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Exhibit E — Landslide scarp information
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AOCEC

Applied GeoTech

October 23, 2025

Wasatch County Planning
55 South 500 East
Heber City, Utah 84032

Attention: Doug Smith
EMAIL: dsmith@wasatch.utah.gov

Subject: Geologic and Geotechnical Fifth Review
Jackson Fork Residential Development
South of Highway 32
Wasatch County, Utah
Project No. 1211127

Mr. Smith:

Applied Geotechnical Engineering Consultants, Inc. was requested to review responses from
IGES for our comments on proposed 2 horizontal to 1 vertical cut and fill slopes for the
Jackson Fork residential development planned for an area approximately % mile east of
Charcoal Canyon and south of Highway 32 in Wasatch County, Utah. The letter from IGES
discussing the proposed slopes is dated October 22, 2025 with Project No. 05159-001.

The original response letter from IGES is dated September 26, 2022. Second and third
response letters from IGES are dated December 9, 2022 and May 13, 2024, The original
report reviewed is dated October 12, 2021 with Project No. 03736-002. Comments from our
review of the report are presented in a letter dated December 14, 2021. A revised report
dated May 27, 2022 from IGES was reviewed and our comments provided in a letter dated
July 18, 2022, Second, third and fourth review letters dated October 21, 2022, December
21, 2022 and June 3, 2025 were provided for the additional responses from IGES.

REVIEW COMMENTS

The responses from IGES are suitable. The discussion from IGES indicates they will have close
involvement during site grading to identify potential stability concerns with cut and fill slopes
on the project. This will be important based on the soil conditions and potential landslide
concerns reported for the site.

600 West Sandy Parkway - Sandy, Utah 84070 - (801) 566-6399 - www.agecinc.com
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Wasatch County Planning
October 23, 2025
Page 2

LIMITATIONS
QOur review comments are based on the information provided, our professional experience and
opinions and our understanding of the proposed construction. The review is performed in

accordance with generally accepted geologic and geotechnical practices in the area.

If you have questions or if we can be of further service, please call.

Sincerely,

APPLIED GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING CONSULTANTS, INC.

10-23-2025
NO. 260053

Douglas R. Hawkes, P.E., P.G.

Reviewed by JRM, P.E.
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6 November 2025 PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT — ITEM 5 (DEV-8688) Page | 16 of 26

ltem Page 16 of 26 Packet Page Number:71



Exhibit F — Retaining wall exhibit
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Exhibit G— Trails
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Exhibit H — Streetlight detail

LIGHTING NOTES:

CORTEM STEEL Lo
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WASATCH COUNTY CCODE
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SECTION 16.21.16 OF WASATCH COUNTY CODE
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Exhibit 1- DRC Report

Wa SEItCh CDUﬂtY ProJECT ID: DEV-8688
PROJECT NAME: FINAL SUB - JACKSON FORK FINAL

DESIGN REVIEW VESTING DaTE: 11/21/2023
COMMITTEE (DRC] REVIEW CYCLE #: 6
COMMENTS

REVIEW CYCLE STATUS: READY FOR DECISION

Project comments have been collected from reviewers for the above noted review cycle and compiled for your
reference below. Please review the comments and provide revised plans/documents if necessary. Resubmittals
must include a plan review response letter outlining where requested changes and corrections can be found. Failure
to provide such a letter will result in the project being returned to you.

When uploading revisions please name your documents exactly the same as it was previously uploaded.
Revision numbers and dates are automatically tracked. There is no need to re-upload documents that
aren’t being changed. DO NOT DELETE documents and then upload new ones.

Once you have addressed all of your items and successfully uploaded your revisions, be sure to re-submit your
project for review. Resubmittal must be made through the portal in order to receive official review. Projects reguiring
Planning Commission approvals or recommendations will not be placed on a planning commission agenda until all
DRC reviewers have recommended the item to move forward.

Public Works Department Ready for Decision
Engineering Department Ready for Decision
Planning Department Ready for Decision

Approved = Reviewing entity has approved the project under consideration of their applicable codes. Any open comments are considered
conditions of the entities recommendation.

Ready for Decision = Reviewing entity recommends the project move forward to a Planning Commission meeting (if applicable). Any open
comments are considered conditions of the entities recommendation.

Changes Required = Reviewing entity has identified an issue(s) that needs to be resolved before recommending the project move forward.

Mo Action = Reviewing entity has not taken any action for the review oycle.

Project ID: DEV-8688 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - October 30, 2025 Page 1of 7
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OVERALL PROJECT COMMENTS

DRC Project Comments

Comment ID
C-PLN-App-18

DRC-ENG118

DRC-155D2
DRC-WATER1
FIRE-App-5
FIRE-App-6&

FIRE-App-7

FIRE-App-8

Entity
PLN - County
Planning Approval

ENG - Engineering

DRC - Jordanelle
S5D
DRC - 554 1 Water

55D - Fire 55D
Approval
55D - Fire 55D
Approval
55D - Fire 55D
Approval

550 - Fire 55D
Approval

Comment

An addition to note 5 on the plat might state something similar to
the following, "the amount of fill on the lot is deducted from the
35' maxzimum height limit"

As the applicant prepares the plat we should work together on
acceptable language to address this issue at building permit
without being problematic.

Condition of Approval - Several engineering comments have been
made in the respective plan sets that will need to be resolved
prior to the issuance of the subdivision construction permit.
Additional comments may be made during the review of the
plans for the subdivision construction permit, but as a whaole the
unresolved comments will not have require significant design
changes and many are just to improve plan clarity for
construction.

Plan review needs to be coordinated, completed and approved by
the District.

Need a will-serve letter from 155D to meet the conditions of the
water action report.

All access to structures to meet Wasatch Fire District Single
Family Dwelling Guidelines and approved by Wasatch Fire.

Area is located in the Wildland Urban Interface Area.

Permits over 30 units without secondary access will not be
approved. Any units over 30 will require secondary access.
Any multi family or commercial may reguire secondary access.
Secondary Access to Benloch Ranch Road shown on DEV-4786
Conceptual Connectivity Plan and agreement is Any Additional
Supporting Doc.

Any single family units over 30 requires approved secondary
access.

PROJECT DOCUMENT SHEET COMMENTS BY REVIEWING ENTITY

DRC - Engineering Dept

Comment ID
DRC-ENGTS

DRC-ENGS1

Sheet Name

09-Final Utility Plan

10-5treet Plan

Comment
Update to comment: It appears the collar detail may still be
missing.

Include detail for concrete collars.
Overlapping labels are illegible. For example, there are station

Project ID: DEV-8688 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - October 30, 2025

Page 2 of 7

6 November 2025
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DRC-ENGS3

DRC-ENGO4

DRC-ENGIS

DRC-ENGIG

DRC-ENGI7

DRC-ENGI8

DRC-ENGI9

DRC-ENG100

DRC-ENG101

DRC-ENG102

DRC-ENG103

DRC-ENG104

DRC-ENG105

DRC-ENG106

DRC-ENG107

DRC-ENG108

AGEC - Third
Review- Jackson
Fork Development
12-22-22

05-Final Grading
Plan

05-Final Grading
Plan

05-Final Grading
Plan

09-Final Utility Plan
09-Final Utility Plan

09-Final Utility Plan
09-Final Utility Plan

09-Final Utility Plan

09-Final Utility Plan

09-Final Utility Plan

11-Lighting and
Signage Plan

11-lighting and
Signage Plan

11-lighting and
Signage Plan

12-Landscape Plan

02a-Plat

numbers, that are not legible in plan view due to grades or
elevations being placed over the station label. There are also
notes that block portions of the plan view. RD-5, RD-7, and RD-13
are example sheets of where this occurs. Ensure this is resolved
throughout the plans.

Unable to open document. Please re-upload the AGEC Third
Review

note calling for erosion control mats should be revised so that
erosion control mats are required on all slopes steeper than
3H:1V. Also using a stabilizing product such as a flexible growth
medium that is put down with hydroseed may be an acceptable
alternative to an actual mat.

Note 2 & 7 are duplicates of each other

For trails being used as access roads to detention basins or sewer
manhales, the driveable width of an all weather surface should
be a minimum of 12" in width.

There appears to be a conflict between the waterline and storm
drain crossing on Jackson Fork Drive approx station 12+42
please check for a conflict on the storm drain depth of the
outflow from 5D Inlet 101 and the crossing of culvert B4

notes #2 & #7 are duplicates across most plan sheets.

Sheet UT-3 Culvert C labels in plan view are not pointing to a
culvert or the culvert is not shown.

If trails are being used as access to the ponds, they will need a
wider all weather shoulder on each side to allow for vehicle
access.

Sheet UT-1 in plan view has labels for culvert A3 and C1 that are
either in the wrong location or the culverts are not appearing in
the plans.

Sheet 5-6 make label for inlet box at uphill end of storm drain line
visible in profile view

locations of curb ramps at pedestrian crossings should be shown
on plans and the grading plan needs to include elevations so the
curb ramps can be constructed to be ADA compliant.

Sheet D-3 shows rip-rap sizing table that has 0 shown for some
the the lengths or depths when they have a listed width. Please
ensure table is correct.

The standard street sign detail on D-11 has caused some issues as
it does not address that the signs for private streets are to be a
blue background with white letters Please add a note to the
detail that is easily visible that calls out that the signs must be
blue for private streets. Also the county logo has been updated
and the signs need to use the current county logo.

ensure no vegetation is planted that will grow taller than 3.5'
within the clear zone for the street speed. This mainly concerns
the park strips.

Lot 131 & 26 need some designation on the plat for the
maintenance of the landscape scarp walls and that the walls are

Project ID: DEV-8688 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - October 30, 2025

Page 3of 7
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DRC-ENG109

DRC-ENG110

DRC-ENG111

DRC-ENG112

DRC-ENG113

DRC-ENG114

DRC-ENG115

DRC-ENG116

DRC-ENG117

DRC-ENG119

DRC-ENG118

05-Final Grading
Plan
05-Final Grading
Plan

05-Final Grading
Plan

05-Final Grading
Plan
05-Final Grading
Plan
05-Final Grading
Plan
05-Final Grading
Plan
05-Final Grading
Plan
15-Cost Estimate

O6b-Final Jackson
Fork Drainage
Report

not to be removed or altered without proper approvals from the
planning & engineering departments.

many of the sheets in the grading plans the contour labels are
not on the actual contours so all you see is a tick mark.

locations of curb ramps for pedestrian crossings should be shown
on the plans and elevations labeled so they can be constructed to
be ADA compliant.

guardrails have not been included for areas with downhill slopes
steeper than 3:1 with a height of the slope exceeding 8". such as
sheet RD-3 from the east of trail C around the cul-de-sac to the
property line of lot 148, Sheet RD-6 along the west side of the
road where the fill slope is 2:1 along silverberry loop - double
jack loop and continuing onto Black Willow Way, and on sheet
RD-13 along the west side of the cul-de-sac bulb on black willow
court.

Sheet RD-13 the TBC elevation label on the west side of the cul-
de-sac is roughly 13" low

Sheet RD-13, the starting grade break label elevation in the
profile view does not match the elevations of the plan view
Sheet RD-15 the profile view grades and plan view
grades/elevations do not coincide across the "bulb”

Sheet RD-17 the profile view doesn't extend the finished grade
through the cul-de-sac or even to the center of the cul-de-sac
update the sections views in the RS sheets after guardrails are
added

An updated cost estimate will need to be provided at the time of
the subdivision construction permit

| am not aware of the Wasatch County code requiring retaining
walls on cut/ffill slopes exceeding 10" in height and that
statement, if incorrect should be removed from the report.
Condition of Approval - Several engineering comments have been
made in the respective plan sets that will need to be resolved
prior to the issuance of the subdivision construction permit.
Additional comments may be made during the review of the
plans for the subdivision construction permit, but as a whole the
unresolved comments will not have require significant design
changes and many are just to improve plan clarity for
construction.

DRC - GIS Dept

Comment ID
DRC-GIS1

Sheet Name
02a-Plat

Comment

Change the "Black Willow Court” associated with lots 37-51, 82-
88, and 102-114 to "Black Willow Way". The other "Black Willow
Court" (cul-de-sac associated with lots 52-81) can keep its name.

When ready for final submission, contact us at
gis@wasatch.utah.gov to receive addresses, which must be on
plat.

Project ID: DEV-B688 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - October 30, 2025
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DRC - Public Works Dept

- Comment ID . Sheet Name - Comment
DRC-PW1 10-Street Plan Snow storage areas need to be reworked. The plan shows storing
‘ snow in front of every driveway.
DRC-PW2 02a-Plat Plat and Development Agreement are contradictory. The plat

shows that all roads are private, while the Dev Agreement
indicates that the roads are public and the county is obligated to
perform maintenance and snow removal. Please revise and
resubmit either the development agreement or plat. There are
concerns with street lighting and snow storage that will have to
| .  be revisited if the roads are intended to be public.
DRC-PW3 11-Lighting and Light pole does not meet our standard. Anchor base must be 14"
Signage Plan bolt circle. Pole height must be 14". Contact public works for
information. Add a note indicating that all infrastructure will
. ~ meet Wasatch County and Rocky Mountain Power standards.

DRC-PW4 10-Street Plan Snow storage and driveway spacing must meet code. Black
Willow Way has no storage in the back of the cul-de-sac where
snow would normally be pushed (readily accessible)

See code

Spacing: Access driveways or encroachments shall be spaced
according to the following:

Minimum distance:

Street type, local:

Minimum spacing: Thirty five feet (35') apart;

From intersections: Fifty feet (50°).

14.02.12: APPENDIX D, Snow Storage
Where parking availability will be affected by weather conditions,
the Owner must provide adequate non-hard surfaced and
landscaped snow storage areas. Said snow storage areas must be
on-site and equivalent to fifteen percent (15%) of the total hard-
surfaced area in the road. The hard surface area includes: the
paved surface of the road, parking spaces, islands, driveways,
curbing, gutters, and sidewalks. Snow storage areas tobeina
usable, readily accessible location for a snow plow to directly
push snow into. Landscaping of these areas shall accommodate

, | - snow plowing and storage on-site.

DRC-PW5 02a-Plat | have had concerns with how close the driveway's are and the
conflict with snow removal. Let's get the plans revised to comply
with 14.02.10 Appendix B Item C. Spacing.1.a (1) and verify that
we have proper spacing of 35" between driveways.

DRC-PW6 ' 09-Final Utility Plan  Are the trails designed to provide maintenance access to the
detention ponds? | may have missed where that is shown on the
. | ) ~ plans. , , ,
DRC-PW7 11-Lighting and County standard is a 2" galvanized telspar sign post. All signs
Signage Plan must have high intensity sheeting. All street name signs must be

green on public roads and blue on private. A development logo
rather than the county logo is acceptable. Contact public works if
‘you need details.

| DRC-PWB | 10-StreetPlan  Streetlights do not meet county standard. |
 DRC-PWS | 10-StreetPlan | Sign posts must meet county standard. 2" galvanized telspar post,
Project ID: DEV-8688 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - October 30, 2025 Page 5 of 7
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ete.
DRC-PW10 11-Lighting and Mo changes were made to the street lights nor the street signs. If
Signage Plan the intent is to do something other than the county standard, the

development agreement will have to be written to place
maintenance responsibility on the developer/hoa. There is some
language in the DA, but it is under open space and trails. It seems
to create some confusion that perhaps it relates to streetlights
and signs in the openspace/trails area and not public streets.

DRC-PW11 10-Street Plan | can't seem to find the snow storage analysis. The driveway
spacing has to be corrected. There is no where to put snow with
the current layout.

DRC - Recorder Office

Comment ID Sheet Name Comment

DRC-REC3 02a-Plat COA: Per the applicants note saying an address table will be
added prior to finalizing the plat | will give this an approval based
on the addresses being provided and approved from the GIS Dept
prior to recording.

EXT — Environmental Quality

Comment ID Sheet Name Comment
1 07-5wWppp Condition of Approval: Sheet EC-1
and EC-2: Include

detail/specifications for installation
and maintenance  of  rock
construction entrances.

2 07-5WPPP Condition of Approval: Sheet EC-1:
Inlet protection BMPs are difficult
to identify in ESC plan map; please
modify the symbols so they are
easier to locate among the contour

lines.
Project ID: DEV-8688 — Wasatch County Project DRC Comments - October 30, 2025 Page 6 of 7
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COUNTY MANAGER COUNTY COUNCIL
Dustin A. Grabau Kendall Crittenden
Karl McMillan

COUNTY PLANNERS Mark Nelson
Doug G. Smith, Director Spencer Park

Austin Corry, Assistant Director Erik Rowland
Vs COUNTY —— Ik Row
Anna Anglin, Planner Luke Searle
Caden Lyon, Planner. PLANNING Colleen Bonner

MEMORANDUM

To: Wasatch County Planning Commission
From: Doug Smith
Date: 6 November 2025

Re: Item # 6 — Code amendment for retaining walls

Commissioners,

First let me say the we are not looking for a motion on this item. | hope to have a robust discussion on
retaining walls and how much we want to regulate them.

As | have been working on the amendment to the code it has grown wordier and more regulatory with
each pass. This has caused me to re-review the ordinances of neighboring jurisdictions as well as reflect
on the problem we are trying to solve with this code amendment.

With development happening on increasingly more difficult properties retaining walls have become the
norm in most developments as well as on many lots. With the current code requirements for a
conditional use for retaining walls over 10’ building permit approvals have become time-consuming and
cumbersome for staff and a frustration for builders.

The intent of this code would be to allow building permits to move forward with less regulation and
make the approval for subdivisions more streamlined.

| will include the staff report for further background. The below high-level questions is what | would like
to discuss and get direction to work on a hopefully, simplified code.

Questions to consider:

- What problem are we trying to solve?
o Lessing the amount of approval time for retaining walls
o Lessening the amount of staff time and consternation by applicants
o Maintaining aesthetics in subdivisions?

- Are we being over regulatory?

- What do we want to regulate?
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Ordinance 25-16, amendments to sections of title 16 regarding
retaining walls and their requirements.

Project: DEV-0000 | Regulations on retaining walls Council Action Required: Yes

Meeting Date: 13 November 2025 Type of Action: Legislative

Report Date: 5 November 2025 Applicant: County initiated

Report Author: Doug Smith, Planner Affected Code Section(s): 16.01.05, 16.15.10, 16.27.20,

DETERMINATION ISSUE

Whether or not the various code sections regarding retaining walls should be amended to change how retaining walls
are regulated on individual lots as well as the regulations for retaining walls needed to build public and private roads in
subdivisions.

RECOMMENDATION

Based on the analysis and findings in this staff report, Planning Staff is of the opinion that the proposed ordinance
should be approved by the County Council based on the findings included in the staff report.

County Council Staff Report
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BACKGROUND

Wasatch County requires that retaining walls receive an administrative conditional use for any walls that are between
10-30’ in height and less than 800’ in length (16.01.05(B,h)). Code section 16.27.20 also requires that any retaining walls
over 30’ in cumulative height and/or longer than 800’ in length receive approval from the County Council after a
recommendation by the planning commission. The code does not differentiate between walls on private lots or walls
necessary for subdivision roads.

Walls on individual lots, if over 10’ requires an administrative conditional use that is flagged at the building permit stage.
If the retaining walls require a conditional use the planning department lets the applicant know. After the application for
the conditional use is received the building permit is rejected until the conditional use for the retaining wall is approved
which can be several weeks to over a month of delay for the building permit applicant. This process is cumbersome and
time-consuming for staff and the applicant. It also requires notification of neighbors. This gives neighbors a sense that
the conditional use permit can be denied. If a neighbor objects to the retaining wall it gets appealed to the planning
commission. Many of the subdivisions in the county would not have buildable lots without the use of retaining walls.

Much of the less constrained land has been developed leaving property that is steep requiring walls for roads in
subdivisions as well as walls in the individual lots.

When a subdivision goes through the approval process it is reviewed to see if each lot has a building envelope of at least
5,000 square feet under 30% slope. The building envelope can be surrounded by slopes over 30% whether manmade or
natural. Once a plat is recorded lots are sold and as long as required infrastructure is installed building permits can be
issued. From an applicant’s perspective the recorded lot has been approved, went through a rigorous county review
process and yet at the building permit stage can be rejected until a conditional use is approved.

Staff believes that the current code was never intended to regulate retaining walls on private lots but to regulate
retaining walls associated with subdivision roads whether public or private, however that is not clear in the current
code.

The draft proposal code separates retaining walls built in conjunction with roads in subdivisions from retaining walls
necessary for individual lots. Individual lots on steep slopes should have some regulation for excessive retaining walls
but how much? Should homes on steep slopes be allowed to install tears of retaining walls in order to create an
excessive flat front, rear or side yards.

As | have reviewed codes from neighboring jurisdictions, it appears that our code is currently and would be more with
robust with the proposed code. This begs the question of whether we are being over regulatory.

Questions to consider:
- What problem are we trying to solve?
o Lessing the amount of approval time for retaining walls
o Lessening the amount of staff time and consternation by applicants
o Maintaining aesthetics in subdivisions?
- Are we being over regulatory?
- What do we want to regulate?

What the proposed code does:
- Requires planning commission and county council review concurrent with the preliminary subdivision review for
retaining walls over 30" in cumulative height associated with the construction of roads in subdivisions.
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- Requires an administrative conditional use for retaining walls on individual lots over 20’ in cumulative height.
Current code requires an administrative conditional use if over 10’ in height.

- Does not allow using retaining walls to create flat yard areas greater than 10’ measured horizontally from the
foundation.

STAFF ANALYSIS
— GENERAL PLAN —

The first consideration in determining whether a code text amendment should be approved or denied is the language
contained in the General Plan. The General Plan provides the guidance that is made more specific as part of the zoning
ordinance or zoning map. While this amendment will not be part of the zoning ordinance or zoning map the General
Plan does support safety and multi modal options on trails throughout the County.

Chapter three of the General Plan has specific goals, policies and objectives intended to guide and direct decisions for
the future growth in the County. The goals, policies and objectives become more specific in the zoning ordinance. Below
are the Goals, Policies and Objectives section of the General Plan.

There is nothing in the general plan that specifically addresses retaining walls, however there is general language
regarding preserving views and ridgelines and development in sensitive areas.

1.1.2 POLICY: Promote preservation of views and ridgelines from development as viewed from prominent locations by
prohibiting structures from encroaching above the ridgeline.

1.1.3 POLICY: Prohibit development in sensitive areas with physical or environmental constraints.

— COUNTY CODE -

There are a number of sections in the County code that refer to working with the natural topography. These references
are repeated throughout title 16 in a number of sections. | have included only several of these since it is the same language
in various zones.

16.27.20: RETAINING WALLS

Purpose and Intent: Retaining walls may be necessary in situations where steeper grades are present in
development areas. Use of excessive retaining walls is not allowed. Developments should work with and
respect the natural topography of the area. Retaining walls made of natural materials are encouraged
when possible. Retaining walls shall, in accordance with this code, use native landscaping to buffer
retaining walls.

16.15.01: PURPOSE
The Jordanelle Basin overlay zone (JBOZ) is to implement the goals and standards established by the
previously adopted Jordanelle Basin land use plan and map and accomplish the following purposes:

1. The lands comprising the overlay zone include all the Jordanelle Basin;
2. To allow for development of the lands which complies with the goals and standards of the plan;

3. To preserve and protect the natural beauty of the Jordanelle Basin;
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16.17.01: PURPOSE (geologic Hazards Overlay Zone)

A. The purpose of the geologic hazards overlay zone (GHOZ) is to provide standards, guidelines and
criteria, having the effect of minimizing geologic hazards and manmade hazards, and to protect
people and property while protecting the natural scenic character of the sensitive land areas not
suitable for development, or suitable for development only after mitigation of hazards and ensuring
the efficient expenditure of public funds.

DEVELOPMENT REVIEW COMMITTEE

This proposal has been reviewed by the attorney’s office, engineering, and the planning department.

RECOMMENDED MOTION

Move to Approval the proposal with Conditions consistent with the findings, recommendations and modifications (if any)
presented in the staff report.

— FINDINGS -

e Current code requires a conditional use for walls that are over 10’ and/or over 800’ in length requires an
administrative conditional use.

e Current code requires walls over 30’ in cumulative height and over 800’ in length to be approved by the County
Council.

e The current process requires a great amount of staff resources and frustration from applicants.

e Staff believes that the original code was intended to regulate retaining walls necessary for roads in subdivisions.

e The proposal treats retaining walls for roads differently than retaining walls for individual lots.

POSSIBLE ACTIONS

The following is a list of possible motions the County Council can take. If the action taken is inconsistent with the
recommended findings listed in the staff report, the County Council should state new findings.

1. Approval. This action may be taken if the County Council finds that the General Plan and proposed amendments
are consistent and compatible.

2. Approval with Conditions. This action can be taken if the County Council feels comfortable that remaining issues
can be resolved through conditions or modifications to the proposed text.

3. Continue. *This action is being recommended. This action can be taken if the County Council needs additional
information before making a recommendation, if there are issues that have not been resolved, or if the
application is not complete.

4. Denial. This action may be taken if the County Council finds that the proposed code amendment is not
appropriate at this time and/or is not supported by the General Plan.
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EXHIBITS

Exhibit A - Retaining wall examples and codes..........ccoceeveecreunnenes 8
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Exhibit A — Retaining wall examples and codes
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15-4-2 Fences And Retaining Walls (Park City)

1. LOCATION. Fences and retaining walls may be erected or allowed within the buildable Area, and
as allowed in the Setback exceptions in Chapters 15-2.1 through 15-2.26.

Fences and retaining walls shall not exceed six feet (6') in height measured from Final Grade
within any required Rear Setback or Side Setback. Within any required Front Setback or Street Side
Setback, Fences and retaining walls shall not exceed four feet (4) in height, measured from Final
Grade.

Where a Fence or retaining wall occurs along a Property Line separating two (2) Lots and there is
a difference in the Grade of the Properties, the Fence or retaining wall may be erected or allowed
to the maximum height permitted on either side of the Property Line.

1. EXCEPTION. The height of retaining walls in the Front Setback may exceed four feet (4'),
measured from Final Grade, subject to approval by the Planning Director and City Engineer,
and may exceed six feet (6') in height subject to approval of an Administrative Conditional
Use permit or as approved as part of a Master Planned Development (MPD) or Conditional
Use permit. Prior to issuance of an Administrative Conditional Use permit the Property
shall be posted and affected adjacent Property Owners shall be noticed ten (10) days prior
to Final Action.

The height of retaining walls in the Side or Rear Setback may exceed six feet (6'), measured
from Final Grade, subject to approval of an Administrative Conditional Use permit or as
approved as part of a Master Planned Development or Conditional Use permit. Prior to
issuance of an Administrative Conditional Use permit the Property shall be posted and
affected adjacent Property Owners shall be noticed ten (10) days prior to Final Action.

2. RESTRICTIONS ON MATERIALS. Chain link Fences are prohibited in all zones with the following
exceptions, which must be approved by the Planning Director.

1. For recreational facilities such as tennis courts,

2. As temporary limits of disturbance, fencing during construction as approved by the
Planning Department.

3. Chain link Fences within the required Setback Areas may be permitted in other
circumstances by the Planning Director when it is found that the Fence is necessary in the
interest of security or public safety, and when the Fencing needs cannot be reasonably met
with any other type of Fencing.

3. BERMS. Berms within the required Setback Area may be constructed subject to the following:

1. Landscaping shall be incorporated into the design of the berm and shall extend its entire
length.

2. Berms shall be designed with sufficient undulation to provide visual relief and shall
meander for the entire length.
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