North and South ends. 
 

Motion: to deny application #28643 to modify the mitigation pieces and parts based on a failure to meet three 

standards of the Conditional Use permit process of standards A, B, and D. 

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Vance 

Vote: Commissioner Young abstained, unanimous in favor (of commissioners present) 

 

Commissioner Cohen rejoined the meeting at 10:49 am. 
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BUSINESS MEETING (cont.) 

Meeting began at – 10:52 a.m. 

2) Approval of Minutes from the March 12, 2014 meeting  
 

Motion: to approve the minutes from the March 12, 2014 meeting with the amendment of the word 

properties to property’s. 

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Vance 

Vote: Commissioner Cohen abstained, unanimous in favor (of commissioners present) 

Commissioner Creveling motioned to move Business Item #3 to the end of the meeting, Commissioner Cohen 

seconded that motion. 

Commissioner O’Meara excused himself at 10:59 am 

PUBLIC HEARINGS (cont.) 

Hearings began at – 11:00 a.m. 

 

28833 – Tanya Friese for Crown Castle International Corp. and Alta Ski Lifts Company– Request for a 

Conditional Use Permit for construction and operation of a Wireless Telecommunications HUB building. 

Location: 10027 East Little Cottonwood Canyon Road. Zone: FR-20, Foothills and Canyons Overlay 

Zone (FCOZ). Community Council: Granite. Planner: Todd A. Draper 

 

Staff Todd Draper provided an analysis of the Staff Report. 

 

Commissioners and Staff Todd Draper had a brief discussion regarding the Staff Report and information 

received after the Granite Community Council met, including the Town of Alta’s concern with snow 

removal. 
 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED 

Speaker # 1: Crown Castle International Corp. 

Name: Tanya Friese  

Address: 5350 North 48
th
 Street, Chandler, AZ 

Comments: They have been working with staff and taking feedback from the community council in fine tuning the 

exterior. Some of the points from the Staff report have been addressed. As far as UDOT, they are using their right 

of way to connect to that building.   

 

Commissioner Creveling asked about the retaining wall why it is squared off rather than sloped. There is a wrap- 

around walk. He pointed out the A/C is on the west and asked if it they could be on the inside of the building. Mr. 

Christensen confirmed the condenser units are on the outside of the building, because of all the equipment on the 

inside. He confirmed they will be used on a limited basis.  

 

Speaker # 2: Architect 

Name: Brian Christensen 

Address: 2162 West Grove Parkway #400, Pleasant Grove 

Comments: He handed out drawings and verified the retaining wall is sloped. He advised changes have been made 

to the plans since the Community Council meeting. 

 

Commissioners and Counsel had a brief discussion. Mr. Christensen added they have approached Century Link 

regarding space on their microwave tower, but Century Link’s tower is not sufficient to handle their Wireless 

Telecommunications. Ms. Friese advised they worked with Alta the owner, as well as other parties and this is the 

preferred location for the Town of Alta and Alta Ski Area. 
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Speaker # 3: Granite Community Council 

Name: Mary Young 

Address: 3260 East Wasatch Pines Lane, Granite 

Comments: She advised they met with the applicant at their April 2
nd

 meeting and raised some concerns with the 

exterior design and screening the HVAC equipment, which have been resolved. They believe it would still be nice 

if they did a little bit of screening, whether by fencing or with vegetation. She sent a letter to Planning Staff, 

wondering if there was a possibility of extending the roadway. She spoke to applicant prior to this and was told if 

ever it were to be done, it would be done on the other side of the road. The Community Council recommends 

approval. 

 

Commissioner Creveling had a question regarding property owned by Town of Alta. Staff Todd Draper confirmed 

the property is owned by Alta ski lifts, not the Town of Alta. Ms. Young advised there was a question raised at the 

Community Council meeting if there were any Alta  residents in attendance and there were none.  

 

Commissioners had a brief discussion. 

 

Speaker # 4: Alta Ski Area 

Name: Ryan Brueggeman 

Address: 9632 Aspen Hills Circle, Sandy 

Comments: He is for this project. He is happy with the HUB. He believes this would be good for the traffic on 

highway 210. At least 10,000 people on any given day in the winter and busy in the summer as well. They are 

limited by the existing Century Link microwave tower.  

 

Commissioners had a question for Mr. Brueggeman. The snow removal is to east of the building. He advised the 

snow removal will be done by UDOT.  

 

Speaker # 5: Architect 

Name: Brian Christensen 

Address: 2162 West Grove Parkway #400, Pleasant Grove 

Comments: He coordinated with UDOT and the individuals at Alta, as they remove the snow and deposit to the 

east of the location with a large snow blower. The snow will be blown up and over the building and further away. 

 

Commissioners had a brief discussion. 

 

Speaker # 6: Citizen 

Name: Karen Travis 

Address: 9871 East Peruvian Acre Road 

Comments: She is not opposed to the project, but opposed to the building. Her lot is adjacent and she is concerned 

with snow removal. She complained she didn’t get the notice card until the day after the Community Council 

meeting. Her property is cleared by a private company. Alta ski lift does not do snow removal. She ended up with 

her neighbor’s snow, and she has a slope that goes into a gully. When all the snow melts, she gets erosion problems. 

She said they will have to get a snow blower on the roof, she said on average they get 500 inches. There was a 

study done on Alta and one of the problems was they didn’t have a welcoming entrance to Alta. She doesn’t know 

why this can’t be put with the other pole, there is not a problem with graffiti. She hasn’t been told if they are 

connecting to water and sewer. She won’t give permission to have snow plowed onto her property. She isn’t certain 

the town of Alta really agrees that is the best place for this. This location is wrong and should be changed. Speaking 

of the gutter along the road, there isn’t a gutter on that location, it is only flat. 

 

Speaker # 7: Representative of a Citizen 

Name: Megan DePaulis 

Address: 222 South Main Street, Suite 2200, Salt Lake City 

Comments: She is here on behalf of Mac Brighton, he owns property directly across the street from the proposed 

location. He did not receive notice of this meeting. She urges to deny the application for a few reasons. Mr. 
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Brighton does not oppose the project, he prefers it not be across the street from his house and if it is, he wants to 

make sure all the safety considerations are taken into account. The public has had very little input. He is concerned 

with the stability of the slope, which is not addressed in the application. She understands there may be a separate 

slope variance. It is in an avalanche path, and Mr. Brighton has had an avalanche come through his front door. 

There is no consideration under Standard ‘D’. Noted regarding pending approval from the geologist. Asked if the 

antennas be directly located on the roof of the nearby property. Questioned their use of a generator as back up and 

what decimal level that will be. Felt that condensers placed outside the building would be quite noisy. Urged the 

commission not to approve. 

 

Commissioner Young asked Ms. DePaulis to identify this person’s location. Ms. DePaulis attempted to point out the 

property. Ms. Travis identified residents surrounding the property. 

 

Speaker # 8: Save our Canyons 

Name: Carl Fisher  

Address: 824 South 400 East, #B115, Salt Lake City 

Comments: He shares a lot of concerns regarding the impacts. State road 210 is a scenic byway, so some of those 

considerations should be taken to heart when looking at a development. The junction with the Alta bypass road is 

prone to avalanches. Storage of that snow is stored there on this sight. Some sort of traffic analysis needs to 

accompany this project to make sure there aren’t any additional roadside hazards that take place. When the gates 

close, people are shoved onto the bypass road. He had issues with the slope map, it shows the building encroaching 

onto slopes of more than 40% and he wants it required to go before the Board of Adjustment to get the variance. 

Concerns are with visual and environmental, impacts and with consistency with the zoning ordinances in place. 

 

Speaker # 9: Crown Castle International Corp. 

Name: Tanya Friese 

Address: 5350 North 48
th
 Street, Chandler, AZ 

Comments: Residents had concerns of water and sewer, it will not have any. There are no antennas. When there is 

a room full of equipment, it will have HVAC. They will not use generators all the time, only during electrical 

failure. 

 

Commissioners had a few questions for the Applicant. Ms. Friese advised 35 foot utility poles connected by fiber 

optic cable underground that provides network monitoring and signal in and out of the canyon. The resorts will be 

connecting as well. There was an open house for the HUB building in November, hardly anyone attended, but they 

were all invited. 

 

Speaker # 10: Architect 

Name: Brian Christensen 

Address: 2162 West Grove Parkway #400, Pleasant Grove 

Comments: He presented his revised slope analysis from his earlier handout. He stated the slopes around the 

building are at 30-40%.  

 

Staff Todd Draper asked if the backfill behind the building was anything other than aesthetic. Mr. Christensen 

answered no. 

 

Speaker # 11: Crown Castle International Corp. 

Name: Laird Stabler 

Address: 11280 Marks Drive, Conifer, CO 

Comments: He would like to think if they addressed some of the concerns from the residents this would be 

mitigated.  

 

Commissioners had questions for Mr. Stabler. Mr. Stabler stated the generator can be programmed to turn on once 

a week to be tested during high travel hours. The generator is a natural gas generator with a full enclosure. 
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Commissioners had a brief discussion regarding the drawings. Mr. Stabler advised the exhaust pipe cap would be 

spring loaded and they advised they could make revisions to the drawings. Commissioner Cohen advised they 

received copies of letters from neighbors and John Guldner’s letter dated April 14
th
. Staff Todd Draper advised that 

identified issues will be addressed in a technical review.  

 

Commissioners, Staff Todd Draper and Counsel Zach Shaw had a brief discussion. 

 

Speaker # 12: Alta Ski Area 

Name: Ryan Brueggeman 

Address: 9632 Aspen Hills Circle, Sandy 

Comments: He advised he is Alta Ski Area Representative. He did not add anything further. 

 

Commissioner Vance motioned to close the Public meeting, Commissioner Cohen seconded that motion. 

 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Commissioners, Staff and Counsel had a brief discussion. 

Commissioner Creveling motioned to reopen the Public meeting, Commissioner Vance seconded that motion. 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING REOPENED 

Speaker # 13: Crown Castle International Corp. 

Name: Tanya Friese 

Address: 5350 North 48
th
 Street, Chandler, AZ 

Comments: They have evaluated working with property owners and UDOT and they know if they can’t meet the 

requirements, they won’t get a permit. As far as relocating, that is not an option. 

 

Commissioner Vance motioned to close the Public meeting, Commissioner Cohen seconded that motion. 
 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Commissioners and Staff had a brief discussion. 

Motion: to preliminarily approve application #28833 as presented with Staff recommendations and two additional 

conditions: 

1) Application will come back to the Planning Commission when complete for final approval. 

2) Anti-graffiti material to be added. 

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Cohen 

Vote: unanimous in favor (of commissioners present) 

Rezone –  

 

28823 – Scott Carlson for AES Investments LLC and MRL Real Estate Development LTD. – Request to 

rezone subject properties from R-1-10 z/c (Residential Single Family, 10,000 sq. ft. min. lot size, includes 

zoning conditions) to R-1-10 (Residential Single Family, 10,000 sq. ft. min. lot size) and R-1-15 

(Residential Single Family, 15,000 sq. ft. min. lot size). Location: 3677 East Little Cottonwood Road. 

Community Council: Granite. Planner: Todd A. Draper 

 

Staff Todd Draper provided an analysis of the Staff Report. 

 

Commissioners and Staff had a brief discussion. 
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PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED  

 

Speaker # 1: Representative of three ownership groups 

Name: Scott Carlson 

Address: 2264 North 1450 East, Lehi 

Comments: All three owners are neighbors to the north and all family. They have resided there for a long time. 

The parcels to the south and southwest have been occupied for many years over the decades. They purchased the 

parcels, two acres in total, zoned for R-1-10 z/c, 3.8 units per acre are allowed which would allow seven units. The 

owners felt that is more than they wanted to have. They want larger lots and nicer homes. The conditions created on 

the current zone were from about ten years ago and they had a plan for each home at that time. They are asking for 

standard zoning conditions. Reasons for the 10,000 square foot lots, is they are uncertain how much they have to 

give to UDOT for the road. They spoke to neighbors about height, and they were satisfied with the discussion. The 

lots in the subdivisions to the north were both created a couple decades ago and lot ten is one of the largest lots in 

the subdivision.  

 

Speaker # 2: Granite Community Council 

Name: Mary Young 

Address: 3260 East Wasatch Pines Lane 

Comments: She said they are interested to see in a down zone. They questioned the reason for the up zone, they 

have received very satisfying answers. Concerns from the council, of property owners to the north, which they own 

the property. They approve of rezone. 

 

Speaker # 3: Citizen 

Name: Robert Grow 

Address: 9767 Little Cottonwood Place 

Comments: He owns Lot 22 and his son-in-law owns Lot 21. He built a park on Lots 10 and 11. They would love 

to get this settled. He has spoken to all the neighbors on the North side and they are very happy not to have the road 

running behind their homes. 

 

Speaker # 4: Citizen 

Name: Karl Sun 

Address: 9751 Little Cottonwood Place 

Comments: He stated one of the parcels is an old boarded up home and has been that way at least 7 years. He did 

buy that parcel and he owns two parcels parents live at one. 

 

Speaker # 5: Citizen 

Name: Lori Okino 

Address: 3697 East Quiet Ridge Circle  

Comments: She supports this proposal and believed this is a good idea for their community. They love their 

community and how friendly everyone is. This should bring in families. She spoke with Todd Draper of Staff to 

find out about the proposal. She prefers a roof over a road any day. 

 

Commissioner Cohen motioned to close the Public meeting, Commissioner Creveling seconded that motion. 

 
PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Motion: to approve application #28823 as presented. 

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Vance 

Vote: unanimous in favor (of commissioners present) 
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BUSINESS MEETING (cont.) 

Meeting began at – 1:26 p.m. 

3) Mountain Accord Introductory Presentation  

 

Staff David Gellner provided a power point presentation.  
 

4) Other Business Items (as needed) 

MEETING ADJOURNED  

Time Adjourned – 1:36 p.m. 
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MEETING MINUTE SUMMARY  

 Salt Lake County Planning Commission Meeting 

 

Monday, June 30, 2014 8:15 a.m. 

 

Approximate meeting length:  59 minutes 

Number of public in attendance: 10 

Summary Prepared by:  Wendy Gurr 

Meeting Conducted by:  Commissioner Young 

ATTENDANCE 

Commissioners and Staff:  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BUSINESS MEETING 

Meeting began at – 8:15 a.m. 

1) Other Business Items (as needed) 

No Other Business Items to discuss. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Hearings began at – 8:16 a.m. 

 

28833 – Tanya Friese for Crown Castle International Corp. and Alta Ski Lifts Company– Requesting final 

approval  of a Conditional Use Permit for construction and operation of a Wireless Telecommunications 

HUB building. Location: 10027 East Little Cottonwood Canyon Road. Zone: FR-20, Foothills and 

Canyons Overlay Zone (FCOZ). Community Council: Granite. Planner: Todd A. Draper 
 

Todd Draper of Staff provided details from the Staff Report. 

 

Commissioner Cohen said a letter was received from the Town of Alta and they had some concerns and 

were curious if Todd Draper had any concerns. Todd Draper of Staff stated as far as the Town of Alta, 

had indicated the last time they met, they were most concerned with the aesthetics. The Town of Alta was 

happy and worked directly with the applicant, to move the location back further into the hillside and to 

enhance the exterior. Commissioner Cohen said the exterior of the building is acceptable as far as the 

Granite Community Council and Alta are concerned. Todd Draper of Staff indicated that there is an 

attachment to the letter received from the Town of Alta that still shows a railing out front, but that has 

Planning Staff / DA 
Public 

Mtg 

Business 

Mtg 

Todd Draper x x 

Wendy Gurr x x 

Max Johnson x  

Zach Shaw (DA)  x x 

Greg Baptist x x 

Tom Christensen (DA) x  

Commissioners 
Public 

Mtg 

Business 

Mtg 
Absent 

Tod Young – Chair x x  

Neil A. Cohen  x x  

Jeff Creveling   x 

Ronald Vance – Vice Chair x x  

Clare Collard x x  

Todd Sutton x x  

Bryan O’Meara   x  

*NOTE: Staff Reports referenced in this document can 

be found on the State and County websites, or from Salt 

Lake County Planning & Development Services.  
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since been eliminated. Commissioner Cohen said the Engineer reports stated the avalanche impact will 

not increase. Commissioner Cohen pointed out that on-site parking is identified. Todd Draper of Staff 

said this is a different review process with UDOT because UDOT is partnering with the applicant on this 

building and UDOT will have capacity with their fiber optic and traffic systems. UDOT has already 

approved the parking and access. Commissioner Cohen asked about snow removal and if UDOT has that 

figured out. Todd Draper of Staff indicated that this will not change the UDOT snow removal typically 

they’re blowing the snow. He believes even with the current location, it will be blown over the top of the 

building. 

 

Commissioner O’Meara recused himself. He has had some discussions and interactions as a member of 

Big Cottonwood Canyon Community Council and doesn’t think he can be impartial.  

 
PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED 

Speaker # 1: Crown Castle International Corp  

Name: Tanya Friese and Brian Christensen with Horrocks Engineering 

Address: 5350 North 48
th
 St., 305. Chandler, AZ 

Comments: She confirmed they have been working closely with the Granite Community Council, Town of Alta 

and Alta Ski Resorts on the adjustments to the building. They request the approval of the conditional use permit. 

Mr. Christensen had a follow up with a couple of the items. The snow melt system that will be installed under the 

sidewalks and concrete is an electric snow melt system and will not have fluids involved, so there is not a potential 

hazard. They presented the proposed building to Granite Community Council and they expressed their support and 

also met with the Town of Alta, Tom Pollard and John Guldner and they’ve expressed their support as well. They 

have a letter of support from them, along with the property owner Alta Ski Lifts. This is an unmanned facility and 

the parking is utilized once or twice a month by one or two technicians, so it would have a very low, use traffic. 

They have worked directly with UDOT as they are a partner in this project and will work with them to modify the 

snow removal operations if needed. 

 

Speaker # 2: Alta Ski Area 

Name: Mike Maughan 

Address: Not provided 

Comments: He confirmed they are supportive of this project and have been working with the Town and the 

Residents and they’ve asked the Contractors to try and address all the concerns. They support it in a way it can be 

done and benefits all. 

 

Speaker # 3: Town of Alta 

Name: John Guldner 

Address: Not provided 

Comments: They are in support of fiber optics, including the HUB Building. They have worked very well with 

Horrocks and Crown Castle and they have been very receptive and responsive to all points. Whatever is approved 

takes care of the concerns of the residents across the street. The building has been redone and doesn’t look like an 

industrial building anymore. They are worried about parking and that it doesn’t overflow into the street and the 

snow removal and storage doesn’t interfere with UDOT operations and doesn’t spill over onto the other side of the 

street onto the resident’s properties and houses. They are strongly in support. 

 

Commissioner Cohen wants to know if the residents have been informed of the reports that state the avalanche 

hazard is not going to increase the impact to the houses. Mr. Guldner doesn’t know if any of the neighbors have 

seen the report, but he knows they have been informed verbally.  

 

Todd Draper of Staff added that the purpose of attending the Planning Commission meeting is to get information 

out to the public. Commissioner Young asked if the residents would be provided with copies of the documentation 

that has been produced. Todd Draper of Staff advised if they want a copy, they could obtain one, this is public 

record.  
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Speaker # 4: Representative of a Citizen 

Name: Megan DePaulis 

Address: 222 South Main Street, Suite 2200, Salt Lake City 

Comments: She is here on behalf of Mr. Brighton, whose residence is 75 feet away from this building. She noted 

Mr. Brighton was not provided copies of all the updated reports. She brought materials to distribute to outline the 

reasons why she believes this application violates the ordinances set out in the Foothills and Canyons Overlay 

Zones. 

 

Ms. DePaulis provided a handout and Commissioner Young asked for a moment to review the information. 

 

Commissioner Young asked if these documents were provided to Staff. Ms. DePaulis confirmed all documentation 

was either from the application file or provided from April 16
th
. Commissioner Young asked to confirm with Staff 

they have reviewed the letter dated April 28
th 

and what do they do next. Counsel Tom Christensen confirmed they 

did receive the April 28
th
 letter asking for an Appeal and they have reviewed that. They just received the June 30

th
 

letter for the first time this morning. Commissioner Young asked what the recommendation is to them from Counsel. 

Counsel stated there is adequate evidence before them to make a decision at this meeting. Commissioner Vance 

said in his opinion, until the final decision is made there is nothing to appeal. Ms. DePaulis addressed 

Commissioner Vance’s question, stating that in the ordinances, any Planning Commission decision may be 

appealed within 10 days regardless of the decision. Rather than go to District Court, Mr. Brighton has attempted to 

work with Crown Castle and the parties involved to resolve the issues. She said information has been lost and there 

have been no effort made to inform Mr. Brighton of updated studies nor directly address his concerns, so the 

appeal still stands. She believes that this inaction is a de facto denial under our ordinances and it should go to the 

hearing officer. Commissioner Young asked her what issues have not been resolved.  She stated that one issue is the 

slope analysis. A majority of the building is on a 30-40%, and sometimes 40-60% slope. She believes slope 

averaging is not allowed under the ordinances. She said the only time slope averaging is mentioned in FCOZ is to 

determine when a certain amount of buildings can be clustered. Under the ordinance, this body doesn’t have 

authority to waive slope analysis or building permit for grades above 40%. She stated that proposed grading also 

violates the standards and they are digging in deeper into the hill. The avalanche analysis that was submitted to the 

Staff for review, and the Staff report that was formulated on June 19
th
 , with updated documentation dated June 25

th 

or June 28
th
, she can’t imagine the Staff came in on a Saturday and took a look at all of this information. She 

believes the information that is actually within the Staff report is insufficient, as it doesn’t show there is an 

increased threat to nearby residences. In the Geotechnical review in the Staff report, the Agency says they are 

unable to do a geotechnical review because of winter conditions. However, we are in mid-summer. The slope is 

clear and there is no valid justification for not undertaking a geotechnical review at this time.  There is no evidence 

or anything in the record to suggest the slope is manmade. Regardless, there is nothing in the ordinances that 

would allow you to encroach into the slope at 40%. Mr. Brighton has engaged an avalanche expert to talk about 

his analysis of information that has been presented. 

 

Speaker # 5: Principal Engineer 

Name: Rand Decker, Ph.D 

Address: 83 El Camino Tesoros, Sedona, AZ 

Comments: He stated he is in favor of improved telecommunications in Little Cottonwood Canyon. Would like to 

provide basis for concern with respect to the avalanche danger to Mr. Brighton’s home. The Geologist reports 

supported by the Engineer’s report say, “These forces most likely will be reduced”. If an avalanche hits Mr. 

Brighton’s home on a 100 year return, his house might crack, despite the fact it is engineered to accept impact and 

he’s stuck with that. The downstream impact has to be mitigated by the upstream developer. If the same avalanche 

comes down and hits over the building and breaks Mr. Brighton’s his home, are they prepared to stand behind this 

decision? He can’t guarantee the impact forces are going to be reduced, he would like to suggest alternatives that 

can be built into the design of this structure, which are energy dissipaters that will slow an avalanche down over the 

facility and would reduce the impact force on Mr. Brighton’s home.  He is also curious if this building has to be 

exactly where it is within the footprint. He suggests moving it up East of the gate. For the developer, there is a 

variety of equipment on the exterior part of the building you don’t want torn off by an avalanche. 
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Commissioner Cohen questioned Mr. Decker, if there is an avalanche and there is no building there, and the 

persons house that he built in the avalanche path is already impacted, what’s the problem with the building that 

may reduce the impact? Mr. Decker stated it’s not his problem it’s yours. The Planning Commission can’t say, nor 

can he that it will most likely reduce the avalanche force. Commissioner Cohen said if there is no building there, 

then there is no building there, and if the avalanche comes full force it is not going to increase it, if anything it is 

going to reduce it.  

 

Counsel Tom Christensen reiterated that the legal standard is whether this building would increase the risk, not 

effectively decrease it. The question is whether the construction will substantially increase the risk of damage to the 

buildings below.  If it doesn’t increase the risk it doesn’t increase any liability to the property owners or to the 

County. Commissioner Young is concerned with the slope standards and doesn’t know where to proceed with that. 

Counsel Tom Christensen advised the County Staff Greg Baptist can address the issues. 

 

Speaker # 6: Salt Lake County 

Name: Greg Baptist 

Address: 2001 South State Street, N3600 

Comments: Mr. Baptist referred to documentation and advice from back when the ordinance was written in 1998-

1999, the definition of slope and an averaging provision in there, referred to the documentation by the County 

Grading Engineer at that time dated January 28, 1999, quoted “Slopes must cover at least twenty-five (25) feet 

vertically and fifty (50) feet horizontally” as written under the ordinance of slope. There was a determination that 

doesn’t work necessarily under the ordinance, so they came up with a policy determination and they have been 

doing it this way since 1999, there is over twenty-five foot of vertical change and a 86 foot horizontal run. Going 

from the low side of the slope onto the steeper slopes. 

 

Speaker # 7: Citizen 

Name: Karen Travis 

Address: 9871 East Peruvian Acre Road 

Comments: She lives next to Mr. Brighton, across the street from the proposed project. This ought to be based on 

what is actually there not what could be there if it was smoothed out. The slope averaging is using the side of the 

highway as a flat slope to counter 30 and 40% actual slope. Should be based on actuality. The letter from the town 

concerns are accurate. She hasn’t seen anything that shows on-site parking. Not sure that a UDOT snow blower will 

be able to blow snow over the top of the building on a 40% slope. She hasn’t received any thing from Todd and 

would like to have copies of what has been provided. Would like to know if there is going to be a road and if 

UDOT is going to blow the snow on private land or her property or load up the 40% slope. 

 

Todd Draper of Staff provided Ms. Travis copies of documentation handed out at the meeting. 

 

Commissioner Sutton motioned to close, Commissioner Collard seconded the motion. 

 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Commissioners had a brief discussion. Commissioner Sutton’s concern was the slope averaging, but that 

has been addressed. Commissioner Cohen had a question about the process. The planning commission 

received information they hadn’t received prior to the meeting and there are reports addressing concerns 

raised after the preliminary approval. The Engineers report the avalanche hazard is not going to be 

increased and the geologist provided a summary accepting the reports of the engineers. Also the 

commissioners received information there was an appeal filed by one of the residents, the attorney for 

Mr. Brighton makes some statements about violating FCOZ ordinances. Commissioner Young asked for 

Counsel’s advice and what direction they go. Counsel Tom Christensen said this is being confused and is 

being treated like an appeal. Counsel stated there is a lot of material coming in that is inappropriate for a 

planning commission decision. Their decision should apply the standards of the ordinance for approving 

a conditional use and if there is belief there is adequate evidence, then they can make a decision. As far 

as the planning commission is concerned just apply the criteria of the ordinance. The property owner 
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under state law has the benefit of the doubt if they present evidence and there’s conflicting evidence. State 

law says you shall approve the conditional use if they can demonstrate there is not a health, safety or 

welfare problem based on the Engineer’s and geologist reports. If contested, the appellant will have that 

same burden of proof at this level. If the Planning Commission feels like they need more time to look at 

the reports that have been submitted, they can continue.  
 

Motion: to approve application #28833, subject to Staff Recommendations. 

Motion by: Commissioner Sutton 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Vance  

Vote: unanimous in favor (of commissioners present) 

                                              MEETING ADJOURNED 

                                                                Time Adjourned – 9:14 a.m. 
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Salt Lake County Planning Commission
Meeting Date and Time: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 08:30 AM File No: 2 8 8 8 7
Applicant Name: Rich Welch Request: Conditional Use
Description: 15-lot Treseder at Little Cottonwood PUD Subdivision
Location: 3601 Little Cottonwood Road
Zone: R-1-10 Residential Single-Family Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes ✔ No

Zoning Condition: See text below
Community Council Rec: Not yet received 
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Planner: Todd A. Draper

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

The applicant is proposing to redevelop the existing property into a 15 lot Planned Unit Development 
(PUD) subdivision to be know as Treseder at Little Cottonwood. As a PUD is listed as a conditional use 
within the R-1-10 zone (Residential, 10,000 sq. ft. min. lot size) review of both of the conditional use 
elements and mitigation measures of the PUD as well as the Preliminary Subdivision Plat is required.  
  
The property has a storied history and has a result there are known soil contamination issues that will be 
addressed and re-mediated as part of the overall development process.  
  
The current zoning for the property is also a bit unusual as the zoning conditions that were attached to 
the property do not conform to the zoning ordinance regulations pertaining to zoning conditions.  The 
zoning conditions (see text below for specific conditions) were written based upon a an earlier PUD 
proposal for the property that ultimately was never realized. Accordingly the proposed project has been 
developed to meet the intent of those zoning regulations as allowed under the PUD ordinance. 
  
The zoning conditions which apply to the properties  at this time are as follows: 
  
1. Dwelling units shall be limited to a maximum density of 3.8 dwelling units per acre, based on the acreage of 
the property after the area necessary for dedication to Little Cottonwood Creek Road is subtracted from the 
total acreage, and a maximum of 22 dwelling units, which ever is less.  
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 2. The homes shall be limited to single-story from original grade. Single Story shall mean the first floor 
elevation shall be no more than 3 feet above original grade. Second floor living space will be limited to an 
office-style space within the pitched roof over the first floor, with a dormer-style window facing the inside of 
the PUD and a skylight on the opposite side of the window facing up at the same angle as the roof. Walk out 
basements below the main floor may be allowed if existing topography supports walk our basements.  
 

1.3 Neighborhood Response

A number of neighborhood residents have called with questions and concerns about the project.  Many 
have simply desired additional information while some have expressed concerns ranging from the 
potential density of the project to the architectural details including materials and colors of the exterior 
finishes. Most all have expressed a desire to see the property re-developed and improved from its current 
state. 
 

1.4 Community Council Response

This application is scheduled to be presented to the Granite Community Council at their May 7, 2014 
meeting.  Any comments, issues, or recommendations from that meeting will  be provided directly to the 
Planning Commission at the May 14, 2014 meeting. 
 

2.0 ANALYSIS

2.1 Applicable Ordinances 

Section 19.84.060 of the Conditional Use Chapter of the Zoning Ordinance establishes five standards to 
be used in evaluating Conditional Use applications.  The Planning Commission must find that all five of 
these standards have been met before granting approval of an application.  Based on the foregoing 
analysis, Staff suggests the following: 
  
 

Conditional Use Criteria and EvaluationCriteria Met

YES NO Standard `A': The proposed site development plan shall comply with all applicable 
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance, such as parking, building setbacks, building height, etc.

Discussion: The proposed PUD plan complies with parking requirements, and building 
heights. In conformance with the imposed zoning conditions the second floor of all units is 
designed as a office style space within the roof over the first floor. No basement plans have 
been proposed, but if they are added they would be subject to the listed height 
requirements. The main windows on the second floor face the interior of the PUD and the 
new private street while clerestory windows have been added to the opposite wall facing the 
perimeter of the development (meeting the intent of the skylight provision). The proposed 
building setbacks measured to the perimeter of the development meet or exceed the 
minimum 15 foot requirement. However, homes on lots 11, 12 and 13 have proposed rear 
yard setbacks that are less than 15 feet. Simple changes such as locating the home on the lot 
closer to the private road, or utilization of different floor plan would bring the homes on 
these lots in line with the typical 15' rear yard setback. Staff suggests a condition be added 
that all homes maintain a 15' minimum rear yard setback from the property line.  Distances 
from the private road to the front of the garage will also meet the minimum standard of 20 
feet. Distances from the private right of way to the homes are between 25 and 15 feet based 
upon the layout provided.  
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YES NO Standard `B': The proposed use and site development plan shall comply with all other 
applicable laws and ordinances. 

Discussion: Conceptually the plans comply with all other applicable laws and ordinances. 
Identified deficiencies are mainly technical in nature and can be handled through the 
subsequent technical review process with staff. Final approval will not be granted until 
revised plans are submitted, reviewed, and verified to meet all applicable laws, ordinances, 
and requirements of the individual reviewers and reviewing agencies.

YES NO Standard `C': The proposed use and site development plan shall not present a traffic hazard 
due to poor site design or to anticipated traffic increases on the nearby road system which 
exceed the amounts called for under the County Transportation Master Plan. 

Discussion: The access drive is designed to connect to Little Cottonwood Road at an existing 
intersection. As the project connects to a Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT) 
roadway and not a road under the control of Salt Lake County, review and approval of the 
roadway connection and any mitigation measures related to anticipated traffic increases are 
handled by UDOT.  UDOT has indicated their acceptance of the plan conceptually, but that 
further technical review will be required.

YES NO Standard `D': The proposed use and site development plan shall not pose a threat to the 
safety of persons who will work on, reside on, or visit the property nor pose a threat to the 
safety of residents or properties in the vicinity by failure to adequately address the following 
issues: fire safety, geologic hazards, soil or slope conditions, liquefaction potential, site 
grading/ topography, storm drainage/flood control, high ground water, environmental health 
hazards, or wetlands. 

Discussion: The preceding list of issues are reviewed and addressed during the subsequent 
technical review phase with staff. The following individual reviewers and reviewing agencies 
have made specific preliminary comments related to the  identified issues.  In most cases 
additional information is being sought as part of the technical review process. Please see 
their individual comments provided in the agency review section of the staff report. While 
some have recommendations of denial at the moment, staff believes that the issues can be 
adequately resolved through the subsequent technical review process.   
  
Geology 
Unified Fire Authority 
Grading 
Urban Hydrology 
SLCo Health Department

YES NO Standard `E': The proposed use and site development plan shall not adversely impact 
properties in the vicinity of the site through lack of compatibility with nearby buildings in 
terms of size, scale, height, or noncompliance with community general plan standards. 

Discussion: Existing homes along the periphery of the development are predominately Two-
story homes with basements. Existing neighborhood homes are constructed of wood 
framing with exterior finishes of stucco, siding, rock, and brick. The proposed homes are 
compatible with other nearby homes in the neighborhood in terms of size, scale, and height. 
The range of plans proposed will help to insure sufficient variation in the development to 
help blend in with the more "custom built" neighborhood. The new homes will also be in 
compliance with residential standards contained within the Granite Community Master Plan. 
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2.2 Zoning Requirements

19.14.040 Lot areas and widths  

R-1-10 
Minimum lot area = 10,000 square feet  
Minimum lot width = 60 feet at a distance of 25 feet from the front lot line. 
  
19.14.050 Yards 

R-1-10 
Front Yard = 25 feet 
Interior Side Yard = 8 feet 
Side Yard facing a street = 20 feet 
Rear Yard without Garage = 30 feet 
Rear Yard with a Garage = 15 feet 
  
19.14.060 Building height. 

 Except as otherwise specifically provided in this title no building or structure shall exceed the following 
height (see Section 19.04.095 (A) for definition of "height"): 
  
A. Main Buildings. 
1. Thirty feet on property where the slope of the original ground surface exceeds fifteen percent or the 
property is located in the hillside protection zone. The slope shall be determined using a line drawn from 
the highest point of elevation to the lowest point of elevation on the perimeter of a box which encircles 
the foundation line of the building or structure. Said box shall extend for a distance of fifteen feet or to 
the property line, whichever is less, around the foundation line of the building or structure. The elevation 
shall be determined using a certified topographic survey with a maximum contour interval of two feet. 
2. Thirty-five feet on properties other than those listed in number one of this subsection. 
3. No dwelling shall contain less than one story. 
  
B. Accessory Buildings. 
1. No building which is accessory to a single-family dwelling shall exceed twenty feet in height. For each 
foot of height over fourteen feet, accessory buildings shall be set back from property lines an additional 
foot to allow a maximum height of twenty feet. 
  
19.14.055 Density. 

 The allowable density for planned unit developments shall be determined by the planning commission 
on a case by case basis, taking into account the following factors: recommendations of county and non-
county agencies; site constraints; compatibility with nearby land uses; and the provisions of the 
applicable general plan. Notwithstanding the above, the planning commission shall not approve a 
planned unit development with density higher than the following: 
  
R-1-10 = 4.0 units per (gross) acre.  
The imposed zoning conditions (z/c) for this property limits the density in this development to 3.8 units per net 
acre (after dedication, if any). 
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19.78.020 Purpose. 

The purpose of the planned unit development is to allow diversification in the relationship of various 
uses and structures to their sites and to permit more flexibility in the use of such sites. The application of 
planned unit concepts is intended to encourage good neighborhood, housing, or area design, thus 
ensuring substantial compliance with the intent of the district regulations and other provisions of this 
title related to the public health, safety and general welfare and at the same time securing the 
advantages of large-scale site planning for residential, commercial or industrial development, or 
combinations thereof. 
  
19.78.030 Planned unit development defined. 

"Planned unit development" for the purpose of this chapter, means an integrated design for 
development of residential, commercial or industrial uses, or combination of such uses, in which one or 
more of the regulations, other than use regulations, of the district in which the development is to be 
situated, is waived or varied to allow flexibility and initiative in site and building design and location in 
accordance with an approved plan and imposed general requirements as specified in this chapter. A 
planned unit development may be: 
  
A. The development of compatible land uses arranged in such a way as to provide desirable living 
environments that may include private and common open spaces for recreation, circulation and/or 
aesthetic uses; 
B. The conservation or development of desirable amenities not otherwise possible by typical 
development standards; 
C. The creation of areas for multiple use that are of benefit to the neighborhood. 
D. The adaptive improvement of an existing development. 
  
19.78.040 Review and approval. 

 A planned unit development may be approved by a planning commission in any zoning district. The 
approval of a PUD shall consist of a final approval letter and a final approved site plan. A PUD permit shall 
not be granted unless the PUD meets the use and density limitations of the zoning district in which it is to 
be located. 
  
In order to assist the planning commission with the approval process, the director or director's designee 
shall administer an application and review procedure with the following components: 
  
A. A pre-submittal review, which may include: 
1. Submission of an information form, conceptual site plans, property plat map, other supplemental 
materials, and a pre-submittal fee as required under Title 3, Revenue and Finance. 
2. Referral of the plans to affected entities and other regulatory agencies. 
3. An informational meeting with planning staff, regulatory agencies, and the applicant in which 
preliminary information and feedback is given to the applicant based on the preliminary plans. 
4. A preliminary meeting with the planning commission in which the application is discussed by the 
applicant, planning commission, and concerned neighbors in order to allow the applicant an opportunity 
to hear the planning commission members' and neighbors' areas of concern prior to submitting an 
application with finished site plans. 
5. Upon completion of the foregoing pre-submitted review process and upon payment of all applicable 
fees, the application shall be deemed complete. 
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B. An application and review procedure, which shall include: 
1. Submission of finished site plans and application fees; 
2. The creation of a planning file by which the applicant, staff, and the public can refer to the proposed 
land use; 
3. An on-site review by the director or director's designee as allowed in Utah Code Section 17-27a-303; 
4. Review of the submitted site plans and elevations for compliance with the zoning ordinance; 
5. Referral of the application and site plans to those government agencies and/or affected entities 
necessary to protect the health, safety, and welfare of the public and to ensure the project's compliance 
with all applicable ordinances and codes; 
6. Recommendation from planning and development services to the planning commission. 
  
C. An approval/denial procedure, which shall include: 
1. A planning commission decision based on whether the proposed development complies with 
ordinance requirements and development standards of approval and whether anticipated impacts can 
be mitigated with appropriate conditions of approval. 
2. The integration of the recommendations from the other government agencies and affected entities 
involved in subsection (B)(5) of this section and any planning commission conditions of approval into the 
final site plan; 
3. An approval or denial letter indicating the approval or denial of the application with appropriate 
conditions or findings; 
4. Provision of the approved site plan with approval letter or the denial letter to the applicant in a timely 
manner. 
  
19.78.060 Grading and drainage plans. 

 A grading and drainage plan shall be submitted to the planning commission with the application. 
  
19.78.080 Development ownership. 

 The development shall be in single, partnership or corporate ownership, or under option to purchase by 
an individual or a corporate entity at the time of application, or the application shall be filed jointly by all 
owners of the property. 
  
19.78.090 Effect on adjacent properties. 

 The planning commission shall require such arrangement of structures and open spaces within the site 
development plan, as necessary, to assure that adjacent properties will not be adversely affected. 
  
A. Height and intensity of buildings and uses shall be arranged, around the boundaries of the planned 
unit development, to be compatible with existing adjacent developments or zones. However, unless 
conditions of the site so warrant, buildings located on the periphery of the development shall be limited 
to a maximum height of two stories. 
  
B. Lot area, lot width, yard and coverage regulations shall be determined by approval of the site plan. 
  
C. Density of dwelling units per acre shall be the same as allowed in the zone in which the planned unit 
development is located. 
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19.78.100 Preservation of open space. 

Preservation, maintenance and ownership of required open space within the development shall be 
accomplished by: 
  
A. Dedication of the land as a public park or parkway system; 
B. Granting to the county a permanent open space easement on or over the private open spaces to 
guarantee that the open space remain perpetually in recreational use with ownership and maintenance 
being the responsibility of the owner or an owner's association established with articles of association 
and bylaws which are satisfactory to the county; or 
C. Complying with the provisions of the Condominium Ownership Act of 1963, Title 57, Chapter 8, Utah 
Code Annotated (1953), as amended, which provided for the payment of common expenses for the 
upkeep of the common areas and facilities. 
  
19.78.110 Landscaping. 

 Site landscaping shall be as specified in Chapter 19.77 of this title. 
  
19.78.130 Site plan requirements. 

 The applicant shall submit a planned unit development plan for the total area within the proposed 
development. If the planned unit development is to be developed on a phase basis, each phase shall be 
of such size, composition and arrangement that its construction, marketing and operation is feasible as a 
unit independent of any subsequent phases. The general site plan shall show, where pertinent: 
  
A. The use or uses, dimensions, sketch elevations and locations of proposed structures; 
B. Dimensions and locations of areas to be reserved and developed for vehicular and pedestrian 
circulation, parking, public uses such as schools and playgrounds, landscaping, and other open spaces; 
C. Architectural drawings and sketches outlining the general design and character of the proposed uses 
and the physical relationships of the uses; 
D. Such other pertinent information including, but not limited to, residential density, coverage and open 
space characteristics shall be included as may be necessary to make a determination that the 
contemplated arrangement of buildings and uses makes it desirable to apply regulations and 
requirements differing from those ordinarily applicable under this chapter. 
  
19.78.150 Construction limitations. 

A. Upon approval of a planned unit development, construction shall proceed only in accordance with the 
plans and specifications approved by the planning commission and in conformity with any conditions 
attached by the commission to its approval. 
  
B. Amendments to approved plans and specifications for a planned unit development shall be approved 
by the planning commission and shown on the approved plans. 
  
C. The building inspector or any other county department shall not issue any permit for any proposed 
building, structure, activity or use within the project unless such building, structure, activity or use is in 
accordance with the approved development plan and any conditions imposed in conjunction with its 
approval. 
  
D. The development services division director shall issue a certificate of occupancy for any building or 
structure upon its completion in accordance with the approved development plan. 
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19.78.160 Plan review at public meeting. 

  
Preliminary development plans, including site plan, (buildings, open space, parking, landscaping, 
pedestrian and traffic circulation) building elevations and general drainage and utility layout with 
topography shall be submitted for the purpose of staff analysis and planning commission review at a 
regularly scheduled meeting. Landscaping shall be as specified in Chapter 19.77 of this title. 
  
19.78.170 Scope of planning commission action. 

 In carrying out the intent of this chapter, the planning commission shall consider the following 
principles: 
  
A. It is the intent of this chapter that site and building plans for a planned unit development shall be 
prepared by a designer or team of designers having professional competence in urban planning as 
proposed in the application. The commission may require the applicant to engage such a qualified 
designer or design team. 
B. It is not the intent of this chapter that control of the design of a planned unit development by the 
planning commission be so rigidly exercised that individual initiative be stifled and substantial additional 
expense incurred; rather, it is the intent of this section that the control exercised be the minimum 
necessary to achieve the purpose of this chapter. 
C. The planning commission may approve or disapprove an application for a planned unit development. 
In approving an application the commission may attach such conditions as it may deem necessary to 
secure compliance with the purposes set forth in Sections 19.84.050 through 19.84.090 of this title. The 
action of the planning commission may be appealed to the land use hearing officer. 
 

2.3 Other Agency Recommendations or Requirements

Boundary and Subdivision Engineering Review 

1. Record of Survey must be received by County Surveyor’s office before plat can leave Planning and 
Development.  
2. Final plat must be on regular County Titleblock. 
3.  All required improvements must be bonded for before plat can be recorded. 
4. Show easement for ingress/egress on private road. 
5. Streets must be named and approved by Addressing.   
6. Show Fire Hydrants on Final Plat. 
7. Note to keep Fire turnaround open at all times must be on plat. 
8. A digital copy of Final Civil drawings signed by Licensed Engineer for all improvements is required after 
Final approval of the plans has been given.  
9. Label all areas to be dedicated to County as "Area Hereby Dedicated to Salt Lake County". 
10. All Streets within 200 ft. of the proposed subdivision must be shown on plat. 
11. Include the area to be dedicated to county within the perimeter boundary description. 
12. Label all utility and drainage easements on final plat  
13. A preliminary report of title will be required at the final stage of the project.   
  
Geology Review 

Review Denied 
1. Western end of the proposed PUD falls in the fault special study area; specifically lots 1 and 8 on plat. A 
fault study must be prepared in accordance with 19.75.060 part B.  
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Building Plans Review 

1. Building permits need to be obtained for the demolition of existing buildings where the new property 
lines will create building code issues. 
2. Building permits are required for the construction of the new homes and any other proposed structure 
regulated by the building code. At time of building permit application, provide two sets of the complete 
building plans showing compliance with current building code.  
3. At time of building permit application, provide fire flow verification and show how compliance is going 
to be made with any Unified Fire District Guidelines. 
  
Grading Review 

Review Denied 
1. Site is located in an area of potential contaminated soils from the Flaggstaff-Davenport smelter 
operation. 
2. A clean letter from the DEQ and EPA will be required to be submitted prior to the development of any 
homes. 
3. Need to submit a copy of the Geotechnical report and environmental reports for review and comment. 
4. Previous reports have identified hot spots remaining at the site. 
5. The site is in excess of one acre and will require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP) for 
both the clean up and the development of the project. 
6. The retaining wall along the north property line will need to be reviewed by a structural engineer to 
determine the stability for the proposed construction. 
7. Need to submit site grading and drainage plans showing how the site grading and drainage will be 
addressed. 
8. Site clean up will need to be under the supervision of the DEQ, Salt Lake County Health and the EPA 
9. Pending the design of the stormwater facilities a stormwater maintenance agreement and 
management plan maybe required to be recorded. 
  
Health Department Review  

Need to submit sewer and water availability letters.  
  
Sanitation Review 

Will need a private lane agreement.  
  
Traffic Engineer Review 

1. UDOT approval required. 
2. Curb Gutter and sidewalk is required, unless UDOT tells us otherwise in writing. 
3. The gate needs to include a fire department access box. 
4. Roads greater than 150 feet have a maximum allowable grade of 10% and a minimum width of 20 feet. 
5. Vehicle turn-arounds must meet the fire department specifications.  
  
UDOT Review 

1. Overall this development is headed on the right track, they will need to submit a complete application 
to UDOT meeting UDOT requirements and standards. 
 2. This location will need to address drainage along the UDOT right of way and their proposed 
landscaping.  Also both UDOT and SL County need to evaluate what if any dedication is needed. 
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Fire Authority Review 

1. Fire department lock box for the gate required. Minimum 12 foot road width per side next to the gate.  
Gate must also open to 12 foot width.  
2. Verification of fire flow is required. 
3. Show existing and proposed fire hydrants on the plans. 
4. Fire impact fees - Single family residential is $546.30 per unit.  
5. No parking signs required on private roadway. 
  
Urban Hydrology Review 

1. The developer shall grade the property in accordance with the approved site grading and lot drainage 
plan, so as not to discharge any stormwater onto adjacent properties. It is important that stormwater is 
controlled and routed/piped to connect into the county system. 
2. The developer shall be required to permanently contain all generated water on the property or route 
to a county drainage system. 
3. There are storm drain systems in both Little Cottonwood Road and Little Cottonwood Lane. 
4. Must provide a final drainage plan with required calculations, plans and profile drawings of the 
drainage system, and the plan must be stamped signed and dated by a registered professional engineer 
(P.E.).  
5. Need plans showing the connections to the existing storm drain system including a plan and profile of 
the drainage system. 
5. Storm drain impact fees are required.  Approximate amount is $3,729 per acre. 

2.4 Other Issues

Planning Review 

Outstanding Issues 
1. Dimension the setback distances for each lot on the site plan. 
2. Dimension the PUE distances for each lot on the site plan. 
3. Show all existing and proposed conditions on the Preliminary plat. 
4. All existing buildings to be removed prior to recordation of the subdivision plat. Demolition permits 
are required for each building. 
5. Show topography on preliminary plat, grading plan, and utility plan. 
6. Show existing irrigation systems on utility plan. 
7. Indicate the FEMA Flood zone on the plans. 
8. Show existing and proposed detention or retention facilities on the utility plan. 
9. Preliminary plat must show the nearest fire hydrants within 500 feet, as well as any proposed hydrants 
to be added. 
10. Identify any proposed roadway dedication. 
11. Show typical building pad for each lot on the preliminary plat. 
12. Indicate which areas are private, common or limited common areas on the preliminary plat. 
13. Preliminary Plat is missing a tie to the nearest benchmark or monument. 
14. Dimension and call out the width/halfwidth of Little Cottonwood Road. 
15. Name of the subdivision, address, section, township and range need to be included at the top of the 
preliminary plat. 
16. Name and address of the applicant and developer need to be on the preliminary plat. 
17. Preliminary Plat must be on regular County titleblock. 
18. Provide plat revision blocks on the Preliminary Plat. 
19. Show the overall project boundary and provide a legal description and approximative total acreage 
on the preliminary plat. 
20.  Include the square footage of each lot with the lot number and acreage. 

011



Page 11 of 14Report Date: 5/5/14 File Number: 28887

21. Show and label all existing and proposed walls and fences. A solid visual barrier around the perimeter 
of the development is required. Fencing details including materials and colors must be provided.  
22. A vicinity map must be included on the preliminary plat. 
23. Show all existing and proposed easements on the preliminary plat. 
24. Show and label all existing structures on neighboring properties within 50 feet of the PUD 
subdivision. 
25. Show any existing septic tanks or leach fields. Show the location of sewer and water and other utility 
connections for each lot. 
26. Provide typical street cross sections and profiles. 
27. Entry gate requires approval from the traffic engineer, fire department , and likely UDOT. 
28. The required landscape grading plan has not been provided. Existing trees to be removed, including 
their caliper sizes, must be shown on that plan. 
 29. Existing trees of 4" caliper or greater that are removed must be replaced on a caliper for caliper basis.  
The trees are in addition to any other required trees for the site under the landscaping ordinance.  
30. No hydrozones are called out on the landscaping plans as required. 
31. No irrigation plans provided with the landscape plan package as required.  
32. No water usage calculations provided with the landscape plans.  
33.  Front yard depths of no less than 15 feet between the buildings and the edge of the private street 
require that street trees cover a minimum of 75 percent (at maturity) of the landscape area. Open 
decorative fencing may also be required on the interior of the landscaped area.  
34. Based upon the calculations provided on the landscape plan only 41% of the site is landscaped. A 
minimum of  50% open space is required (landscaped area plus any walking paths/sidewalk). A reduction 
to 42% open space is allowed, but only if 4 additional recreational amenities are included in the project. 
Based upon preliminary analysis staff believes that the potential exists to expand the size of the 
playground to 3,000 sq ft. and the size of the picnic area to 1,000 sq. ft., this would when account for 5 of 
the 6 required amenities and the applicant would only need to add one additional amenity to meet the 
minimum requirements.  More accurate calculations together with potential reductions in the size of the 
homes or driveways may also boost the amount of open space up to 44% eliminating the requirement of 
a 6th amenity.  
35. As the playground is next to the street it must be fenced.  
36. A number of technical deficiencies also exist with the landscape plans, these range from the provision 
of a design intent statement to a signature box for County acceptance of the plans. The designer needs 
to  review the submittal requirements of 19.77.100 when updating the plans.  
37. Colors and materials are not specified on the elevation drawings, the renderings provided are a 
representation only.  More specific materials and a color palate and will need to be designated and 
provided prior to final approval.  
38.  A discrepancy exists regarding the overall size of the property.  Also dedication amounts for the 
roadway have not yet been determined by UDOT. According to the County Assessors records the total 
size of the property is 3.94 acres, according to the plans provided the size is 4.15 acres. If the property size 
is indeed 3.94 acres or smaller (after dedication along Little Cottonwood Road) only 14 units would be 
allowed (3.94 x 3.8 =14.97 units - unit calculations are not rounded up). 
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2.5 Subdivision Requirements

18.08.010 Procedure generally 

The planning commission shall be the land use authority for subdivisions. In order to assure that each 
subdivision fully complies with the provisions of this title, the director or director's designee shall 
administer formal application and review procedures for subdivisions. An application shall not be 
deemed complete until the full application, fees and all required materials have been submitted. The 
payment of a partial fee and submission of preliminary plans for a pre-submittal review does not 
constitute a complete application. 
 Each process shall include the following components: 
  
A. An application procedure, which shall include: 
1. Submission of an application form, as designed by the director or director's designee to clearly indicate 
the type of application, property address, applicant information, and other pertinent information; 
2. Submission of supplementary materials, including a legal description, property plat, the required 
number of plans/preliminary plats, and mailing labels (if required) for notifications; 
3. Payment of fees, as required under Title 3, Revenue and Finance. 
  
B. A review procedure, which shall include: 
1. An on-site review by the director or director's designee as provided by Utah Code 17-27a-303; 
2. Review of the submitted site plan/preliminary plat for compliance with county land use ordinances; 
3. Reference of the application and site plan/preliminary plat to any other government agency and/or 
affected entity which the director or director's designee deems necessary to protect the health, safety, 
and welfare of the public and to ensure the project's compliance with all applicable ordinances and 
codes; 
4. The processing of any exception requests that have been made in conjunction with the subdivision 
application. 
  
C. A preliminary plat approval procedure, which shall include: 
1. Confirmation that all necessary agencies have responded to the requests for recommendation with a 
recommendation of approval or approval with conditions; 
2. Integration of the recommendations from the other government agencies and affected entities 
involved above into the preliminary plat; 
3. Receipt of a recommendation from the planning staff; 
4. Approval of the preliminary plat as outlined in Section 18.12.030, and issuing a preliminary plat 
approval letter. 
  
D. A final plat approval procedure, which shall include: 
1. An engineering review to ensure that the final plat complies with all conditions of approval of the 
preliminary plat and to ensure that the final plat complies with the design standards, codes, and 
ordinances and with minimum engineering/surveying requirements; 
2. A check of appropriate background information, such as: lot access, property title, record of survey, 
field boundary verification, etc.; 
3. The collection of the necessary approval signatures (planning commission representative, director or 
director's designee, health department, district attorney, county mayor or their designees) on the final 
plat; 
4. Payment of final fees and bond; 
5. Recordation of the plat. 
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18.08.015 Time limits 

 Subdivision applications are subject to expiration according to the following schedule unless, for good 
cause shown, the applicant is granted an extension of time by the director or director's designee: 
  
A. A subdivision application shall expire if the applicant has not filed any of the required documents for 
preliminary plat approval within six months of the submission of a complete application. 
B. A subdivision application shall expire if the final plat is not submitted to planning and development 
services within six months of the preliminary plat approval. 
  
C. A subdivision application shall expire if the final plat has not been signed by the county mayor within 
six months of the approval of the director or director's designee. 
D. A subdivision application shall expire if the final plat has not been recorded within six months of the 
date of the county mayor's signature on the plat. 
  
18.12.030 Preliminary plat approval or disapproval. 

 Following a review of the preliminary plat the planning commission shall act on the preliminary plat as 
submitted or modified. If the plat is approved, the director or director's designee shall sign the plat. One 
copy of the preliminary plat shall be provided to the subdivider. One signed copy shall be retained by the 
planning and development services division, and one copy of the approved plat shall be returned to the 
developer's engineer. If the preliminary plat is disapproved, the director or director's designee shall notify 
the developer in writing and give reasons for such disapproval. The receipt of a signed copy of the 
approved preliminary plat shall be authorization for the subdivider to proceed with the preparation of 
specifications for the minimum improvements required in Chapter 18.24 of this title and with the 
preparation of the final plat.

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Conditional Use with the following conditions:

1 )Correct outstanding requirements and technical issues with the Preliminary Plat, Subdivision Plans, 
Architectural Elevations, and Landscape Plans with staff. Comply with all requirements and 
recommendations of the individuate reviewers and reviewing agencies.  

2 ) Construct improvements in conformance with final approved plans. 

3 ) All homes to meet the following minimum setbacks:  
Front Yard to the Home (from the nearest edge of the private street or sidewalk)  = 15 feet 
Front Yard to the Garage (from the nearest edge of the private street or the sidewalk) = 15 feet 
Rear Yard = 15 feet 
Interior side yards = 5 feet minimum 
Street Side Yards = 20 feet 
Side Yard next to the perimeter of the development = 15 feet

4 ) Provide staff with an updated colors and materials list in accordance with the renderings provided. 

5 ) Provide the additional recreational amenities requisite to the actual reductions in open space. Total 
open space provided shall not be less than 42% in any case. Staff to approve of the location and 
manner in which the additional recreational amenities are provided. 

6 ) If final net acreage is 3.94 acres or less only 14 dwelling units are permitted and the revised site plan 
must return to the Planning Commission for preliminary review and approval.   
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3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1 ) Conceptually the Conditional Use PUD  and Preliminary Subdivision Plat are able to meet a majority 
of the basic ordinance requirements. 

2 ) The outstanding issues with the Preliminary Plat, Subdivision Plans, Architectural Elevations, and 
Landscape Plans are mainly technical in nature, or can easily be addressed with staff through the 
subsequent technical review process. 

3 ) Impacts to the neighborhood are minimal and appropriate mitigation measures are in place as part 
of the proposal. 

4 ) Additional recreational amenities are required based upon the submitted plans and the calculated 
amounts of open space. 

3.3 Other Recommendations

Given the outstanding items that have yet to be resolved related to fencing, open space, recreational 
amenities, colors, materials, and acreage calculations the Planning Commission may wish exercise one of 
two options available to them: 
1. Continue the item for up to 3 months (August 13, 2014 meeting) to allow the applicant more time to 
revise the plans and provide the additional details, information and plans before the Planning 
Commission makes a decision, or; 
2. Require that the the project come back before the Planning Commission for final approval.
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MEETING MINUTE SUMMARY  

 Salt Lake County Planning Commission Meeting 

 

Wednesday, May 14, 2014 8:30 a.m. 

 

Approximate meeting length:  5 hours 55 minutes 

Number of public in attendance: 17 

Summary Prepared by:  Wendy Gurr 

Meeting Conducted by:  Commissioner Young (Chair) 

ATTENDANCE 

Commissioners and Staff:  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BUSINESS MEETING 

Meeting began at – 8:32 a.m. 

1) Approval of Minutes from the April 16, 2014 meeting 
Motion: to approve the Minutes from the April 16, 2014 meeting, with the correction of a letter 

inadvertently in bold font. 

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner O’Meara 

Vote: unanimous in favor  

2) Other Business Items (as needed) 

Todd Draper of Staff updated the Planning Commissioners with information in regards to the Western 

Planner Conference. He confirmed Friday of the conference week will be devoted to citizen planner and 

commissioner training, with sessions potentially also on Thursday afternoon. The conference will be held 

Sept 30-Oct 2. 

 

Todd Draper of Staff reminded all Planning Commissioners to speak clearly into the microphone. When 

the microphone light is off, the microphone is on. 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

Hearings began at – 8:49 a.m. 

28884 – Scott Geertsen for Elite Capital Properties, LLC – Requesting approval for a Conditional Use 

Permit for the construction of a Two-Family Dwelling. Location: 945 East 9400 South. Zone: A-1 

(Agricultural, 10,000 sq. ft. min. lot size). Community Council: White City. Planner: Todd A. Draper 

Planning Staff / DA 
Public 

Mtg 

Business 

Mtg 

Todd Draper x x 

Wendy Gurr x x 

Max Johnson x  

Zach Shaw (DA)  x x 

Adam Miller (DA) x  

Tom Christensen (DA) x  

Commissioners 
Public 

Mtg 

Business 

Mtg 
Absent 

Tod Young – Chair x x  

Neil A. Cohen  x x  

Jeff Creveling x x  

Ronald Vance – Vice Chair x x  

Clare Collard x x  

Todd Sutton x x  

Bryan O’Meara  x x  

*NOTE: Staff Reports referenced in this document can 

be found on the State and County websites, or from Salt 

Lake County Planning & Development Services.  
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Todd Draper of Staff provided details from the Staff Report. 

 

Commissioners and Staff had a brief discussion. Commissioner Young asked if it has been decided if there 

is an access easement, Todd Draper of Staff confirmed there is not an access easement. Commissioner 

Vance stated he has information there is an irrigation easement. Commissioner Vance asked Todd Draper 

if he was aware of the second irrigation box on this property. Todd Draper of Staff indicated that 

easements and irrigation lines will be part of the subdivision review. Commissioner Cohen asked if this is 

the only twin home in the area. Todd Draper of Staff stated there are two to the West that he has 

previously worked on, but that the majority are single family homes. Commissioner Cohen asked what 

BMP stood for. Todd Draper of Staff indicated that it stands for Best Management Practice. 

Commissioner Creveling asked about planning review of setbacks for bay windows. Todd Draper of Staff 

stated that bay windows must meet side yard setbacks unless they are 18” off the floor. 

 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED 

Speaker # 1: Applicant 

Name: Scott Geertsen 

Address: 3590 Plymouth Rock Cove, Lehi 

Comments: He confirmed the approach is onto 9400 South. He plans to put a turn-around on both sides of the 

drive, so residents are able to turn around. He stated there is a subdivision called Shadow Oaks nearby that consists 

of all twin home residential dwelling units. This would be a great improvement for this property. He is aware of 

necessary easements for the irrigation boxes to the West of the property. 

 

Commissioner Cohen motioned to close, Commissioner Vance seconded the motion. 

 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a brief discussion. 

Motion: to approve application #28884, subject to Staff recommendations. 

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Collard 

Vote: unanimous in favor 

28885 – Scott Geertsen for Elite Capital Properties, LLC – Requesting preliminary approval of the 

Preliminary Plat for the 2-lot Elite Capital Properties Subdivision. The purpose of the subdivision is to 

accommodate the division of a Two-Family Dwelling. Location: 945 East 9400 South. Zone: A-1 

(Agricultural, 10,000 sq. ft. min. lot size). Planner: Todd A. Draper 

 

Todd Draper of Staff provided details from the Staff Report. 

 
Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a brief discussion. 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED 

Speaker # 1: Applicant 

Name: Scott Geertsen 

Address: 3590 Plymouth Rock Cove, Lehi 

Comments: He confirmed the irrigation line is mislabeled as SD on the plat. 

 

Commissioner Cohen motioned to close, Commissioner Vance seconded the motion. 
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PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Motion: to approve application #28885, subject to Staff recommendations. 

Motion by: Commissioner Sutton 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Vance 

Vote: unanimous in favor 

Commissioner Young asked to reorder the Agenda to hear Application 28887 after Application 28881. 

Commissioner Vance motioned to reorder, Commissioner Creveling seconded the motion. 

28881 – Scott Carlson for AES Investments LLC and MRL Real Estate Development LTD – Requesting 

Preliminary approval of the Preliminary Plat for the 3-lot Sierra Estates Subdivision. Location: 3677 East 

Little Cottonwood Road. Zone: R-1-10 z/c (Residential, 10,000 sq. ft. min. lot size). Planner: Todd A. 

Draper 

 

Todd Draper of Staff provided details from the Staff Report. 

 

Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a brief discussion. 

 
PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED  

 

Speaker # 1: Applicant 

Name: Scott Carlson 

Address: 2264 North 1550 East, Lehi 

Comments: This property has an extensive history of use and misuse for quite a while. Property has gone through a 

variety of ownerships. Intent is in line with what the general neighborhood had hoped for. The walls were 

constructed years ago and drainage has occurred for many years and access has occurred as they exist. They have 

reached an understanding with UDOT and have a tentative agreement and are filing applications for formal access. 

He described access points. The zoning allows for a 10,000 square foot Lot. The parcels are significantly greater 

than that and not quite finished up with UDOT to finish the approval process. The smallest lot would be 13,000 – 

15,000 square feet. They have a garage on the property to the East and it appears to be on the property line. Lot 1 

has a shed and given the amenity, would like to leave it on the lot. They discussed the soil contamination potential 

from the old mining days, he has a report and intends to comply with the requirements of the report. The public 

utility easements will be requested for removal and replacement. All of this will be shown on the final plat. Details 

remain to be worked out. This will be a great subdivision. 

 

Commissioner Young asked Mr. Carlson to identify the edge of pavement. Mr. Carlson pointed out the edge as a 

dotted line as well as the edge on the South side of the road.  

 

Speaker # 2: Citizen 

Name: Robert Grow 

Address: 9267 Little Cottonwood Place 

Comments: His son-in-law Karl owns the Smart property. 24 pits were dug on all the properties and identified 4 

places that need remediation to the West of the property. It has been accepted for a clean-up plan, by DEQ and the 

federal government. The subdivision plats came from a different point of the beginning. The property plats shifted 

to the East. The wall was put on the property line before the property lines were shifted 5 feet. They will obtain 

building permits and would like to not knock down the accessory building. 

 

Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a brief discussion. 

 

Commissioner Sutton motioned to close, Commissioner Cohen seconded the motion. 
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PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Commissioners had a brief discussion.  

Todd Draper of Staff confirmed their motion would be to grant Preliminary approval of the preliminary plat. 

Commissioners acknowledged this. 

Motion: to grant preliminary approval of application #28881, subject to Staff recommendations. 

Motion by: Commissioner Cohen 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Collard 

Vote: unanimous in favor 

 

28887 – Rich Welch for Garbett Homes  – Requesting approval of a proposed  15 lot Planned Unit 

Development Subdivision known as Treseder at Little Cottonwood PUD. Location: 3601 East Little 

Cottonwood Road. Zone: R-1-10 z/c (Residential, 10,000 sq. ft. min. lot size). Community Council: 

Granite. Planner: Todd A. Draper 

 

Todd Draper of Staff provided details from the Staff Report. 

 

Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a brief discussion. 
 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED 

Speaker # 1: Civil Engineer 

Name: Scott Carlson 

Address: 2264 North 1550 East, Lehi 

Comments: He is happy to see the history and previous uses cleaned up. He has revised site plans, different from a 

month ago. They have continued to work with the neighborhood and staff. The new plans have increased setbacks. 

They have several home plans to choose from. In regards to the acreage, the survey does show sufficient acreage. 

There are 15 lots in the proposed subdivision, with an amenity lot and green space lots. 41% will be landscape and 

is not the same as open space. They believe they have 55% open space, well above the 50% requirement. Each 

home has a 3 car garage and 20 feet of driveway space for parking. Lots 1 and 2 also have side garages without the 

parking in front of the garage. Not anticipating parking on the street. This will be a gated subdivision.  

Commissioner Cohen asked where the neighboring property owner Richard Beck wants to have rear access. He 

would access across lot B in the common area.  

Speaker # 2: Garbett Homes 

Name: Jacob Alstead 

Address: 10288 South Eagle Cliff Way, Sandy 

Comments: Garbett Homes is a local, private held company and are happy to be involved in this location. They 

have built townhomes and most recently single family homes. This has been a problem area for the community and 

the county. They have discussed and his involvement is a case study working with surrounding neighbors. They 

heard some good and some bad. It was clear they needed to make changes. They created a committee and started 

meeting to provide something to beautify the area. Their key mark is energy efficiency. They have spent 100’s of 

thousands of dollars developing these homes. There is a radon issue here and will install a radon detection system 

in every home. All homes will have basements. In all the meetings they have had with the neighbors, never has 

there been an issue with the basements. The potential for short term rentals however has been an issue.  

Speaker # 3: Granite Community Council 

Name: Mary Young 

Address: 3260 East Wasatch Pines Lane, Granite 
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Comments: The community council has been looking forward to this for decades. She hasn’t seen new designs, but 

believes this will totally fit in with the community. They trust they will take care of the community of Granite and 

they look forward to this and urge the commission to approve. 

 

Speaker # 4: Citizen 

Name: Robert Grow 

Address: 9267 Little Cottonwood Place 

Comments: He said this has been a long time coming for the community. This is compatible with the size of the 

surrounding lots. When the prior developer came in and it was zoned under R-1-15, they wanted to reduce the lot 

size to R-1-10 to make it a PUD. There was a lot of involvement from the community and the community has a 

written agreement with the developer. That written agreement includes a 25 foot setback. There is a 25 foot high 

hill at the back of the property and he believes there are setbacks and restrictions on the amount of light coming 

down the hill. There were three units that were pretty close and the developer agreed to pull those back to about 20 

feet of setback. These conditions neighbors agreed to almost a decade ago. He wants to thank the developer, this 

has moved forward more rapidly than anything they have ever seen. He wants this approved with acknowledgment 

of the neighbors private conditions. On behalf of the neighborhood, they want the project approved as it will make 

them happy to have the neighborhood filled in.  

 

Todd Draper of Staff reviewed the revised plans. His main concern was the 25 foot rear setback in the agreement 

with the neighbors. There needs to be a distinction between ordinance and private agreements. He is concerned 

looking at some of the patios, as they extend into the proposed setback. He had the same concern regarding the 

16.5 foot setback on the South. Some patios are partially covered and some are fully covered. He acknowledged 

there may be outside conditions that are not enforced by the County. He advised Commissioners to look to staff for 

recommended setbacks.  

 

Counsel Zach Shaw, Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a discussion. 

 

Speaker # 5: Citizen 

Name: Robert Grow 

Address: 9267 Little Cottonwood Place 

Comments: They think the homes will fit in the area without walk out basements, as the ground is flat.  

 

Commissioner Cohen confirmed this development is right next to Mr. Grow’s other development. 

 

Commissioners and Staff had a brief discussion. 

 

Speaker # 6: Garbett Homes 

Name: Jacob Alstead 

Address: 10288 South Eagle Cliff Way, Sandy  

Comments: He is comfortable with the county moving forward with the conditions proposed by Staff. They are 

going to stay within their commitments to the neighbors. He had a discussion easing the front setbacks from 15 to 

10 feet with the agreement from the neighbors. Setbacks discussed with the neighbors did not include the patio. 

Landscaping will be provided on the South side of the wall. Lot 13 still has a full length drive. He will take up 

discussions with neighbors regarding the architectural design and colors. 

 

Todd Draper of Staff explained if a building permit application comes to the County and meets or exceeds the 

setbacks, it will be approved. The county setbacks are for the most part less restrictive than the neighborhood 

proposal. Staff is comfortable with the 10 foot front yard setback from curb or sidewalk to edge of house. Private 

agreements are privately enforceable. Commissioner O’Meara asked about lots C and D and if there is a 

requirement from UDOT. Todd Draper of Staff stated they don’t have any buildings proposed, he reiterated that the 

setback is measured from the property line to the home. Commissioner O’Meara is concerned with lots 11, 12, and 

13. If there are problems with setbacks and lot lines, they would have to come back and apply for a plat 

amendment. Commissioner Creveling confirmed all proposed building lots exceed the minimum setbacks. Todd 
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Draper of Staff advised per Counsel Zach Shaw, that a copy of the CC&R’s will need to be provided for the staff to 

review to insure there are no ordinance violations. 

 

Commissioners had a brief discussion. 

 

Speaker # 7: Citizen 

Name: Joe Sturdy 

Address: 3558 (illegible) 

Comments: He has concerns with increased traffic around the West corner and asked if it is possible to place a 

mandatory traffic mirror on the wall as a safety concern.  

 

Commissioner Young stated the traffic mirror request would need to be submitted to the HOA. 

 

Commissioner Creveling motioned to close, Commissioner O’Meara seconded the motion. 

 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Counsel Zach Shaw, Commissioners and Staff had a brief discussion. 

Motion: to approve application #28887, subject to the Staff Recommendations 6 points and add condition #7, each 

building will have to have a radon mitigation system proposed prior to the issuance of a Building Permit. Secondly, 

item #3 to be replaced with the setbacks from the provided condition sheet that is of the neighborhood, the only 

change is side setbacks 6 feet as opposed to 5.  

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling  

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Vance 

Vote: unanimous in favor 

**Additional clarifications of this motion were discussed at the end of the Public Hearings.** 

28889 – Debbie Sanich for Turning Point Properties  – Requesting preliminary approval of the 

Preliminary Plat for the 5-lot Turning Point Subdivision. Location: 10658 South Dimple Dell Road. 

Zone: R-1-43 (Residential, 1 acre min. lot size). Planner: Todd A. Draper 

 

Todd Draper of Staff provided details from the Staff Report. 

 

Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a brief discussion. 
 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED  

 

Speaker # 1: Applicant 

Name: Debbie Sanich 

Address: 13979 Sage Hollow, Draper 

Comments: She bought the property in 2011, didn’t know it had been approved to be subdivided. They don’t have 

intentions of selling the property. Wanted to get it filed quickly, as they previously had the Mylar signed by 

everyone. The intent is to build one additional house on lot 3. Water and sewer are approved and they will have an 

HOA. The barn was there prior to the last approval. HOA will govern the barn, roadway, and underground utilities. 

She is just waiting on the slope stability study for Lot 4.  

 

Commissioner Cohen asked what home was on the property. She confirmed a 14,000 square foot substance abuse 

treatment home. She operates and owns the treatment center and land. She will build another house for the same 

purpose. They have no intention of selling the other lots. She feels it is important to be on the lane itself. The traffic 

engineer had asked about some damaged curb, gutter and sidewalk, which they will fix. The engineers that went out 

and looked at it thinks it’s okay to just do repairs and that it will not need to be replaced. Commissioner O’Meara 

asked about access to the common area and barn area. She said you can access the barn from the private road. 
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Commissioner O’Meara motioned to close, Commissioner Collard seconded the motion. 

 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

 

Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a brief discussion. 

 

Motion: to approve application #28889, subject to Staff recommendations and the revised Preliminary 

Plat Plans dated 04/28/2014. 

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner O’Meara 

Vote: unanimous in favor 

 

28891 – Kyle Christensen for SWK Property Management – Requesting approval of a proposed  4 lot 

Planned Unit Development Subdivision known as Janke Estates PUD. Location: 10308 South Dimple 

Dell Road. Zone: R-1-21 (Residential, ½  acre min. lot size). Community Council: Granite. Planner: 

Todd A. Draper 

 

Todd Draper of Staff provided details from the Staff Report. 

 

Commissioners and Todd Draper of Staff had a brief discussion. 
 

PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING OPENED 

Speaker # 1: Applicant 

Name: Kyle Christensen 

Address: 5421 South Alpine Drive, Murray 

Comments: He stated they have worked closely with staff and the application does exceed the ordinance. They 

anticipate approval today.  

Commissioner Creveling asked what the sizes of the particular rectangles were on the plat, so he can see if the 

building would fit inside of that. Mr. Christensen stated that the house plans they have are a little bit bigger than 

the rectangles, a little bit wider and not quite as deep. They do still meet all the setbacks requirements. He went to 

the neighbors in the Dimple Dell Circle and only 2 neighbors were in favor of annexing into Sandy City.  Mr. 

Zarbach (neighbor) doesn’t want them to remove an existing wall to put in new fencing. He has vegetation growth 

on the wall. They will just put their fence on their property. They wish to use wood fence to match the existing wood 

fencing already there. As far as drainage on Dimple Dell, Mr. Layton installed the swell and it is not part of an 

irrigation system. Their landscaping plan will include a new swell. The Planning Commissioners reviewed the 

drawing Mr. Christensen handed out. These will be craftsman style homes. The style will be built as the same foot 

print, but they may not build the second story on all the homes. 

Speaker # 2: Granite Community Council 

Name: Mary Young 

Address: 3260 East Wasatch Pines Lane, Granite 

Comments: They are happy to have the developer come back. The residents and the Community Council were 

agreeable. They will build fine quality homes. They recommend approval with the changes noted in the letter. They 

felt that the construction of curb, gutter and sidewalk should not be required, as they want to maintain the existing 

rural charm. 

Commissioner Cohen asked if the developer was at their meeting. Ms. Young confirmed he was there and 

agreeable. 

Commissioner Cohen motioned to close, Commissioner Sutton seconded the motion. 
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PUBLIC PORTION OF MEETING CLOSED 

Commissioners and Todd Draper with Staff had a brief discussion. 

Motion: to approve this application based upon Staff recommendations 1) and 2) with three additional conditions: 

3) Follow the Granite Community Councils recommendation to rotate the footprint on Lot 4 counter 

clockwise sufficient to mitigate negative views. 

4) Building materials to be similar and consistent on all four sides of the elevation. 

5) Recommend use of drought tolerant turf grass in the open space on the West end of the PUD. 

Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

2
nd

 by: Commissioner Vance 

Vote: unanimous in favor 

Motion: to recommend to the Mayor’s office that an exception to curb, gutter and sidewalk be granted. 

 Motion by: Commissioner O’Meara 

 2
nd

 by: Commissioner Sutton 

 Vote: unanimous in favor 

 

Commissioner Cohen motioned to close the Public Hearing, Commissioner Collard seconded the motion. 

 

Commissioner Collard excused herself at 1:28 p.m. 

 

Todd Draper with Staff asked to discuss and clarify the minimum setbacks for application. Todd Draper and 

Commissioner Creveling discussed the minimum setbacks on the private neighborhood agreement compared to 

Staff Report. Todd Draper clarified the County measurements and definitions and the need to use the common 

terminology for purposes congruence with the ordinance. The Front setback from garage to curb should state from 

curb or sidewalk. Todd Draper asked for reasoning behind imposing a greater setback than what the neighborhood 

was proposing. The rear setbacks requested were measured by the neighborhoods own personal understanding and 

not by County Ordinance. Todd commented that in looking at the neighborhood agreement, it appeared they were 

not counting covered decks or anything 18 inches or higher. He needs additional clarification of the reasoning for 

increasing the setbacks from what’s shown to 25 feet, specifically Lots 5, 6, and 7. Counsel Zach Shaw asked the 

commissioners if it was the intent of the Planning Commission to increase the setback from what the neighbors are 

okay with or is it to codify what the neighbors were comfortable with. Commissioner Young confirmed it is to 

codify. Counsel Zach Shaw said if that’s the case, the way the County has to measure the setback, the 25 foot rear 

yard setback has expanded from what the neighbors are comfortable with. Counsel Zach Shaw related that he did 

speak with Mr. Grow, who is representing the neighbors and Mr. Grow confirmed the neighbors are comfortable 

with less than a 25 foot setback from the lot line to the edge of the covered patio and are aware the patios will be 

covered. Commissioner Creveling said the drawing clearly indicates the setback at 25 feet on the North end and the 

building as drawn encroaches into that setback. The drawing is conflicting with the 25 foot proposed setback. 

Counsel Zach Shaw suggested to file a clarifying motion or a motion to clarify the prior motion. Max Johnson with 

Staff believes there is a different understanding that from the County perspective and the community perspective. 

Todd Draper suggested to make it easier to just clarify the setback for the specific lots that are problematic. 

Commissioner Creveling said the neighborhood was very specific on the entire north side. Counsel Zach Shaw 

expressed concern on reopening the public hearing after a motion has already been made and this should be 

limited to a clarification of the motion. Commissioner Creveling would like to make a proposed motion. 

 

Motion: that as a point of clarification application #28887, that the particular aspect of the condition for changing 

the setbacks, north and south, east and west to curb, that the dimensions that they use and that the measurement of 

those will be by County Ordinance. 

 

Commissioners Creveling stated that he personally would like to leave the dimensions the same, but the question is, 

where they are measured from under the County Ordinance. He is suggesting that the language is understood for 

this condition so these particular modified setbacks are only nebulous as to back of curb or back of sidewalk. He 
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claims they are making smaller setbacks for Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, and 7. Commissioner Cohen stated for Lot 6 to comply 

it would have to be on an on grade patio. Commissioner Creveling agreed. Commissioner Young said all they are 

saying is they need to make sure all of the structures are within the specified setbacks, 25 feet on the North side and 

16.5 everywhere else. Todd Draper wanted to clarify what he is hearing is that, “the Planning Commission is 

giving to some lots and taking from others.” Commissioner Creveling confirmed this and stated they are codifying 

the neighbor’s requests. Counsel Zach Shaw asked the Planning Commission if this was their intention in their 

motion. Commissioner Creveling asked Commissioner Young if they should ask each member their clarification. 

Commissioner Sutton was unsure, because he believed they were trying to codify what the neighborhood intended 

and the expanded setback was not their intention. Commissioner Cohen was sure they wanted to put in what the 

neighborhood agreed upon. Commissioner Creveling clarified his motion as 25 foot setback is only across the 

North side and 16.5 foot setback on South, East and West side and when there’s a point on the interior road to be 

from the back of curb or back of sidewalk. Commissioner Vance agreed with Commissioner Cohen’s clarification. 

Commissioner Young thinks the setbacks need to be applied universally throughout the subdivision as the 

agreement states. Counsel Zach Shaw confirmed it was consensus that the intent of the motion was what the 

neighbors were comfortable with. He asked Todd Draper if he had a solution to get them there. Todd Draper needs 

clarification that Commissioner Creveling said 16.5 on the East and West, because that conflicts with the staff 

report and the earlier motion and the neighborhood agreement and the plans and perimeter from the neighbors that 

says 15 feet. Commissioner Creveling stated the neighborhood agreement did not use 15 feet anywhere.  

 

Commissioners had a brief discussion. Todd Draper asked for a break to discuss with Counsel. 

 

Todd Draper of Staff recommended to clarify and help codify what was intended by the neighborhood that a motion 

be made with the following clarifications to the setbacks: 

 

 Front yard to home to the nearest edge of the private street or sidewalk be 10 feet 

 Front yard to the garage from the nearest edge of the private street or sidewalk be 20 feet 

 Rear yards be left at 15 feet 

 Private agreement between the developer and the adjacent home owners be enforced privately.  

 

Todd Draper said the reason they are recommending this is to go back to the fact that we have the original staff 

report recommendation and to eliminate the discrepancy in how the neighborhood intended the setbacks to be 

measured or how they interpreted them. Their private interpretation is relative to their private agreement. If this is 

not acceptable, Staff would recommend for the lots in question, that the 25 foot setback be reduced to the minimum 

of 15 feet and allow the private agreement to take its own course separate from this body. Staff recommends the 

minimum 15 feet perimeter setback all the way around. Commissioner Cohen reconfirmed the private agreement 

exceeds the minimums. Todd Draper advised the 1.5 feet difference on the South  is minimal. The lots in question on 

the north can be reduced to a 15 foot setback, because the rear yard setback was not universal in the minds of the 

neighborhood for lots 1-4 and lots 5-7. Counsel Zach Shaw advised they could do a clarifying motion. 

Commissioner Creveling said with respect to the staff, he completely disagrees. The neighbors are asking for an 

increased setback on the North side and the Planning Commission was given them an increased setback.  

 

Commissioners had a brief discussion. Commissioner Creveling discussed street side yard setback for Lot 12. Todd 

Draper of Staff confirmed you can specify individual setbacks for individual lots, he pointed out street side yards on 

lots 1, 2 and 12. This could be made into a condition #8 to say that the street side yard for lot 12 is 20 feet. 

Commissioner Creveling said both lots 1 and 2 should be the 10 feet back from both curbs. The only other 

individual setback that needs to be addressed is lot 12. Counsel Tom Christensen stated since Commissioner 

Creveling made the original motion he should make the clarifications of his motion and vote on it. He should only 

clarify. Commissioner Creveling asked the Chair if he could clarify a condition of the Motion for #28887 regarding 

setbacks. 

 

Motion: To clarify conditions that are different than Staff Recommendation of the minimum setbacks required in 

light of the request of the community who have been so involved in this project and has allowed it to get to this 

point with their full support. Being the North rear setback as defined by County Ordinance will be 25 feet. The 

South rear yard setback will be 16.5 feet. The East and West perimeter setback will be 15 feet. The building side 
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yards will be 6 feet. The street back to curb front setback will be 10 feet. The street back of sidewalk to building 

front will be 10 feet and the garage to either back of curb or back of sidewalk will be 20 feet.            

 Motion by: Commissioner Creveling 

 

Commissioner O’Meara asked for an amendment of the motion for lots 5, 6, and 7 that the rear is 15 feet. 

Commissioner Cohen noted that there is still a recognized agreement between the developer and the community 

that the North setbacks would be 25 feet. The amendment failed for lack of a second. Commissioner Young called 

for a second of Commissioner Crevelings motion.  

 2
nd

 by: Commissioner Vance 

 Vote: Commissioner O’Meara voted nay, all other commissioners in favor (of commissioners present)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                  

MEETING ADJOURNED 

                                                                  Time Adjourned – 2:27 p.m. 

 

 

 

 

Commissioner Name For 

Motion 

Against 

Motion 

Not 

Present 

Commissioner Young x   

Commissioner Vance x   

Commissioner Cohen x   

Commissioner Creveling x   

Commissioner Sutton x   

Commissioner O’Meara  x  

Commissioner Collard   x 
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