
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA

Thursday, December 11, 2025, 6:30 PM
1020 East Pioneer Road
Draper, UT 84020
Council Chambers

1. Items for Commission Consideration

1.a Action Item: Approve Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for
November 13, 2025 (Administrative Action)

1.b Public Hearing: Butler Zoning Map Amendment Request (Legislative
Item)

1.c Public Hearing: Jim Duncan Fence Conditional Use Permit Request
(Administrative Action)

1.d Public Hearing: Pinnacle Towers Conditional Use Permit Amendment
(Administrative Item).

6:30 PM BUSINESS MEETING

 

 Approval of Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for November 13, 2025

 On the request of Lannea Butler, a Zoning Map Amendment from RA1 to R3,
on approximately 1.04 acres, located at approximately 283 E Tanager Ln.
Known as application 2025-0241-MA, Staff Contact: Paul Geilman, (801) 576-
6551, paul.geilman@draperutah.gov

 On the request of Jim Duncan, A Conditional Use Permit to allow for a fence
that is taller than six feet (6’) on approximately 0.16 acres, located at 296 E.
Red Leaf Dr. Known as application 2025-0233-USE, Staff Contact: Nick
Whittaker, (801) 576-6522, Nick.Whittaker@draperutah.gov

 On the behalf of Todd Daoust, representing Commscapes, Crown Castle
International, and Pinnacle Towers, INC. a Conditional Use Permit
Amendment request for 0.90 acres, located at approximately 16211 S
Minuteman Dr. Known as application 2025-0328-USE. Staff Contact: Todd
Draper, todd.draper@draperutah.gov, (801) 576-6335.
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1.e Public Hearing: Tamed Beauty, LLC. Home Occupation Conditional Use
Permit Request (Administrative Action)

1.f Public Hearing: Granite Construction Yard Site Plan and Deviation
Requests (Administrative Items)

1.g Public Hearing: City Initiated Geologic Hazards Ordinance Text
Amendment (Legislative Item)

1.h Public Hearing: Peterson and Bell Properties Land Use and Zoning Map
Amendment Requests (Legislative Items)

2. Other Business

2.a Annual Planning Commissioner Training by City Staff

3. Adjournment

 On the request of Marissa Lacanienta, representing Tamed Beauty, LLC. A
Conditional Use Permit for a Home Occupation that provides personal care
services, on approximately 0.01 acres, located at 182 E. Daisyfield Dr. Known
as application 2025-0214-USE, Staff Contact: Nick Whittaker, (801) 576-6522,
Nick.Whittaker@draperutah.gov

 On the behalf of Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company
and Stack Bangerter LLC. a Site Plan application and associated Deviation
requests for approximately 0.85 acres located at approximately 13488 S.
200 W. Known as applications 2025-0103-SP, 2025-0211-VAR, and 2025-
2012-VAR. Staff Contact: Todd Draper, todd.draper@draperutah.gov, (801)
576-6335.

 On the request of Draper City, a Text Amendment to portions of Draper City
Municipal Code (DCMC) Titles 9, 10, 17 and 18 in order to update and move
the Geologic Hazards Ordinance. Known as Application No. 2025-0259-TA.
Staff Contact: Todd Taylor, 801-576-6510, todd.taylor@draperutah.gov. 

 A request by Dave Johnson, representing the Peterson and Bell families, to
amend the land use designation for a portion of 693 E. 13800 South from
Residential Low Medium Density to Residential Medium Density and to
amend the zoning designation from to RA1 (Residential Agricultural, 40,000
square foot minimum) to R3 (Single Family Residential, 13,000 square foot
lot minimum) for a portion of 693 E. 13800 South, and from RA1 to RA2
(Residential Agricultural, 20,000 square foot minimum) for the entire
property at 703 E. 13800 South. The rezoning is being requested in order to
facilitate a future boundary line adjustment between the property owners.
 
This item has been continued to a date uncertain. 

 

 

 

2
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Nicole Smedley, CMC, City Recorder
Draper City, State of Utah

I, the City Recorder of Draper City, certify that copies of this agenda for the Draper
Planning Commission meeting to be held December 11, 2025, were posted at Draper
City Hall, Draper City website www.draperutah.gov, and the Utah Public Notice website at
www.utah.gov/pmn.

 
In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, any individuals needing special
accommodations or services during this meeting shall notify Nicole Smedley, City
Recorder at (801) 576-6502 or nicole.smedley@draperutah.gov, at least 24 hours prior to
the meeting.
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MEMO
 
To: Planning Commission
From:
Date: 2025-12-11
Re: Action Item: Approve Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for November 13, 2025
(Administrative Action)

 
Comments:
 

 
ATTACHMENTS:
 
Draper PC Draft Minutes 111325.pdf
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MINUTES OF THE DRAPER CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING HELD ON THURSDAY, 
NOVEMBER 13, 2025, IN THE DRAPER CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
 
PARTICIPATING: Andrew Adams, Chair  

Lisa Fowler, Vice-Chair  
Commission Member Kendra Shirey 
Alternate Commission Member Laura Fidler  
Alternate Commission Member Shivam Shah 
 

EXCUSED:  Commission Member Susan Nixon 
Commission Member Mary Squire 
Commission Member Gary Ogden  
Alternate Commission Member Christine Green 
 

STAFF:   Jennifer Jastremsky, Community Development Director 
Todd Draper, Planning Manager 
Todd Taylor, City Planner 
Maryann Pickering, City Planner 
Nick Whittaker, City Planner 
Lori Stout, Executive Assistant 
Brien Maxfield, City Engineer 
Traci Gundersen, City Attorney 
Spencer DuShane, Assistant City Attorney 
 

6:30 PM Business Meeting   
 
Chair Andrew Adams called the meeting to order at 6:30 PM and reported that item 1L had 
been withdrawn, and that item 1M had been continued to an uncertain date. 
 
1. Items for Commission Consideration. 
 

A. Action Item:  Approve Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for October 9, 
2025. 
(Administrative Action)  
Approval of Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for October 9, 2025. 

 
Motion:  Commissioner Fowler moved to APPROVE the October 9, 2025, Planning 
Commission Meeting Minutes, as presented.  
 
Second:  Commissioner Shirey seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
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Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
B. Action Item:  Approve Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for October 23, 

2025. 
(Administrative Action)  
Approval of Planning Commission Meeting Minutes for October 23, 2025 

 
Motion:  Commissioner Shirey moved to APPROVE the October 23, 2025, Planning 
Commission Meeting Minutes, as presented.  
 
Second:  Commissioner Fidler seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
 

Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
C. Action Item:  2026 Draper City Planning Commission Meeting Schedule 

Recommendation to the Draper City Council 
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(Administrative Action)  
 
Planning Manager, Todd Draper, reviewed the draft meeting schedule.  It was noted that the 
second July meeting will take place on the fifth Thursday, July 30.  The November and 
December meetings will be held on the second and third Thursdays.    
 
Motion:  Commissioner Fowler moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the 2026 Planning Commission Meeting Schedule, as presented.  
 
Second:  Commissioner Fidler seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
 

Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
D. Action Item:  Corner Canyon Vista Amendment No. 6 Subdivision Plat 

Amendment Request. 
(Administrative Action)  
On the Request of Brett and Elizabeth Lewis for a Subdivision Plat Amendment 
located at 1952 East Gray Fox Drive on 0.34 acres of property in the RSD-2-
Corner Canyon Vista (Residential Special District) Zone.  Application known as 
Corner Canyon Vista Amendment No. 6 Subdivision Plat Amendment.  
Application 2025-0099-SUB. Staff contact is Nick Whittaker at 801-576-6522 or 
nick.whittaker@draperutah.gov. 

 
City Planner Nick Whittaker presented the Staff Report and displayed the Vicinity, Aerial, Land 
Use, and Zoning Maps.  The subject property was designated Residential Low-Medium 
Density and zoned RSD-2-Corner Canyon Vista.  The property is 0.34 acres in size with a 
current non-disturbance area of 0.10 acres.  The proposed amendment will remove the non-
disturbance area on the subject property to allow for the development of a single-family 
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home.  A geotechnical study concluded that the non-disturbance area has adequate stability 
and suitable buildable area with regard to geological hazards for the proposed development.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Fowler, Mr. Whittaker clarified that the non-
disturbance area discussed in a previous meeting was in a different development.  
Amendments 4 and 5 to the original subdivision plat were to remove non-disturbance areas 
on lots 27 and 36.  Commissioner Fowler asked if it was fair to allow this applicant to increase 
the usable size of their property when others in the development had accommodated the 
non-disturbance area.   Mr. Whittaker stated that any property owner can apply to have the 
non-disturbance area removed.  A geotechnical report would be required.  Chair Adams 
noted that it would be unfair not to allow property owners to use their property, and that 
other amendments were intended to accommodate features like tennis courts.   
 
Commissioner Fowler asked about the purpose of the non-disturbance area.  Mr. Whittaker 
stated that in this development, the non-disturbance area was originally geological in nature.  
However, geotechnical studies indicated that it could be developed.  Mr. Draper added that 
the majority of the non-disturbance area was due to slopes created by fill from the 
development of the subdivision.  The slope appeared steeper when the subdivision was first 
constructed, but more recent measurements indicate it can be safely developed.  
 
In response to a follow-up question from Commissioner Fowler, City Engineer Brien Maxfield 
stated that fill stability depends on how it is placed.  He believed that there was previously 
some protected vegetation in the area.  A staff engineer reviewed the submitted geotechnical 
report and had no concerns.   
 
The applicant, Elizabeth Lewis, stated that the neighborhood was developed around 2006, 
and her understanding was that the non-disturbance area was related to vegetation.  They 
hoped to expand the yard and possibly install a pool.  She noted that many properties in the 
area had been built over the non-disturbance areas.  
 
Commissioner Fowler asked for more information on the vegetation in the area.  Mr. Draper 
stated that in other subdivisions, non-disturbance areas are sometimes based on the tree 
canopy, but that did not appear to be the case for the subject property.  Mr. Whittaker stated 
that vegetation in the area is typically scrub oak.   
 
Motion:  Commissioner Shah moved to APPROVE the Subdivision Plat Amendment, as 
requested by Brett and Elizabeth Lewis for the Corner Canyon Vista Amendment No. 6 
Subdivision Plat, Application 2025-0099-SUB, based on the following findings for approval 
and subject to the requirements as listed in the staff report dated November 3, 2025. 
 
Finding for Approval: 
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1. There is good cause for the amendment, and no public street or municipal 
utility easement will be vacated or amended. 

 
Second:  Commissioner Shirey seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 

 
Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
E. Public Hearing:  The Ozzy Shepherd, LLC Home Occupation Conditional Use 

Permit Request. 
(Administrative Item)  
On behalf of Kim Mazzucchelli, representing Ozzy Shepherd LLC, a Home 
Occupation Conditional Use permit request on approximately 0.34 acres, 
located at 13034 South Mountain Crest Circle.  Known as Application 2025-
0156-USE.  Staff Contact: Nick Whittaker, (801)576-6522, 
Nick.Whittaker@draperutah.gov. 

 
Mr. Whittaker presented the staff report and displayed the Vicinity, Aerial, Land Use, and 
Zoning Maps.  The property is designated Residential Low-Medium Density and zoned RA2.  
The applicant requested a Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit (“CUP”) to operate an 
online business selling novelty Australian items that are not stored at the property, as well 
as to provide firearm transfer services.  For those services, customers would come to the 
home to fill out the required paperwork to obtain a firearm.  
 
The site plan, floor plan, and site photographs were displayed.  Dedicated customer parking 
will be in front of the third-car garage.  Business will be conducted in the basement, with 
storage areas in the basement and garage.  Mr. Whittaker reviewed the impact analysis and 
proposed mitigation.  The identified potential impacts included customer visits to the home, 
parking, and related traffic.  Proposed mitigation was to allow customer visits by 
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appointment only, limited to one customer at a time, and provide one designated off-street 
parking stall for customer vehicles. 
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Fowler, Mr. Whittaker confirmed that the 
firearm transfer would occur at the property.  Chair Adams stated that online firearm 
purchases require that a Federal Firearms Licensed (“FFL”) dealer conduct a background 
check and deliver the item.   
 
The applicant, Kim Mazzuchelli, stated that the FFL process is very stringent.  The Bureau of 
Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms (“ATF”) conducts a background check and a home visit to 
ensure that security and other requirements are met.  The city has additional requirements.  
He estimated fewer than 10 FFL transfer customers per week.  Customers can order the 
firearm from any online dealer, but it must be physically transferred to them by another FFL.  
In response to a question from Commissioner Shah, Mr. Mazzuchelli stated that he carries 
full business insurance, including liability coverage.   
 
Commissioner Fowler asked about firearm safety and storage.  Mr. Mazzuchelli stated that 
no firearms will be kept as stock.  Customer orders are drop-shipped to his home and stored 
in dedicated, locked firearm storage until they are picked up.   
 
Chair Adams asked if a storefront area is still required for an FFL.  Mr. Mazzuchelli stated that 
his office setup meets all requirements.  Regarding novelty items, Mr. Mazzuchelli noted that 
it is a separate, online-only business.  Items are warehoused in California and drop-shipped 
directly to customers.   
 
Commissioner Shah asked about the applicant’s qualifications and whether he had spoken 
to his neighbors about the planned business.  Mr. Mazzuchelli stated that the FFL licensing 
process takes approximately four months.  The ATF determines if the business can be 
operated safely at the location and conducts an extensive background check.  As he is 
Australian, he is subject to an additional background check.  The ATF also inspects the 
business and conducts an in-person interview.  He had spoken with his neighbors, and they 
supported the application. 
 
Commissioner Fidler asked about traffic impacts.  Mr. Mazzuchelli stated that he expected 
between five and ten customers per week, so there would not be a high impact.  Chair Adams 
noted that the actual number of customers may be lower, as there were many FFLs in the 
area.   
 
Chair Adams opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed. 
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Commissioner Shah stated that the applicant seemed to have done his due diligence, but he 
was hesitant to approve the use in a residential zone.  Chair Adams stated that online firearm 
purchases must go through a local FFL so a background check can be conducted.  It is the 
same process as if someone purchased a firearm in person at Scheels.  A clean background 
check is required before the firearm can be released, and the FFL may refuse to release it if 
they notice red flags.  Mr. Mazzuchelli would also not store large amounts of cash.  
Commissioners noted that a CUP was recently approved for another FFL, and the city 
ordinance does not restrict this type of business.  Similar questions were raised for all home 
occupations to determine the impact on the neighborhood. 
 
Community Development Director Jennifer Jastremsky stated that CUPs had been approved 
for other FFL businesses in the city.  Applications are reviewed on a case-by-case basis, but 
the use has been approved elsewhere in Draper.  Standards for home occupations cover 
safety, noise, odors, etc., and a business that stores ammunition will not be allowed.  Mr. 
Mazzuchelli stated that his FFL does not allow him to manufacture ammunition.  
 
Motion:  Commissioner Fowler moved to APPROVE the Home Occupation Conditional Use 
Permit, as requested by Kim Mazzucchelli representing The Ozzy Shepherd, LLC, Application 
2025-0156-USE, based on the following Findings for Approval and subject to the conditions 
listed in the Staff Report dated October 31, 2025. 
 
Finding for Approval: 
 

1. The proposal complies with the standards for approval found in DCMC Section 
9-5-080(E), and potential negative impacts are mitigated through the 
imposition of reasonable conditions. 

 
Second:  Commissioner Shirey seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  3-to-1 in favor. 
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Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate  X    
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
F. Public Hearing:  Huber Land Use and Zoning Map Amendment Requests.  

(Legislative Item)  
On the request of Tom Spencer of Wright Homes, representing the Huber 
Family, a Zoning Map Amendment from the RA1 (Residential Agricultural) Zone 
to the R3 (Single-Family Residential Zone) and a Land Use Map Amendment 
from the Residential Low/Medium Density to Residential Medium-Density 
Land Use Designation for approximately 1.38 acres, located at approximately 
11730 South 700 West.  Known as Applications 2025-0222-MA and 2025-0223-
MA.  Staff contact: Maryann Pickering, (801) 576-6391, 
maryann.pickering@draperutah.gov. 

 
City Planner, Maryann Pickering, presented the staff report and displayed the Vicinity, Aerial, 
Land Use, and Zoning Maps.  The property is on the western edge of the City near 700 West.  
It was designated Residential Low-Medium Density and zoned RA1, with a minimum lot size 
of 1 acre.  The applicant requested changing the land use category to Residential Medium 
Density and the zoning to R3, which requires a minimum lot size of 1/3 acre.  The change 
would apply to the rear one-third of the property, which would eventually be added to the 
Fox Landing subdivision to the west.  The remaining portion of the lot in the RA1 Zone would 
continue to meet all zone standards.   No public comments were received on the item. 
 
The applicant, Tom Spencer, stated that Wright Homes intends to purchase the western 
19,000 square feet of the Huber property.  The approximately one-half-acre parcel would be 
added to Fox Landing Phase 3.  Wright Homes had spent considerable time addressing the 
engineering concerns noted in departmental reviews, including compliant access, sewer, 
drainage, and irrigation wastewater runoff.   
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Chair Adams opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed. 
 
Motion:  Commissioner Shirey moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the Land Use Map Amendment, as requested by Tom Spencer of Wright Homes, 
representing the Huber Family, Application 2025-0222-MA, based on the Findings for 
Approval listed in the Staff Report dated November 4, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed Land Use Map Amendment is consistent with the goals, 
objectives, and policies of the City's General Plan. 

 
2. The proposed Land Use Map Amendment is harmonious with the overall 

character of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property. 
 
3. The proposed Land Use Map Amendment will not adversely affect adjacent 

property. 
 
4. There are adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject 

property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation 
facilities, police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, 
water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection. 

 
5. The proposed Land Use Map Amendment complies with DCMC Section 9-2-

020(F). 
 
6. The legislative body may adopt any amendment to the General Plan Land Use 

Map that the legislative body considers appropriate. 
 
Second:  Commissioner Fowler seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
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Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
Motion:  Commissioner Fowler moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the Zoning Map Amendment, as requested by Tom Spencer of Wright Homes, 
representing the Huber Family, Application 2025-0223-MA, based on the Findings for 
Approval listed in the Staff Report dated November 4, 2025. 
 
Finding for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, 
and policies of the City's General Plan. 

 
2. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment is harmonious with the overall 

character of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property. 
 

3. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with the standards of any 
applicable overlay zone. 

 
4. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment will not adversely affect adjacent 

property. 
 

5. There are adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject 
property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation 
facilities, police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, 
water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection. 

 
Second:  Commissioner Shirey seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
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Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
G. Public Hearing:  Fetzer Land Use and Zoning Map Amendment Requests. 

(Legislative Item)  
On the request of Robert Fetzer, Land Use Map and Zoning Map Amendments 
for approximately 0.89 acres of property located at 1394 East 12900 South, 
known as applications 2025-0192-MA and 2025-0193-MA.  Staff contact is Nick 
Whittaker at 801-576-6522 or Nick.Whittaker@draperutah.gov. 

 
Mr. Whittaker presented the Staff Report and displayed the Vicinity, Aerial, Land Use, and 
Zoning Maps.  The property was designated Residential Low-Medium Density and zoned RA2, 
with a minimum lot size of 20,000 square feet.  The applicant proposed amending the land 
use to Medium Density and rezoning the property to R3, which has a minimum lot size of 
13,000 square feet.  The Land Use Map Amendment was required as the R3 Zone was not 
compatible with the current land use. 
 
Mr. Whittaker reported that the purpose of the RA2 Zone is to foster low-density 
development with little impact on its surroundings and municipal services; to preserve the 
character of the city's semirural areas generally; and to promote and preserve conditions 
favorable to large lot family life, including the keeping of limited numbers of animals and 
fowl.  The predominant use in these zones is intended to be detached single-family dwellings, 
protected from encroachment by commercial and industrial uses. 
 
The purpose of the R3 Zone is to permit medium-density residential development without 
special mitigation requirements.  This zone is intended to provide incentives to foster 
residential development with little impact on its surroundings and on municipal services, and 
to generally preserve the semirural character called for in the density element of the General 
Plan.  
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Two comments were received regarding the application.  A comment received in October 
2025 indicated that the public notice had been taken down, but Mr. Whittaker reported that 
the comment pertained to the original Planning Commission hearing notice.  Notice for the 
current hearing was displayed as required. 
 
The applicant, Robert Fetzer, stated that he and his wife have owned and lived at the property 
at 1394 East 12900 South for 20 years and hope to continue living there.  They anticipated 
being unable to care for the property at some point and wanted to take steps to secure their 
future.  The Land Use and Zoning Map Amendments would provide them with the most 
options moving forward.   
 
Commissioner Shirey asked about the applicant’s plans for the property.  Mr. Fetzer stated 
that they originally wanted their daughter to build a home in the orchard location and take 
care of them as they aged, but they later decided against it.  They did not plan to subdivide 
the property at that time.   
 
Chair Adams opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed. 
 
In response to a question, Mr. Whittaker clarified that whether a future front lot will be 
accessed from 12900 South or a private lane would be determined during Site Plan review.  
It was noted that a written comment mentioned concerns about traffic on the private lane.  
Chair Adams stated that it would be beneficial to the future resident if the home could be 
accessed via 12900 South.  Ms. Jastremsky added that private lanes run with the land, so the 
owner of a future second lot would likely have access to the private lane.  
 
Commissioner Fowler stated that a potential negative impact from the amendments was 
that the lot could be accessed from the private lane.  Only one single-family home could be 
built on the future second lot, and it would need to meet all setback requirements.   
 
Commissioner Shah asked whether spot zoning was a concern, as all properties south of the 
subject property were zoned RA2.  Commissioner Shirey agreed but noted that the 
Commission would consider more such requests as the city continues to develop.  
Additionally, the State Legislature was pressuring cities to approve these types of projects.  
Her preference was to maintain control when creating higher-density opportunities.  
Commissioner Shah stated that, due to setback requirements, a second home on the 
property would be very small.  However, he agreed with Commissioner Shirey’s points.  Chair 
Adams noted that there are many smaller 1,900-square-foot homes in Draper.  He supported 
allowing owners to do what they would like with their property.   
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Motion:  Commissioner Shirey moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the Land Use Map Amendment, as requested by Robert Fetzer, Application 2025-
0193-MA, based on the Findings for Approval listed in the Staff Report dated October 8, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed Land Use Map Amendment is consistent with the goals, 
objectives, and policies of the City's General Plan. 

 
2. The proposed Land Use Map Amendment is harmonious with the overall 

character of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property. 
 
3. The proposed Land Use Map Amendment will not adversely affect adjacent 

property. 
 
4. There are adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject 

property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation 
facilities, police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, 
water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection. 

 
5. The proposed Land Use Map Amendment complies with DCMC Section 9-2-

020(F). 
 
6. The legislative body may adopt any amendment to the General Plan Land Use 

Map that the legislative body considers appropriate. 
 
Second:  Commissioner Fowler seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
 

Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
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Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
Motion:  Commissioner Fowler moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the Zoning Map Amendment, as requested by Robert Fetzer, Application 2025-
0192-MA, based on the Findings for Approval listed in the Staff Report dated October 8, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, 
and policies of the City's General Plan. 

 
2. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment is compatible with the subject 

property’s existing Land Use Designation and harmonious with the overall 
character of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property. 

 
3. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment will not adversely affect adjacent 

property. 
 

4. There are adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject 
property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation 
facilities, police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, 
water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection. 

 
Second:  Commissioner Fidler seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 

 
Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 
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H. Public Hearing:  Water Use and Preservation Element General Plan 
Amendment Request. 
(Legislative Item)  
On the request of Draper City, to adopt the Water Use and Preservation 
Element as Part of the General Plan.  Known as Application No. 2025-0258-TA.  
Staff Contact: Todd Taylor, (801) 576-6510, todd.taylor@draperutah.gov. 

 
City Planner Todd Taylor reported that Senate Bill 110 from 2022 requires the adoption of a 
Water Use and Preservation Element by December 31, 2025.  The city contracted with a 
consultant who worked with several stakeholders, including Planning, Engineering, and 
Public Works staff, as well as WaterPro and the Utah Division of Water Resources (“DWR”).  
Work sessions were also held with the Planning Commission on October 9, 2025, and the 
City Council on October 21, 2025.  The proposed element would be adopted as Chapter 7 of 
the City’s General Plan.  The existing Chapter 7, City Goals and Policies, would become 
Chapter 8.   
 
The Water Use and Preservation Element includes the following: 
 

• Introduction of the Draper City and WaterPro water systems 
• Water use 

o Total Draper City in gallons and WaterPro water use in gallons per capita. 
o The majority of water users are residential, but each residential customer uses 

considerably less water than commercial and institutional customers. 
o Therefore, it is important to include strategies for reducing water usage by all 

customer types. 
• Water demand 

o Existing water demand is discussed, as well as future projections through 
2060. 

o Considers existing and future source capacity in comparison to demand. 
o Draper City will need to increase its contract with the Jordan Valley Water 

Conservancy District ("JVWCD"). 
o WaterPro is considering developing shallow wells to increase irrigation supply. 

• Water conservation 
o Draper City is installing advanced metering infrastructure.  
o Outdoor Landscaping and Water Efficiency Standards had already been 

adopted by the City. 
o WaterPro is considering a water reuse program to use treated wastewater for 

irrigation. 
• Goals and strategies 

o Strengthen the City’s water conservation efforts through dedicated leadership, 
support, and collaboration.  
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 Create a Water Conservation Team to support the Water Quality and 
Conservation Coordinator. 

 Hire a Water Conservation intern for development and support of 
additional programming, outreach, and education. 

o Develop additional citywide policies and ordinances that enhance water 
conservation and efficiency through irrigation restrictions for existing 
developments. 
 Implement a time-of-day watering ordinance to restrict outdoor 

watering between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. for all users. 
 Develop a water shortage plan to help protect public health, safety, and 

welfare during periods of drought, temporary water shortage, or 
supply interruption. 

o Reduce water demand through water-conserving development patterns that 
increase development density through mechanisms such as modified lot size 
and configuration. 
 Transit-oriented development: Implement adopted Station Area Plans  
 Complete the update to zoning ordinances to propose new or modified 

districts that encourage infill of a variety of housing types in the City’s 
medium-high residential areas, including “missing middle” housing.   

o Increase public awareness of water conservation through educational 
programming. 
 Expand existing Localscapes classes and create new workshops. 
 Provide free water-conserving tools at public events.  
 Develop a Beautiful Yard Award program to encourage and recognize 

waterwise design. 
 Partner with the JVWCD to provide businesses the opportunity to learn 

about water conserving practices alongside incentive and rebate 
programs. 

o Increase public awareness of water conservation through the City’s website, 
social media, and other digital tools. 
 Consolidate water conservation information on the city website. 
 Promote commercial rebate programs on the water conservation 

webpage.  
 Develop a social media calendar to schedule messages throughout the 

year. 
 Promote the EyeOnWater app to track water usage in real time. 

o Lead by example and increase water efficiency throughout Draper City’s public 
landscapes. 
 Develop a plan to convert city park strips to waterwise landscapes 

gradually.  
 Develop a plan to reduce turf in city parks and other civic properties 

that do not fill a recreational role. 
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 Develop a plan to upgrade older park and irrigation systems to more 
water-efficient systems. 

 
In response to a question from Chair Adams, Mr. Taylor confirmed that the goal is for the 
City to convert its own existing park strips into water-wise landscaping.  The Outdoor 
Landscaping and Water Efficiency Standards regulate new private development.  Chair 
Adams stated that some “Rip Your Strip” projects in residential areas were poorly done, and 
he believed the standards needed to be higher.  He agreed that the city should lead by 
example. 
   
Chair Adams opened the public hearing.   
 
Chad Sumsion commented that the presentation indicated that higher-density housing 
would save water.  He asked to see those statistics because he had heard that landscaping 
wastes water, whereas high-density housing does not waste water but uses more.  He liked 
the areas where park strips had been well designed.  He lives on the corner of 1300 East and 
13200 South, and many trees had been installed in the area that the city later removed.  He 
believed there should be a way to keep trees healthy and alive.  He does not like it when 
weeds grow through rocks and prefers cement or brick.  
 
There were no further comments.  The public hearing was closed. 
 
Commissioner Fowler stated that weeds are more noticeable with rocks than turf.  
Commissioner Shah noted that xeriscaping is also expensive.   
 
In response to a question from Commissioner Shirey, Mr. Taylor reported that the City and 
State  are experiencing growth and an increase in density.  As density increases, per-capita 
water use decreases because high-density housing uses less water for landscaping than 
larger single-family lots.  Commissioner Shirey noted that residential use is lower than 
commercial and institutional use.  Mr. Taylor agreed that per-user usage is lower.  Ms. 
Jastremsky clarified that multifamily residential is included in that category.  Chair Adams 
stated that most of the State’s water is used for alfalfa production.    
 
Motion:  Commissioner Shirey moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the General Plan Amendment, as requested by Draper City, Application No. 2025-
0258-TA, based on the following Findings for Approval and the criteria for adoption as listed 
in the Staff Report dated October 29, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
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1. A Public Hearing before the Planning Commission was held in accordance with 
Utah State Code Section 10-20-405. 

 
2. The General Plan Amendment is consistent with the requirements of Utah 

State Code and is appropriate. 
 

Second:  Commissioner Fowler seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 

 
Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
I. Public Hearing:  Plummer Zoning Map Amendment. 

(Legislative Item)  
On the request of Benchmark Engineering, representing LRP TR and Home Ice, 
LLC, for a Zoning Map Amendment on 1.31 acres of property located at 1360 
East 13200 South and 0.97 acres of property located at 13239 South 1300 East 
in the RA1 (Residential Agricultural) Zone.  Application 2025-0137-MA.  Staff 
contact is Nick Whittaker at 801-576-6522 or Nick.Whittaker@draperutah.gov. 

 
Mr. Whittaker presented the staff report and displayed the Vicinity, Aerial, Land Use, and 
Zoning Maps.  The amendment included two properties designated Residential Low-Medium 
Density and zoned RA1, which requires a minimum lot size of 40,000 square feet.  The 
application was to rezone the properties to RA2, which requires a minimum lot size of 20,000 
square feet.  The Land Use Designation will not change.   
 
The purpose of both the current and proposed zones was to foster low-density development 
with little impact on its surroundings and municipal services; to generally preserve the 
character of the City’s semi-rural areas; and to promote and preserve conditions favorable 
to large-lot family life, including the keeping of limited numbers of animals and fowl.  The 

22



Draper City Planning Commission Meeting 
November 13, 2025 
Page 19 
  
predominant use in these zones is intended to be detached single-family dwellings, 
protected from encroachment by commercial and industrial uses. 
 
Site photographs were displayed, and Mr. Whittaker indicated that the properties totaled 
2.28 acres or 99,316.8 square feet.  Once rezoned, the property could be subdivided into 
four to five lots.    
 
The applicant, Burke Plummer, stated that he intends to retain the two existing homes on 
0.5-acre lots and build a family home on the third 1.3-acre lot.   
 
Chair Adams opened the public hearing. 
 
Chad Sumsion lives near the subject property and supported the Zoning Map Amendment.  
He believes that more people will need to subdivide their lots because property is becoming 
harder to obtain and more expensive to own.  He appreciated the Commission’s comments 
on spot zoning and believed the city should consider rezoning areas by block instead of by 
parcel.  He noticed that the engineering report discussed traffic.  It was agreed that during 
the school approval process, there would be no queueing on the streets, but that is not 
working as hoped.  The two sides of the street had signs posted prohibiting parking, drop-
off, and pick-up, but it was all a queueing zone.  He hoped that the area in front of the 
Plummer property would not also become a queueing zone.   
 
Allison Albert with Benchmark Engineering presented the Subdivision Plat showing the 
planned three-lot subdivision.   
 
There were no further comments.  The public hearing was closed.  
 
Commissioner Shah noted that if the property were rezoned, a future owner could build four 
homes, which may add to traffic concerns.  Chair Adams stated that the Planning 
Commission often reviews applications for a higher density than the applicant actually 
requires to accommodate lot dimensions or features. 
 
Motion:  Commissioner Fowler moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the Zoning Map Amendment, as requested by Benchmark Engineering, 
representing LRP TR and Home Ice, LLC, Application 2025-0137-MA, based on the following 
Findings for Approval listed in the Staff Report dated October 31, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, 
and policies of the City's General Plan.  
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2. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment is compatible with the subject 

property’s existing Land Use Designation and harmonious with the overall 
character of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property. 

 
3. The proposed Zoning Map Amendment will not adversely affect adjacent 

property. 
 
4. There are adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject 

property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation 
facilities, police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, 
water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection. 

 
Second:  Commissioner Fidler seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
 

 
Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 

 
J. Public Hearing:  Amendment to the Draper FrontRunner (Vista), Kimballs Lane, 

and Crescent View Station Area Plans General Plan Amendment. 
(Legislative Action)  
On the request of Draper City to adopt an Amendment to the Draper 
FrontRunner (Vista), Kimballs Lane, and Crescent View Station Area Plans to 
change several figures.  Known as Application No. 2025-0255-TA.  Staff contact: 
Todd Taylor, (801) 576-6510, todd.taylor@draperutah.gov. 

 
Mr. Taylor reported that the Draper FrontRunner (Vista), Kimballs Lane, and Crescent View 
Station Area Plans were adopted by the City Council on September 2, 2025, and certified by 
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the Wasatch Front Regional Council ("WFRC") on October 23, 2025.  The next step in the 
process would be certification by the Utah Transit Authority ("UTA").  However, a request had 
been received from UTA to add a building to the Vista Station area.  An aerial photograph of 
the subject property and modified renderings were displayed, showing the addition of 
proposed future development.  Modifications included amending figures 18, 19, 20, and 22, 
as well as a small adjustment to figure 24. 
 
Chair Adams opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed. 
 
Motion:  Commissioner Shirey moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the General Plan Amendment, as requested by Draper City, Application No. 2025-
0255-TA, based on the following Findings for Approval and the criteria for adoption as listed 
in the Staff Report dated October 17, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. A Public Hearing before the Planning Commission was held in accordance with 
Utah State Code Section 10-20-405. 

 
2. The General Plan Amendment is consistent with the requirements of Utah 

State Code and is appropriate. 
 
Second:  Commissioner Fidler seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
 

 
Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 
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K. Public Hearing:  City-Initiated Boundary Adjustment Update Text Amendment 
Request.   
(Legislative Item)  
On the request of Draper City for Text Amendments to portions of Titles 9 and 
17 of the Draper City Municipal Code (DCMC) to address recent changes to 
Utah State Code related to boundary adjustments.  Known as Application 
2025-0254-TA.  Staff contact: Todd Taylor, 801-576-6510, 
todd.taylor@draperutah.gov. 

 
Mr. Taylor presented the Staff Report and indicated that the proposed Text Amendments 
were in response to Senate Bill 104, which modified the provisions for boundary changes 
and went into effect on May 7, 2025.  Other text changes were also made for clarity.   
 
Mr. Taylor reviewed the proposed changes: 
 

• The following definitions were added:  
o Boundary Adjustment, Simple: A boundary adjustment that does not affect a 

public right-of-way, municipal utility easement, or other public property; affect 
an existing easement, onsite wastewater system, or an internal lot restriction; 
or result in a lot or parcel out of conformity with land use regulations. 

o Boundary Adjustment, Full: A boundary adjustment that is not a simple 
boundary adjustment.   

• Lot Line Adjustment and Parcel Boundary Adjustment definitions were removed.  
• Subdivision and Subdivision Amendment definitions were modified to reflect current 

State Code language. 
• Language was added to Title 17 to reference the changes to the Title 9 definitions. 
• Section 17-1-185 was amended to add noticing requirements for public meetings.  

Notice will be mailed to abutting properties and affected entities and published on 
the City and Utah Public Notice websites. 

• Section 17-9-060 was added to specify requirements for Simple and Full Property 
Boundary Adjustments.  
 

City Attorney Traci Gundersen confirmed that the legal department had reviewed and 
approved the Text Amendment.   
  
Chair Adams opened the public hearing.  There were no comments.  The public hearing was 
closed. 
 
Motion:  Commissioner Fowler moved to forward a POSITIVE recommendation to the City 
Council for the City-initiated Boundary Adjustment update Text Amendment, as requested 
by Draper City, Application No. 2025-0254-TA, based on the following Findings and the 
criteria for approval listed in the Staff Report dated October 17, 2025. 
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Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed amendment is consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies 
of the City's General Plan; 

 
2. The proposed amendment is appropriate given the context of the request, and 

there is sufficient justification for a modification to the development codes. 
 

3. The proposed amendment will not create a conflict with any other section or 
part of the development codes or the General Plan; 

 
4. The potential effects of the proposed amendment have been evaluated and 

are determined not to be detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare, and 
represent an overall community benefit; and  

 
5. The proposed text amendment implements the best current professional 

practices of urban planning, design, and engineering practices. 
 

6. The proposal complies with the standards for approval found in DCMC Section 
9-5-080(E), and potential negative impacts are mitigated through the 
imposition of reasonable conditions. 

 
Second:  Commissioner Shirey seconded the motion. 
 
Vote on Motion:  4-to-0 in favor. 
 

Commissioner Yes No Abstained Not Participating Absent 
Chair Adams   X   
Fowler X     
Squire     X 
Nixon     X 
Shirey X     
Ogden     X 
Fidler, 
Alternate 

X     

Shah, Alternate X     
Green, 
Alternate 

    X 
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L. Public Hearing:  Donald Tate Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit 
Request. 
(Administrative Item)  
On the request of Donald Tate, a Conditional Use Permit request for a Home 
Occupation to allow for Private Glass Engraving Lessons within the home on 
approximately 0.39 acres located at 12891 South Trailside Drive.  Known as 
Application 2025-0133-USE.  Staff contact: Nick Whittaker, 801-576-6522, 
Nick.Whittaker@draperutah.gov. 

 
The above application was withdrawn prior to the publication of the meeting agenda. 
 

M. Public Hearing:  City-Initiated Geologic Hazards Zoning Text Amendment. 
(Legislative Item)  
On the request of Draper City, a Zoning Text Amendment to Draper City 
Municipal Code (DCMC) Chapter 9-19, related to the applicability of geologic 
hazard study reports.  Known as Application No. 2025-0259-TA.  Staff contact: 
Todd Taylor, 801-576-6510, todd.taylor@draperutah.gov. 

 
The above application was continued to a date uncertain. 
 
2. Other Business. 
 

A. Coordination between City Staff and Planning Commission (as needed). 
 
Mr. Draper reported that he forwarded training items to members of the Planning 
Commission who had not yet completed their required training hours.  Commissioners who 
did not receive an email had met or exceeded the requirement.  There will also be an 
additional training session during the December 11, 2025, Planning Commission meeting.  
 
Ms. Jastremsky stated that she had a plat that needed to be signed by Chair Adams after the 
meeting. 
 
3. Adjournment.  
 
Motion:  Commissioner Fowler moved to ADJOURN.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
The Chair adjourned the meeting at 8:07 PM.  
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MEMO
 
To: Planning Commission
From: Paul Geilman
Date: 2025-12-11
Re: Public Hearing: Butler Zoning Map Amendment Request (Legislative Item)

 
Comments:
 
This application is a request for approval of a Zoning Map Amendment for approximately
1.04 acres located on the west side of 300 E, at approximately 283 E Tanager Ln. The
property is currently zoned RA1 (Residential Agricultural, 40,000 sq. ft. min lot size). The
applicant is requesting that the application be approved to allow for the property to be
subdivided.
 
Findings for Approval:

1. The proposed zoning map amendment is consistent with goals, objectives, and
policies of the city's general plan.

2. The proposed zoning map amendment is harmonious with the overall character of
existing development in the vicinity of the subject property. 

3. The proposed zoning map amendment is consistent with the standards of any
applicable overlay zone.

4. The proposed zoning map amendment will not adversely affect adjacent property.
5. There are adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject property,

including, but not limited to, roadways,             parks and recreation facilities, police
and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, water supplies, and         
           wastewater and refuse collection.

 
Findings for Denial:

1. The proposed zoning map amendment is not consistent with goals, objectives, and
policies of the city's general plan.

2. The proposed zoning map amendment is not harmonious with the overall character
of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property.

3. The proposed zoning map amendment will adversely affect adjacent property.
4. There are not adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject

property, including, but not limited to, roadways,      parks and recreation facilities,
police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, water supplies,
and                    wastewater and refuse collection.

 
ATTACHMENTS:
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Butler ZMA Staff Report Final.pdf
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Development Review Committee 
1020 East Pioneer Road 

Draper, UT  84020 
December 1, 2025

 
To: Draper City Planning Commission 

Business Date: December 11, 2025 
 
From: Development Review Committee 
 
Prepared By: Paul Geilman, Planning Coordinator 

Planning Division 
Community Development Department 
801-576-6551, paul.geilman@draperutah.gov  

 
Re: Butler Zoning Map Amendment Request 

Application No.: 2025-0241-MA 
Applicant: Lannea Butler, representing Cary F. Butler and Joann Butler 
Project Location: 283 E Tanager Ln. 
Current Zoning: RA1, (Residential Agricultural, 40,000 ft2 lot minimum size) 
Acreage: 1.04 Acres (Approximately 45,302 ft2) 
Request: Request for approval of a Zoning Map Amendment from the RA1 

to R3 (Single-family Residential, 13,000 ft2 lot minimum size) zone 
for the purpose of subdividing the property. 

 
 
 
BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 
This application is a request for approval of a Zoning Map Amendment for approximately 
1.04 acres located on the West side of 300 East, at approximately 283 E Tanager Ln. (Exhibit 
C & D). The property is currently zoned RA1. The applicant is requesting that a Zoning Map 
Amendment to R3 (Single-family Residential) be approved to allow for the property owners 
to subdivide the property. 
 
 
ANALYSIS 
General Plan and Zoning.  
 
Table 1 General Plan and Zoning Designations Exhibit 
Existing Land Use  Residential Medium Density Exhibit E 
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Current Zoning RA1 Exhibit F 
Proposed Use Single-Family Residential (no change)  
Adjacent Zoning   

East R3  
West RA1  
North RA1  
South RA2 (Residential Agricultural, 20,000 square ft2 

minimum size) 
 

 
The Residential Medium Density land use designation is characterized as follows: 
 

 
 
The proposal for R3 zoning would conform to current land use designation more than the 
current RA1 zoning does. To the east of 300 East is R3 zoning that would match this 
proposal. To the south and north is RA1 zoning and to the South is RA2 zoning, both within 
the same existing Residential Medium Density land use designation. 
 
According to Draper City Municipal Code (DCMC) Section 9-8-020 the purpose of the R3 
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zone is to “permit medium density residential development without special mitigation 
requirements. This zone is intended to provide incentives to foster residential development 
with little impact on its surroundings and on municipal services, and to generally preserve 
the semirural character called for in the density element of the general plan.” 
 
Criteria For Approval.  
A Map Amendment is a matter committed to the legislative discretion of the City Council 
and is not controlled by any one standard. However, in making a recommendation to the 
City Council, the Planning Commission should consider the following factors in Section 9-5-
060(E) of the DCMC:  
 

1. Map Amendments: 
a. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with goals, objectives and 

policies of the city's general plan; 
b. Whether the proposed amendment is harmonious with the overall character 

of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property; 
c. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the standards of any 

applicable overlay zone; 
d. The extent to which the proposed amendment may adversely affect adjacent 

property; and 
e. The adequacy of facilities and services intended to serve the subject 

property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation 
facilities, police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, 
water supplies, and wastewater and refuse collection. 

 
 
REVIEWS 
 
Planning Division Review.  The Draper City Planning Division has completed their review of 
the Zoning Map Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be 
found in Exhibit A.   
 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.  The Draper City Engineering and Public 
Works Divisions have completed their reviews of the Zoning Map Amendment submission. 
Comments from these divisions, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Building Division Review.  The Draper City Building Division has completed their review of 
the Zoning Map Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be 
found in Exhibit A.   
 
Fire Division Review. The Draper City Fire Marshal has completed his review of the Zoning 
Map Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in Exhibit 
A.   
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Legal Division Review.  The Draper City Attorney has completed their review of the Zoning 
Map Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in Exhibit 
A.   
 
GIS Division Review.  The Draper City GIS Division has completed their review of the Zoning 
Map Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in Exhibit 
A.   
 
Noticing. Notice has been properly issued in the manner outlined in the City and State 
Codes. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the request, receive public 
comment, and makes a decision based on the findings listed below and the criteria for 
approval, or denial, as listed within the staff report. 
 
 
MODEL MOTIONS  
Sample Motion for Approval – I move that we forward a positive recommendation to the 
City Council for the Zoning Map Amendment, as requested by Lannea Butler, application 
2025-0241-MA, based on the following findings and the criteria for approval listed in the 
Staff Report dated December 1, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
1. The proposed zoning map amendment is consistent with goals, objectives, and 

policies of the city's general plan. 
2. The proposed zoning map amendment is harmonious with the overall character of 

existing development in the vicinity of the subject property. 
3. The proposed zoning map amendment is consistent with the standards of any 

applicable overlay zone. 
4. The proposed zoning map amendment will not adversely affect adjacent property. 
5. There are adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, 

including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation facilities, police and fire 
protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, water supplies, and wastewater 
and refuse collection. 

 
Sample Motion for Modified Approval – I move that we forward a positive recommendation 
to the City Council for the Zoning Map Amendment, as requested by Lannea Butler, 
application 2025-0241-MA, based on the findings and criteria for approval listed in the Staff 
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Report dated December 1, 2025, together with the following modified or additional 
findings: 
 

1. (List any modified or additional findings …)  
 
Sample Motion for Denial – I move that we forward a negative recommendation to the City 
Council for the Zoning Map Amendment, as requested by Lannea Butler, application 2025-
0241-MA, based on the findings and criteria for denial listed in the Staff Report dated 
December 1, 2025. 
 
Findings for Denial: 
1. The proposed zoning map amendment is not consistent with goals, objectives, and 

policies of the city's general plan. 
2. The proposed zoning map amendment is not harmonious with the overall character 

of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property. 
3. The proposed zoning map amendment will adversely affect adjacent property. 
4.         There are not adequate facilities and services intended to serve the subject 

property, including, but not limited to, roadways, parks and recreation facilities, 
police and fire protection, schools, stormwater drainage systems, water supplies, 
and wastewater and refuse collection. 
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EXHIBIT A 
DEPARTMENT REVIEWS 

 
REVIEWS ARE NOT MEANT TO BE AN ALL INCLUSIVE LIST OF POSSIBLE COMMENTS OR 
CONDITIONS. 
 
 
Planning Division Review.  
 

1. No additional comments. 
 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.   
 

1. The adequacy of facilities and services intended to serve the subject property, 
including but not limited to roadways, parks and recreation facilities, police and 
fire protection, schools, storm water drainage systems, water supplies, and 
waste water and refuse collection;  
Other than noted below, we are not aware of any inadequacies of the facilities 
intended to serve this property.  

a) The change in zone from Residential / Agricultural (RA1) to Residential 
(R3) is proposing to change from low density residential use to a higher 
residential density. This change in zoning represents a minor increase 
demand on the streets and utilities. Based on the subject parcel size, the 
proposed zone will allow the construction of up to three single 
residential structures, tripling the existing traffic from the current 
approximately one peak hour trip and approximate 9 vehicle trips per 
day to the proposed density of approximately three peak-hour trips and 
approximately 27 vehicle trips per day. The subject parcel sites on the 
corner of Tanager Ln and 300 East. The site has existing access to 
Tanager Ln, a local street, with capacity for typical residential 
neighborhood traffic. 300 East, adjacent to the parcel, is a major collector 
street with additional capacity for increased traffic volume. Based on the 
capacity of the fronting public streets, the change in zone has the 
potential increase traffic minimally on Tanager Ln and 300 East, but does 
not represent a significant increase where any mitigation would be 
required. Typically, a use where 100 peak hour trips are generated 
triggers the need to have a traffic impact study (TIS) completed to 
analyze mitigation requirements. The size of the subject parcel and the 
potential number of trips generated from a parcel of this size does not 
trigger a TIS. There are existing public frontage improvements on both 
Tanager Ln and 300 East.  
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b) Connectivity with the subject parcel is to Tanager Ln, a public right-of-
way. Accesses are required to meet Draper City standards as outlined in 
our Master Transportation Plan and city code. Any development on the 
site will need to be evaluated for access location to comply with the 
required spacing based on the city’s access spacing requirements. Access 
is evaluated at the time of a site plan or subdivision application.  

c) There are existing storm drainage facilities in Tanager Ln. Any future 
change in site drainage will be required to be addressed with any 
subdivision or site plan application and shall comply with the provisions 
of the development requirements within the Draper City Municipal Code.  

d) Sanitary sewer facilities will be provided by Jordan Basin Improvement 
District. Any subdivision or site plan application will require a 
commitment to serve from the sewer district that facilities are adequate 
to provide service for the proposed uses.  

e) Drinking water is provided by WaterPro to the subject parcel. Any 
subdivision or site plan application will require a commitment to serve 
from WaterPro indicating it has the required facilities that are adequate 
to provide service for the proposed uses. This commitment is made at 
the time of subdivision or site plan approval.  

Accordingly, we will provide comments relative to the potential construction 
activities when the appropriate application is received. Thank you for the 
opportunity to review the Zone Amendment Request. 

 
Building Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments. 
 
Fire Division Review. 
 

1. No additional comments. 
 

 
Legal Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments. 
 
GIS Division Review.   

1. No additional comments   
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EXHIBIT B 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
Beginning at a point on the West Line of 300 East Street, said point being 1320.0 feet East 
and 806.85 feet South and South 8.58 feet to a point coincident with a corner of a fence 
line and South 0˚05’37” West 624.03 feet and South 89˚48’40” East 1320.0 feet, more or 
less, to a point in the center of 300 East Street and Northerly along the center of 300 East 
Street 425.35 feet and North 89˚52’10” West 33.0 feet from the Northwest corner of 
Section 31, Township 3 South, Range 1 East, Salt Lake Base and Meridian and running 
thence North 89˚52’10” West 215.25 feet; thence South 0˚15’54” West 220.0 feet; thence 
South 89˚52’54” East 248.25 feet to the center of 300 East Street; thence Northerly along 
the center of 300 East Street 50.0 feet; thence North 89˚52’10” West 33.0 feet; thence 
North 0˚5’37” East 170.0 feet to the beginning. 
 
Added with this: 
Beginning at the Southeast corner of the above described tract, said point being in the 
center of 300 East Street, and running thence North 89˚52’54” West 248.25 feet; thence 
South 0˚15’54” West 30.0 feet; thence South 89˚52’54” East 248.25 feet to the center of 300 
East Street; thence Northerly along the center of 300 East Street 30.0 feet to the point of 
beginning. 
 
Without this portion: 
Commencing at the North quarter corner of Section 31, Township 3 South, Range 1 East, 
Salt Lake Meridian; thence South 00˚21’03” West 1014.05 feet along quarter section line; 
thence North 89˚38’57” West 34.96 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING; thence South 89˚ 
35’48” East 1.04 feet; thence South 00˚36’57” West 169.95 feet; thence South 89 ˚35’48” 
East 33.00 feet; thence South 00˚16’22” West 50.00 feet; thence North 89˚36’32” West 
43.70 feet to a point on a non-tangent curve to the left having a radius of 16.00 feet and a 
chord that bears North 34˚57’57” East 18.17 feet; thence along said curve a distance of 
19.32 feet; thence North 00˚21’57” East 204.99 feet to the POINT OF BEGINNING Contains 
1824 square feet of 0.042 acres*, more or less 
*1019 square feet or 0.023 acres more or less, is currently used for public road. 
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EXHIBIT C 
VICINITY MAP 
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EXHIBIT D 
AERIAL MAP 
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EXHIBIT E 
LAND USE MAP 
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EXHIBIT F 
ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT G 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSES 
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Map Amendment  
283 East Tanager Lane 
 

1 

Zoning Map Amendment Questionnaire  

1. What is the requested zoning designation?  

• R3 

2. Please explain the reason for the request and the justification for approval.  

• The purpose of this subdivision request is to divide the land for family estate 

planning. Subdividing the property will allow for more efficient use of the land in 

accordance with current zoning regulations and community development goals. 

This request meets all applicable planning, zoning, and infrastructure requirements 

and will contribute positively to the local area by enhancing property tax revenue. 

All necessary services, including access, utilities, and drainage, can be provided to 

the new parcels without negatively impacting neighboring properties or public 

resources. Approval is justified as the subdivision aligns with the municipality's 

comprehensive plan and promotes orderly growth in the area. 

3. How is the requested zoning designation harmonious with the overall 

character of existing development in the vicinity of the subject property? Explain.  

• The proposed rezoning from RA-1 to R-3 is harmonious with the overall character 

of existing development in the surrounding area, which is predominantly residential 

in nature. While RA-1 zoning supports low-density residential use, the proposed R-

3 designation allows for a slightly higher residential density that is still consistent 

with the existing neighborhood character and land use patterns. Several nearby 

properties have similar or compatible zoning designations, and the transition to R-

3 reflects a natural progression of residential growth in this part of the community. 

The change supports the broader goals of the city’s comprehensive plan by 

promoting responsible infill development, improving housing diversity, and 

making more efficient use of existing infrastructure and services. Importantly, the 

proposed R-3 zoning remains within the residential use category and does not 

introduce any commercial or incompatible land uses, preserving the integrity and 

residential nature of the surrounding area. 
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Map Amendment  
283 East Tanager Lane 
 

2 

4. Are facilities and services, such as roadways and utilities, sufficient to serve the 

property under the proposed zoning? Explain.  

• Yes, the existing facilities and services are sufficient to support the property under 

the proposed R-3 zoning designation. The surrounding area is already developed 

with adequate infrastructure, including public roadways, water supply, sewer 

systems, and other utility services necessary for medium-density residential use. 

Access to the property is provided by existing public roads that are capable of 

handling the anticipated traffic volume associated with R-3 residential 

development. Additionally, utility providers have confirmed that water, sewer, 

electricity, and other essential services are either currently available at the site or 

can be extended without undue burden on public resources. No significant off-site 

improvements are anticipated to accommodate the proposed use, and the rezoning 

will allow for efficient use of existing infrastructure, supporting the community’s 

goals for sustainable and well-planned growth.  

5. Is the proposed zoning designation consistent with the goals, objectives, and policies 

of the City’s General Plan? Explain. 

• Yes, the proposed R-3 zoning designation is consistent with the goals, objectives, 

and policies outlined in the City’s General Plan. The Plan encourages responsible 

residential growth, increased housing diversity, and efficient land use—particularly 

in areas already served by infrastructure and adjacent to existing development. 

Rezoning from RA-1 to R-3 supports these goals by allowing for moderate 

residential density in a location that is well-suited for such use. The General Plan 

often promotes infill development, expanded housing options, and the use of 

existing public services and roadways—objectives that are directly supported by 

this zoning request. The R-3 designation allows for housing types that can help 

meet the community’s evolving needs, while still preserving the residential 

character of the area. Overall, the proposed zoning aligns with the City’s long-term 

vision for balanced growth and sustainable land use planning. 
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MEMO
 
To: Planning Commission
From: Nick Whittaker, MCMP
Date: 2025-12-11
Re: Public Hearing: Jim Duncan Fence Conditional Use Permit Request (Administrative
Action)

 
Comments:
 

A request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit for approximately 0.50 acres located
on the west side of 800 East at approximately 12136 S. 800 E. The property is currently
zoned RA2 (Residential, Agriculture). The applicant is requesting that a Conditional Use
Permit be approved to allow an eight-foot (8’) tall fence to be installed. The purpose of the
fence is to provide a barrier around a sports court.

 
 
Findings for approval:
 

1. Reasonable mitigation measures are placed on the conditional use to alleviate
anticipated detrimental effects.

 

Findings for denial:

 
1. Reasonable mitigation measures are not able to be placed on the conditional use to

sufficiently alleviate anticipated detrimental effects.

 

 
ATTACHMENTS:
 
Jim Duncan Fence CUP staff report.pdf
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Jim Duncan Fence  App. No. 2025-0233-USE 

Conditional Use Permit Request 1  

 

Development Review Committee 

1020 East Pioneer Road 

Draper, UT 84020 

December 1, 2025

 

To: Draper City Planning Commission 

Business Date: December 11, 2025  

 

From: Development Review Committee 

 

Prepared By: Nick Whittaker, MCMP, Planner II  

Planning Division 

Community Development Department 

801-576-6522, Nick.Whittaker@draperutah.gov  

 

 

Re: Jim Duncan Fence - Conditional Use Permit Request 

Application No.: 2025-0233-USE 

Applicant: Jim Duncan 

Project Location: 12136 S. 800 E 

Current Zoning: RA2 (Residential Agricultural, 20,000 ft² lot minimum) Zone 

Acreage: Approximately 0.50 Acres (21,780ft2) 

Request: Request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit to allow for a 

fence taller than six feet (6’) in height. 

 

 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 

 

This application is a request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit for approximately 0.50 

acres located on the west side of 800 East at approximately 12136 S. 800 E. (Exhibit B & C). 

The property is currently zoned RA2. The applicant is requesting that a Conditional Use 

Permit be approved to allow an eight-foot (8’) tall fence to be installed. The purpose of the 

fence is to provide a barrier around a sports court.  

 

The Subject property includes two separate parcels, which pre-date the incorporation of the 

City in 1978. There is a single-family home on the front parcel built in 1978, and two detached 

accessory structures on the rear parcel built in 1982 and 1987. Both properties have been 

historically considered one property and used in conjunction with each other. Additionally, 

both parcels together constitute all of Lot 7, Block 23 of the Draperville Plat. 
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Jim Duncan Fence  App. No. 2025-0233-USE 

Conditional Use Permit Request 2  

ANALYSIS 

 

General Plan and Zoning.  

 

Table 1 General Plan and Zoning Designations Exhibit 

Existing Land Use  Residential Medium Density Exhibit D 

Current Zoning RA2 Exhibit E 

Existing Use Single Family Residential   

Adjacent Zoning   

East RA2  

West RA2   

North RA2  

South RA2  

 

The Residential Medium Density land use designation is characterized as follows: 
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Jim Duncan Fence  App. No. 2025-0233-USE 

Conditional Use Permit Request 3  

According to Draper City Municipal Code (DCMC) Section 9-8-020: “The purpose of the RA1 

and RA2 zones is to foster low density development with little impact on its surroundings 

and municipal services; to generally preserve the character of the city's semirural areas; and 

to promote and preserve conditions favorable to large lot family life, including the keeping 

of limited numbers of animals and fowl. The predominant use in these zones is intended to 

be detached single-family dwellings, protected from encroachment by commercial and 

industrial uses. 

 

Fencing. The site plan (Exhibit F) shows that the proposed fencing is located on a residential 

lot that does not have a primary residential structure. The proposed fence is eight feet (8’) 

in height and the purpose of the fence is to enclose a sports court. The north side of the 

proposed fencing is set back approximately sixty-one feet (61’) from the north property 

line. The east side of the proposed fencing is set back approximately nine feet (9’) from the 

east property line. The south side of the proposed fencing is set back approximately 

twenty-five feet (25’) from the south property line. The west side of the proposed fencing is 

set back approximately one-hundred and eight feet (108’) from the west property line. At 

no point will the proposed fence be used as a perimeter fence for the property. The 

proposed fencing material is chain link with black vinyl coating. 

 

Subsection 9-27-080(A) in the DCMC states:  

 

A. Height: A fence, wall, or other visual obstruction, excluding trees, shall comply with 

the following: 

 

1. When located within the required front yard a fence, wall, or other visual 

obstruction, not including trees shall not exceed four feet (4') in height 

unless a greater height is allowed by a conditional use permit or as 

otherwise permitted in this title. 

 

2. When located behind the front wall plane a fence, wall, or other visual 

obstruction, not including trees, shall not exceed six fee (6') in height 

unless a greater height is allowed by a conditional use permit or as 

otherwise permitted in this title. 

 

Subsection 9-27-080(E) in the DCMC states:  

 

E.  Other Visual Obstructions: Fences, walls, and other visual obstructions, not 

including trees, between six feet (6') and ten feet (10') in height shall be allowed 

only behind the front wall plane, and shall require a conditional use permit. Any 

such visual obstruction over six feet (6') in height must meet the setback 

requirements for accessory buildings unless otherwise permitted by a conditional 

use permit, except that no wall shall be constructed within a utility easement 

without the prior written permission of all affected utility companies. No fences, 
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Jim Duncan Fence  App. No. 2025-0233-USE 

Conditional Use Permit Request 4  

walls, or other visual obstructions over ten feet (10') in height are allowed, 

excluding trees. 

 

The applicant is requesting an eight-foot (8’) fence to enclose a sports court. The requested 

height of the fence requires the applicant to obtain a conditional use permit. Staff has 

reviewed the applicants request and finds that the potential for detrimental effects would 

be related to the use, construction, and location of the fence.  

 

Potential impacts related to the use of an eight-foot (8’) fence to enclose a sports court is 

minimal. In addition, the proposed use is not uncommon in residential areas of Draper City 

and poses little if any impact to the residential character of the surrounding neighborhood 

or be considered incompatible within the RA2 zone.  

 

There are potential impacts related to safety regarding the construction of the proposed 

fence. However, these potential impacts are mitigated by the City requiring that a fence 

which is greater than seven-feet in height (7’) requires the submission of a building permit 

application which is reviewed by Draper City Staff before a building permit is issued and the 

fence is installed.  

 

Staff does recognize that the proposed location of the fence would typically be considered 

as having detrimental impact to the character of the residential area as is it appears to be 

located in the front yard area (Exhibits C & G), however, there is not a front yard plane at the 

subject property which makes the proposed location compliant with the standards found in 

DCMC Subsection 9-27-080(E). Staff notes that the reason for this is that the subject property 

is one of two separate properties located on a single Lot, both of which pre-date the 

incorporation of the City in 1978. Both properties are also under the same ownership and 

have been historically considered to be one property and used in conjunction with each 

other. These details affect the determination of the front yard area as the subject property 

does not front a street or contain a residential structure wherein a front yard plane could be 

established, while the other property does contain a residential structure which fronts 800 

East (Exhibit C). In addition, Staff believes that the location of the proposed fence actually 

helps to mitigate visual impacts to the subject property, neighboring properties and to the 

residential character of the surrounding neighborhood as the location is almost completely 

screened from 800 East by the residential structure on the applicant’s other property and is 

significantly set back from neighboring property lines.  

  

Criteria For Approval.  

The criteria for review and potential approval of a conditional use permit request are found 

in Section 9-5-080(E) of the DCMC. This section depicts the standard of review for such 

requests as: 

 

E. Approval Standards: The standards of this subsection shall apply to the issuance of a 

conditional use permit: 
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Jim Duncan Fence  App. No. 2025-0233-USE 

Conditional Use Permit Request 5  

1. A conditional use permit may be issued for a use to be located within a zone where 

the particular conditional use is allowed by the use regulations of the zone. 

2. Reasonable conditions may be imposed as necessary to substantially mitigate 

reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use. These conditions 

may include conditions concerning use, construction, character, location, 

landscaping, screening, parking, hours of operation, and other matters relating to 

the purposes and objectives of this section. Such conditions shall be expressly set 

forth in the motion authorizing the conditional use permit. 

3. If the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a proposed conditional use 

cannot be substantially mitigated by the imposition of reasonable conditions to 

achieve compliance with applicable standards, the conditional use may be denied. 

4. The following factors shall be reviewed and considered in determining whether a 

conditional use permit application should be approved, approved with conditions, 

or denied because reasonable conditions cannot be imposed to achieve 

compliance with applicable standards: 

a. The harmony and compliance of the proposed use with the objectives and 

requirements of the city's general plan and this title; 

b. The suitability of the specific property for the proposed use; 

c. Whether the proposed use or facility may be injurious to potential or existing 

development in the vicinity; 

d. The economic impact of the proposed facility or use on the surrounding area; 

e. The aesthetic impact of the proposed facility or use on the surrounding area; 

f. The safeguards proposed or provided to ensure adequate utilities, 

transportation access, drainage, parking, loading space, lighting, screening, 

landscaping, open space, fire protection, and pedestrian and vehicular 

circulation; 

g. The safeguards provided or proposed to prevent noxious or offensive 

emissions such as noise, glare, dust, pollutants and odor from the proposed 

facility or use; and 

h. The impact of the proposed facility or use on the health, safety, and welfare of 

the city, the area, and persons owning or leasing property in the area. 

5. The planning commission may request additional information as may be 

reasonably needed to determine whether the requirements of this subsection E 

can be met. 

 

 

REVIEWS 

 

Planning Division Review. The Draper City Planning Division has completed their review of 

the Conditional Use Permit submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in 

Exhibit A.  

 

Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review. The Draper City Engineering and Public 
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Jim Duncan Fence  App. No. 2025-0233-USE 

Conditional Use Permit Request 6  

Works Divisions have completed their reviews of the Conditional Use Permit submission. 

Comments from these divisions, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.  

 

Building Division Review. The Draper City Building Division has completed their review of the 

Conditional Use Permit submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in 

Exhibit A.  

 

Fire Division Review. The Draper City Fire Marshal has completed his review of the 

Conditional Use Permit submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in 

Exhibit A.  

 

Noticing. Notice has been properly issued in the manner outlined in the City and State Codes. 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the request, receive public 

comment, and approve the Conditional Use Permit based on the findings for approval and 

the criteria for approval as listed within this staff report. 

 

If the Planning Commission decides to approve the request, staff recommends they include 

the following conditions of approval: 

 

1. That all requirements of the Draper City Engineering, Building and Planning Divisions 

are satisfied throughout the construction of the fence, including permitting. 

2. That the fencing shall not exceed eight-feet (8’) in height and shall be constructed in 

the location indicated on the approved site plan.  

3. That the applicant or their contractor shall obtain a building permit for the installation 

of the fencing.  

 

 

MODEL MOTIONS AND FINDINGS 

 

Sample Motion for Approval – I move that we approve the Conditional Use Permit, as 

requested by Jim Duncan, Application 2025-0233-USE, based on the following findings for 

approval and subject to the conditions listed in the staff report dated December 1, 2025. 

 

Findings for approval:  

 

1. Reasonable mitigation measures are placed on the conditional use to alleviate 

anticipated detrimental effects. 
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Jim Duncan Fence  App. No. 2025-0233-USE 

Conditional Use Permit Request 7  

Sample Motion for Modified Approval – I move that we approve the Conditional Use Permit, 

as requested by Jim Duncan, Application 2025-0233-USE, based on the findings for approval 

and conditions listed in the staff report dated December 1, 2025, including the following 

additional findings or conditions: 

 

1. List any additional findings… 

2. List any additional conditions… 

 

Sample Motion for Denial – I move that we deny the Conditional Use Permit, as requested 

by Jim Duncan, Application 2025-0233-USE, based on the following findings for denial: 

 

Findings for denial:  

 

1. Reasonable mitigation measures are not able to be placed on the conditional use to 

sufficiently alleviate anticipated detrimental effects.  
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EXHIBIT A 

DEPARTMENT REVIEWS 

 

REVIEWS ARE NOT MEANT TO BE AN ALL-INCLUSIVE LIST OF POSSIBLE COMMENTS OR 

CONDITIONS. 

 

 

Planning Division Review.  

 

1. No additional comments provided.   

 

Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.  

 

1. No additional comments provided. 

 

Building Division Review.  

 

1. No additional comments provided. 

 

Fire Division Review. 

 

1. No additional comments provided. 
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EXHIBIT B 

VICINITY MAP 
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EXHIBIT C 

AERIAL MAP 
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EXHIBIT D 

LAND USE MAP 
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EXHIBIT E 

ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT F 

SITE PLAN 
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EXHIBIT G 

APPLICANT STATEMENTS 
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September 24, 2025 

 

The site plan for the installation of 8’ Tall Black Chain-link Fencing and Gate to enclose the 
Sports Court at the address below is accurate, complete and meets the conditional use permit 
approval standards.  

 

Parcel: 2829156010 

Jim Duncan 

12136 So. 800 E. 

Draper, UT 84020 

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

 

 

NATALIE DAVIS  |  Office Manager 

natalie.davis@superiorfenceandrail.com 

Superior Fence & Rail of Utah 
2921 West Parkway Blvd. 
West Valley City, UT 84119 

O: 801-441-0635   
W: superiorfenceandrail.com 
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MEMO
 
To: Planning Commission
From: Todd Draper, AICP
Date: 2025-12-11
Re: Public Hearing: Pinnacle Towers Conditional Use Permit Amendment (Administrative
Item). 

 
Comments:
 
This application is a request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit amendment for
approximately 0.90 acres located on the east side of Minuteman Dr., at approximately
16211 S Minuteman Dr. The property is currently zoned M2 (Major Manufacturing). The
applicant is requesting that an amendment be approved to remove a condition of
approval related to review of the permit at 25-year intervals.
 
Findings for Approval:

1. The proposed use is allowed in the M2 zone and the specific property is suitable for
the proposed use.

2. Reasonable conditions have been imposed that substantially mitigate the
reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use.

3. The proposed use is in harmony with the objectives and requirements of the city's
general plan and the zoning ordinance.

4. The proposed use will not be injurious to potential or existing development in the
vicinity.

5. The proposed changes do not create additional aesthetic impacts to the
surrounding area.

6. The request will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of the
city, the area, or persons owning or leasing property in the area.

7. The lattice tower design is suitable in light of the particular circumstances
associated with this location. 

 
Findings for Denial:

1. The specific property is not suitable for the proposed use.
2. Reasonable conditions are not able to be imposed that substantially mitigate the

reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use.
3. The proposed use is not in harmony with the objectives and requirements of the

city's general plan or the zoning ordinance.
4. The proposed use is injurious to potential or existing development in the vicinity.
5. The proposed changes aesthetically impact the surrounding area.
6. The request will be detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of the city,
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the area, or persons owning or leasing property in the area.
7. The lattice tower design is not suitable in light of the particular circumstances

associated with this location. 

 
ATTACHMENTS:
 
Staff Report -PC 2025-0238-USE - Final.pdf
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Development Review Committee 
1020 East Pioneer Road 

Draper, UT  84020 
November 12, 2025

 
To: Draper City Planning Commission 

Business Date: December 11, 2025 
 
From: Development Review Committee 
 
Prepared By: Todd Draper, AICP, Planning Manager 

Planning Division 
Community Development Department 
801-576-6335, todd.draper@draperutah.gov 

 
Re: Pinnacle Towers – Conditional Use Permit Amendment Request 

Application No.: 2025-0328-USE 
Applicant: Todd Daoust, representing Commscapes, Crown Castle 

International, and Pinnacle Towers, INC. 
Project Location: approximately 16211 S Minuteman Dr. 
Current Zoning: M2 (Major Manufacturing) Zone 
Acreage: 0.90 Acres (Approximately 39,204 ft2) 
Request: Request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit Amendment in 

the M2 zone regarding a wireless telecommunications facility and 
removal a condition of approval related to review of the permit at 
25-year intervals. 

 
 
BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 
This application is a request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit amendment for 
approximately 0.90 acres located on the east side of Minuteman Dr., at approximately 
16211 S Minuteman Dr. (Exhibit B & C). The property is currently zoned M2. The applicant is 
requesting that an amendment be approved to remove a condition of approval related to 
review of the permit at 25-year intervals. 
 
The original Conditional Use Permit (CUP) was approved in 2001. The existing tower was 
approved as a 100-foot-tall lattice tower located in the far southwest area of the city 
between the Staker & Parson gravel pit and the Utah State Flight Park. The tower provides 
XM radio services and additional antennas for Utah Broadband and NextNav Omni were 
added to the tower in approximately 2012. Previous addresses of 511 West 16211 South 
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and 16201 South Minuteman Dr. have also been associated with prior approvals for the 
site. 
 
 
ANALYSIS 
General Plan and Zoning.  
 
Table 1 General Plan and Zoning Designations Exhibit 
Existing Land Use  Community Commercial Exhibit D 
Current Zoning M2 Exhibit E 
Proposed Use Wireless Telecommunications Facility  
Adjacent Zoning   

East Mining and Grazing 1 (Unincorporated Utah County)  
West M2  
North M2  
South Mining and Grazing 1 (Unincorporated Utah County)  

 
The Community Commercial land use designation is characterized as follows: 
 

 
According to Draper City Municipal Code (DCMC) Section 9-8-020 the purpose of the M2 
zone is to, “provide areas where uses involving industrial processes and natural resource 
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extraction may be permitted without negatively impacting other areas of the city, especially 
when undertaken on a large scale. To assure compatibility with uses in other adjacent 
zones, most manufacturing operations are allowed only as conditional uses.” 
 
Site Plan Layout and Design. The proposed site plan is included as Exhibit F. The tower is 
located towards the north end of the triangularly shaped subject property, and is accessed 
by private access roadways. A small equipment shelter measuring approximately ten (10) 
feet by fifteen (15) feet in size is located to the west of the tower. The lattice tower structure 
was originally approved with a maximum height of one-hundred feet (100’) (Exhibit H). 
Based on the submitted elevation drawings (Exhibit G), the current tower appears to have 
been increased to its current overall height of one-hundred sixteen feet eight inches (116’ 
8”) sometime over the past 24 years. Staff has been unable to locate a zoning approval for 
the additional height above the originally permitted one-hundred feet (100’), however the 
approved building permit for installation of the NextNav Omni antenna in 2012 showed 
installation of the top antenna at one-hundred fourteen feet (114’). The additional overall 
existing height appears to be attributable to a safety climb structure installed on the top of 
the lattice tower.  
 
There is not a maximum height for lattice towers in the Wireless Facilities ordinance, or for 
structures in the M1 zone. Furthermore, Federal Section 6409(a) mandates that local 
governments must permit changes to an existing tower that are not considered to be a 
substantial change. This would allow additional tower height up to one additional antenna 
array plus 20-feet (approximately 30 feet). Staff recommends that the 100-foot height limit 
imposed as a condition of approval under the prior CUP be modified to indicate that the 
height of the tower may not exceed the additional height allowed under Federal Section 
6409(a).  
 
The original CUP required that the tower be available to other carriers for co-location.  
There appears to be six (6) different antenna arrays located at different heights on the 
tower. Definitive approvals for only two (2) of the current installations were able to be 
located by staff. Given the age of the tower, the ambiguity of the street address, and 
changes to city permitting processes and record keeping over time, it is possible that the 
other wireless providers located on the tower did receive the necessary approvals to co-
locate on the tower even though this is unable to be verified.  Staff recommends a 
condition of approval that all future changes or updates to the antennas and equipment 
located on or associated with the tower obtain the applicable land use permits and building 
permits prior to installation of any new antennas or equipment on the site.  
 
As part of the original CUP approval for the tower, a condition was included that the CUP 
had to be reviewed after 25 years.  The current permit would be due for this review in 
November of 2026. The applicant is requesting that this provision be removed from the list 
of conditions applicable to the site as part of this CUP amendment. As CUP’s run with the 
land, Planning Staff views this condition as a review, not an expiration and recommends 
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that the condition be removed.  
 
The applicant’s responses to the Conditional Use Permit criteria are included as Exhibit I. 
 
Table 2 Wireless Telecommunications Facility Permitted Use Design 

Requirements 
Standard DCMC Requirements Proposal Notes 
Permitted Use 
Facility Type 

Stealth, Roof, Wall, or 
Monopole 

Lattice Tower Allowed as 
Conditional Use 

Antennas and Arrays    
     Height 10’ maximum (typical) Varies.  Largest is 

10’-6””, smallest is 2’. 
Allowed with 
Conditional Use 

     Width 15’ maximum (typical) Varies.  Largest is 
14’-7.5”, smallest is 
5’. 

Complies 
 

Mechanical and 
Electrical Equipment 
Screening 

Screened from view 
from public ROW and 
adjacent properties 
with a solid screen 

Equipment is located 
in a shelter or other 
vaults on the site. 

Complies  

Setbacks-    
Tower None specified for 

lattice towers  
North: 40’ 
Southeast: 43’ 
West: 65’ 

Complies 

Accessory 
Buildings 

None North: 45’ 
Southeast: 49’ 
West: 45’ 

Complies 

Location of 
Communication and 
Power lines 

All communication and 
power lines to be 
located underground 

Some lines are 
above ground and 
covered with ice 
bridges. Others are 
underground. 

The current 
locations of the 
lines are allowed 
under the 
Conditional Use 
Permit.  

 
Landscaping. No landscaping was required as part of the conditions for the original permit 
and no changes are being proposed with this application.  
 
Lighting. No exterior lighting was identified as part of the original application and no 
changes are proposed with this application. Given the proximity of the tower to the Utah 
State Flight Park, FAA required lighting likely exists and will remain.  
 
Fencing. The original approval required that a six-foot (6’) tall vinyl-coated chain link fence 
be installed around the site.  No changes to the existing fencing are proposed with this 

70



 

 
«Project_Name»                                                                                                                                    App. # «JS_File_Number»0238-USE 
Conditional Use Permit Amendment Request 5  

application.  
 
Previous Conditions of Approval. The Planning Commission/placed the following conditions 
of approval on the Conditional Use Permit on November 8, 2001: 
 

1. That a current business license be obtained and continually maintained with 
Draper City.  

2. That a building permit be obtained prior to construct ion of the tower and 
that all requirements of the Building Department are met.  

3. That all requirements of the Fire Marshal are met.  
4. That a six (6) foot vinyl-coated chain-link fence be installed as per drawings 

dated 22 October 2001. 
5. That the tower be limited to 100’ in overall height, including associated 

antennas. 
6. That co-location be required on this site.  
7. The conditional use permit will expire in 25 years (November 8, 2026) 
8. That no landscaping be required.  

 
Criteria For Approval.  
As the tower design and height does not conform with the permitted use standards of 
DCMC 9-41-040 or 9-41-050, a condition use permit is required as per DCMC 9-41-060. 
 
9-41-060: CONDITIONAL USE: 
A wireless telecommunication facility that does not conform to the development standards 
of section 9-41-040 of this chapter may be established in any agricultural, residential, 
commercial, public facilities, or industrial zone subject to the issuance of a conditional use 
permit pursuant to the requirements of section 9-5-080 of this title and the development 
standards of section 9-41-070 of this chapter. Each facility shall require a separate 
conditional use permit. 
 
The criteria for review and potential approval of a conditional use permit request are found 
in Section 9-5-080(E) of the DCMC. This section depicts the standard of review for such 
requests as: 
 

E. Approval Standards: The standards of this subsection shall apply to the issuance 
of a conditional use permit: 

1. A conditional use permit may be issued for a use to be located within a zone 
where the particular conditional use is allowed by the use regulations of the 
zone. 

2. Reasonable conditions may be imposed as necessary to substantially mitigate 
reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use. These 
conditions may include conditions concerning use, construction, character, 
location, landscaping, screening, parking, hours of operation, and other matters 

71



 

 
«Project_Name»                                                                                                                                    App. # «JS_File_Number»0238-USE 
Conditional Use Permit Amendment Request 6  

relating to the purposes and objectives of this section. Such conditions shall be 
expressly set forth in the motion authorizing the conditional use permit. 

3. If the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a proposed conditional use 
cannot be substantially mitigated by the imposition of reasonable conditions to 
achieve compliance with applicable standards, the conditional use may be 
denied. 

4. The following factors shall be reviewed and considered in determining whether a 
conditional use permit application should be approved, approved with 
conditions, or denied because reasonable conditions cannot be imposed to 
achieve compliance with applicable standards: 

a. The harmony and compliance of the proposed use with the objectives and 
requirements of the city's general plan and this title; 

b. The suitability of the specific property for the proposed use; 
c. Whether the proposed use or facility may be injurious to potential or existing 

development in the vicinity; 
d. The economic impact of the proposed facility or use on the surrounding 

area; 
e. The aesthetic impact of the proposed facility or use on the surrounding area; 
f. The safeguards proposed or provided to ensure adequate utilities, 

transportation access, drainage, parking, loading space, lighting, screening, 
landscaping, open space, fire protection, and pedestrian and vehicular 
circulation; 

g. The safeguards provided or proposed to prevent noxious or offensive 
emissions such as noise, glare, dust, pollutants and odor from the proposed 
facility or use; and 

h. The impact of the proposed facility or use on the health, safety, and welfare 
of the city, the area, and persons owning or leasing property in the area. 

5. The planning commission may request additional information as may be 
reasonably needed to determine whether the requirements of this subsection E 
can be met. 

 
The applicable additional conditional use factors for evaluating this particular Conditional 
Use Permit for a wireless telecommunications facility are found in DCMC Subsections 9-41-
070(C), (D), and (H). The additional standards for review of this request are as follows: 
 
C.   Fencing And Screening Requirements: Specific fencing and screening plans for each 
facility shall be submitted to the city in conjunction with any conditional use permit 
application. Higher grade fencing, more aesthetic fence designs, and landscaping may be 
required for the purposes of visual screening, architectural compatibility, site compatibility, 
and other impact mitigation. 
 
D.   Lattice Towers: A lattice tower facility shall be permitted only upon a finding that none 
of the other facility types set forth in subsection 9-41-020(B) of this chapter is suitable in 
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light of particular circumstances associated with a location where a facility is required for 
the proper functioning of a low power radio services network. 
 
H.   Additional Conditional Use Factors: In addition to conditional use standards outlined in 
subsection 9-5-080E of this title, the following factors shall be considered in evaluating an 
application for a conditional use permit: 

1.   Compatibility of the proposed structure with the height and mass of existing 
buildings and utility structures. 
2.   For new sites, whether location of the antenna on other existing structures in the 
same vicinity such as other towers, buildings, water towers, utility poles, athletic 
field lights, parking lot lights, etc., is possible without significantly impacting antenna 
transmission or reception. 
3.   Antenna location in relation to existing vegetation, topography and buildings to 
obtain the best visual screening. 
4.   Whether spacing between monopoles creates quantifiable detrimental impacts 
to adjoining properties. 

 
 
REVIEWS 
Planning Division Review.  The Draper City Planning Division has completed their review of 
the Amended Conditional Use Permit submission. Comments from this division, if any, can 
be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.  The Draper City Engineering and Public 
Works Divisions have completed their reviews of the Amended Conditional Use Permit 
submission. Comments from these divisions, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Building Division Review.  The Draper City Building Division has completed their review of 
the Amended Conditional Use Permit submission. Comments from this division, if any, can 
be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Fire Division Review. The Draper City Fire Marshal has completed his review of the 
Amended Conditional Use Permit submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be 
found in Exhibit A.   
 
Noticing. Notice has been properly issued in the manner outlined in the City and State 
Codes. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the request, hear from the 
applicant, receive public comment, and make a decision based on the findings and criteria 
for approval, or denial, as listed within the staff report. 
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If the Planning Commission decides to approve the request, staff recommends they include 
the following conditions of approval: 
 

1. That compliance with the previous conditions numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 8 
from the November 8, 2021 Conditional Use Permit approval continue to be 
maintained.  

2. That condition number 5 from the November 8, 2021 Conditional Use Permit 
approval be altered to limit the overall height of the lattice tower and 
antenna to the allowable increases to height as permitted under Federal 
Section 6409(a).  

3. That all future changes or updates to the antennas or equipment for the 
tower obtain the applicable land use permits and building permits prior to 
installation of any new antennas or equipment on the site.  

4. That condition number 7 from the November 8, 2021 Conditional Use Permit 
approval regarding expiration or periodic review of the permit is removed 
and is no longer applicable. 
 

 
MODEL MOTIONS  
Sample Motion for Approval – I move that we approve the Conditional Use Permit 
Amendment, as requested by Todd Daoust, representing Commscapes, Crown Castle 
International, and Pinnacle Towers, INC application 2025-0238-USE, based on the findings 
and criteria for approval and subject to the conditions listed in the Staff Report dated 
November 12, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed use is allowed in the M2 zone and the specific property is 
suitable for the proposed use. 

2. Reasonable conditions have been imposed that substantially mitigate the 
reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use. 

3. The proposed use is in harmony with the objectives and requirements of the 
city's general plan and the zoning ordinance.  

4. The proposed use will not be injurious to potential or existing development 
in the vicinity.  

5. The proposed changes do not create additional aesthetic impacts to the 
surrounding area.  

6. The request will not be detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of 
the city, the area, or persons owning or leasing property in the area. 

7. The lattice tower design is suitable in light of the particular circumstances 
associated with this location.  
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Sample Motion for Modified Approval– I move that we approve the Conditional Use Permit 
Amendment, as requested by Todd Daoust, representing Commscapes, Crown Castle 
International, and Pinnacle Towers, INC application 2025-0238-USE, based on the findings 
and criteria for approval and subject to the conditions listed in the Staff Report dated 
November 12, 2025, and as modified by the following additional findings or conditions 
below: 
 

1.  (List any additional findings or conditions…)  
 
Sample Motion for Denial – I move that we deny the Conditional Use Permit Amendment, 
as requested by Todd Daoust, representing Commscapes, Crown Castle International, and 
Pinnacle Towers, INC application 2025-0238-USE, based on the findings and criteria for 
denial as listed in the Staff Report dated November 12, 2025. 
 
Findings for Denial: 
 

1.  The specific property is not suitable for the proposed use. 
2. Reasonable conditions are not able to be imposed that substantially mitigate 

the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use. 
3. The proposed use is not in harmony with the objectives and requirements of 

the city's general plan or the zoning ordinance.  
4. The proposed use is injurious to potential or existing development in the 

vicinity.  
5. The proposed changes aesthetically impact the surrounding area.  
6. The request will be detrimental to the health, safety or general welfare of the 

city, the area, or persons owning or leasing property in the area. 
7. The lattice tower design is not suitable in light of the particular circumstances 

associated with this location.  
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EXHIBIT A 
DEPARTMENT REVIEWS 

 
REVIEWS ARE NOT MEANT TO BE AN ALL INCLUSIVE LIST OF POSSIBLE COMMENTS OR 
CONDITIONS. 
 
 
Planning Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments.  
 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.   

 
1. No impact to public ROW, utilities, traffic, or public utilities. 
 

Building Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments.  
 
Fire Division Review. 
 

1. No additional comments.  
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EXHIBIT B 
VICINITY MAP 
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EXHIBIT C 
AERIAL MAP 
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EXHIBIT D 
LAND USE MAP 
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EXHIBIT E 
ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT F 
SITE PLAN 
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EXHIBIT G 
ELEVATION DRAWING 
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EXHIBIT H 
ORIGINAL CUP APPROVAL LETTER 
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EXHIBIT I  
APPLICANT RESPONSES 
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site identification       ●        acquisition         ●       design         ●        entitlement         ●         project management 
109 East Tuckey Lane Phoenix, AZ 85012  o::  602.549.9054  e:: tdaoust@commscapesllc.com 

September 26, 2025 
 
 
Mr. Todd Drake 
City of Draper 
1020 E Pioneer Road 
Draper, UT 84020 
 
 
Re:  Administrative Amendment to Conditional Use 01-104 to remove the 25-year expiration 
 
 
Mr. Drake- 
 
Commscapes, on behalf of Crown Castle International, is respectfully requesting an Administrative 
Amendment to Conditional Use Permit 01-104 to allow for the continued use of a 100' XM Radio lattice tower 
and associated equipment. 
 
Overview of proposed (existing) Use   
 
The existing facility, located at 16211 South Minuteman Drive (APN 33-24-300-002-0000) was originally 
developed by Pinnacle Towers, Inc. in 2001, and has been in continuous use since that time.  The Use Permit 
was granted for a term of 25 years, and expires on November 8, 2026. 
 
The triangular shaped .9 acre parcel is owned in fee by Pinnacle Towers, Inc.  It is zoned M2, and is improved 
with a 100’ guyed tower and equipment building, secured by a 10’ tall chain link fence.  The communications 
tower supporting XM Radio/Sirius, Utah Broadband, and Peak Alarm Company is the parcel’s sole land use.  It 
is surrounded by M2 zoning to the north and west (aggregate quarry), and by the Flight Park State Park to the 
southeast.  The site is an unmanned facility and therefore has minimal impact on traffic in the area.  Technician 
parking is provided within the .9 acre facility. 
 
There are two existing towers located adjacently west at 16213 S Minuteman (33243000060000, State Road 
Commission of Utah) and one 175’ to the east within the State Park parcel.  This existing verticality serves to 
minimize the visual impact of the Pinnacle Tower Facility. 
 
The site was acquired through Crown Castle’s acquisition of Pinnacle Towers in April of 2004. 
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Statement of Variance Applicability (DCMC 9-5-110) 
 
A variance will not be required in connection with the existing Conditional Use. 
 
Statement of Compliance with Standards (DCMC 9-5-080E)) 
 
The existing Conditional Use meets the approval standards of 9-5-080E because:  
 

1.)  The existing (existing) use is in compliance with the objectives and requirements of the City’s General 
Plan 

2.) The proposed (existing) use is well-suited for the property, given its zoning and surrounding land uses 
3.) The proposed (existing) use is passive and therefore not injurious to potential or existing development 

in the vicinity 
4.) The proposed (existing) use supports wireless communications for the area and therefore creates a 

positive economic impact 
5.) The aesthetic impact of the proposed (existing) use is mitigated by the existence of three additional 

towers surrounding the Pinnacle Towers parcel 
6.) The proposed (existing) use enjoys the benefits of existing utilities, drainage, access, loading, and 

pedestrian and vehicular circulation within the secured facility 
7.) The proposed (existing) use is passive in nature, and does not create any noise, glare, dust, pollutants, 

or odor 
8.) As a passive use, the proposed (existing) use does not have a detrimental impact on the health, safety, 

and welfare of the City or residents owning or leasing property in the area 
 
Based on the foregoing factors, we are respectfully requesting an Administrative Amendment removing the 
25-year expiration to allow for the continued use of the facility. 
 
Please contact me with any additional questions or comments.  I can be reached at (602)549-9054 or 
tdaoust@commscapesllc.com. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
Todd E Daoust 
Commscapes, LLC 
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MEMO
 
To: Planning Commission
From: Nick Whittaker, MCMP
Date: 2025-12-11
Re: Public Hearing: Tamed Beauty, LLC. Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit
Request (Administrative Action)

 
Comments:
 

This application is a request for approval of a Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit
for approximately 0.01 acres located on the south side of Daisyfield Dr. at approximately
182 E. Daisyfield Dr. The property is currently zoned R3. The applicant is requesting that a
Conditional Use Permit be approved to allow for a Home Occupation to operate a
personal care service esthetics salon.

 

Findings for approval:

1. The proposal complies with the standards for approval found in DCMC Section 9-5-
080(E) and potential negative impacts are mitigated through the imposition of
reasonable conditions.

 

Findings for denial: 
1. The proposal does not comply with all standards for approval found in DCMC

Section 9-5-080(E) and potential negative impacts are not able to be sufficiently
mitigated through the imposition of reasonable conditions.

 
ATTACHMENTS:
 
Tamed Beauty LLC. Staff Report.pdf
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Development Review Committee 

1020 East Pioneer Road 

Draper, UT  84020 

December 1, 2025

 

To: Draper City Planning Commission 

Business Date: December 11, 2025 

 

From: Development Review Committee 

 

Prepared By: Nick Whittaker, MCMP, Planner II 

Planning Division 

Community Development Department 

801-576-6522, Nick.Whittaker@draperutah.gov 

 

Re: Tamed Beauty, LLC. – Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit Request 

Application No.: 2025-0214-USE 

Applicant: Marissa Lacanienta, representing Tamed Beauty, LLC. 

Project Location: 182 E. Daisyfield Dr. 

Current Zoning: R3 (Single-Family Residential) Zone 

Acreage: 0.01 Acres (Approximately 4,356 ft2) 

Request: Request for approval of a Conditional Use Permit to operate a 

Home Occupation that provides personal care services. 

 

 

BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 

 

This application is a request for approval of a Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit for 

approximately 0.01 acres located on the south side of Daisyfield Dr. at approximately 182 

E. Daisyfield Dr. (Exhibit C). The property is currently zoned R3. The applicant is requesting 

that a Conditional Use Permit be approved to allow for a Home Occupation to operate a 

personal care service esthetics salon.  

 

The property is Unit 1040 of the Fields At Draper Condominiums, Phase 2. The 

condominium on the property was built in 1998.  

 

 

ANALYSIS 

 

General Plan and Zoning.  
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Table 1 General Plan and Zoning Designations Exhibit 

Existing Land Use  Residential High Density Exhibit E 

Current Zoning R3 Exhibit F 

Proposed Use Personal Care Service  

Adjacent Zoning   

East R3  

West R3  

North R3  

South R3  

 

The Residential High Density land use designation is characterized as follows: 

 

 
 

According to the Draper City Municipal Code (DCMC) Section 9-8-020(B)(3), the purpose of 

the R3 zone is to, “permit medium density residential development without special 

mitigation requirements. This zone is intended to provide incentives to foster residential 

development with little impact on its surroundings and on municipal services, and to 

generally preserve the semirural character called for in the density element of the general 

plan.” 
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Home Occupation. The DCMC Section 9-34-040 outlines development standards applicable 

to all home occupations. Those criteria, along with information specific to the subject 

request, are as follows:  

 

A. Ownership: The home occupation shall be owned and operated by a person who 

resides in the dwelling where the home occupation is located. Such person shall 

be the primary provider of the labor, work, or service provided in the home 

occupation. 

 

• The applicant has indicated that they own and operate Tamed Beauty, 

LLC. and are also reside at the subject property. 

 

B. Business License: A business license for the home occupation shall be obtained 

from and continually maintained with the city pursuant to title 6, chapter 11 of 

this code. 

 

• The applicant has submitted an application for a business license which is 

pending the approval of this Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit 

Request. 

 

C. Employees: Members of the family of the owner who reside in the dwelling may 

be employed in the home occupation. Nonfamily or nonresident employees 

shall be limited to one person. 

 

• The applicant has indicated that they are the only employee of the 

business and that there is no one else employed in the home occupation. 

 

D. Inspection: All facilities shall comply with fire, building, plumbing, electrical and 

all other city, county, state and federal codes. Inspections during reasonable 

hours by city officials may occur as necessary to assure compliance with 

regulations. 

 

• The applicant has indicated that they will comply with applicable 

inspections. 

 

E. Inventory: No stock in trade, inventory, or other merchandise to exceed two 

hundred fifty (250) square feet shall be kept on the premises. No outside storage 

is allowed.  

 

• The applicant has indicated that they do not have any inventory, stock or 

merchandise exceeding two hundred fifty (250) square feet on the 

premises and do not have any outside storage. 
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F. Modification Of Structures Or Yards: There shall be no visible evidence from the 

exterior of a dwelling that it is being used for any other purpose than that of a 

dwelling. No activities shall be carried on outside the dwelling in the yard for the 

benefit of or incidental to the home occupation. No front yard area shall be 

altered to provide parking required for a home occupation.  

 

• No modifications of the structure or yard have been or will be made for 

the business (Exhibit H). 

• Customers will park their vehicles on the existing driveway for the unit 

(Exhibits F & H).  

 

G. Nuisance: Tools, items, equipment, or activities conducted within the dwelling 

which is offensive or noxious by reason of the emission of odor, smoke, gas, 

vibration, magnetic interference, or noise shall be prohibited. 

 

• The applicant has indicated that the business will not create any of the 

prohibited nuisances listed in ordinance. 

 

H. Secondary Use: The home occupation shall be clearly incidental and secondary 

to the primary use of the dwelling for residential purposes. The home 

occupation shall not disrupt the normal residential character of the 

neighborhood in which the residence is located. Not more than twenty five 

percent (25%) of the dwelling unit shall be used for the home occupation. 

 

• The space used for the home occupation, including the inventory storage 

space, is approximately 120 ft2 which is 10% of the dwelling unit (Exhibit 

H).  

 

I. Signs: All signage in a residential area must comply with chapter 26, "Signs", of 

this title. 

 

• There are no signs being used or proposed. 

  

J. Traffic, Parking, And Access: No home occupation use shall generate pedestrian, 

parking, or vehicular traffic in excess of that customarily associated with the 

zone in which the use is located. All parking shall be provided and maintained on 

site with adequate provision for drop off traffic. 

 

• The applicant indicates that one (1) off street parking stall is provided for 

the use of customers (Exhibits F & H.  

 

K. Vehicles: Other than the business owner's personal transportation, there shall 

be no vehicles or equipment on the property associated with the home 
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occupation which would not normally be found at a residence. No signage for 

the home occupation shall be allowed on vehicles. 

 

• The applicant has indicated that there are no vehicles or equipment 

associated with the home occupation. 

 

L. Yards: Yards surrounding the dwelling and accessory buildings shall not be used 

for any activities or storage of any materials associated with the home 

occupation. 

 

• The applicant has indicated that the yard will not be used for any 

business activities nor storage. 

 

M. Customers: No customers allowed. Children accessing a limited daycare or 

limited preschool facility shall not be considered customers. 

 

• The applicant is requesting a deviation from this standard in order to 

allow customers to come to the home to receive services (Exhibit H).  

 

N. Utility Demand: The home occupation shall not cause a demand for public 

utilities in excess of that necessarily and customarily provided for residential 

uses. 

 

• The applicant has indicated that the home occupation will not cause an 

excessive demand for public utilities above that necessarily and 

customarily provided for residential uses. 

 

O. Main Structure: The home occupations shall be conducted, located, and 

contained within the primary structure on the property. 

 

• The home occupation is conducted entirely inside of the primary 

structure within a spare bedroom (Exhibit H).  

 

P. Single-Family And Multiple-Family Dwellings: Home occupations listed as 

permitted or conditional within this title may be permitted in a single-family or a 

multiple-family dwelling, subject to the standards found within this section and 

section 9-34-060 of this chapter. Businesses within multiple-family dwellings 

shall provide an approval letter from the respective homeowners' association, or 

management company in the case of apartments, if the business proposes any 

employees, customers or business vehicles.  

 

• The applicant indicates that the Home Occupation is located in a multiple-

family dwelling and that they will obtain an approval letter from the HOA 
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(Exhibit H). A condition of approval has been included in the 

recommendations section of this report. 

 

Q. Licensure: Any home occupation involving childcare shall comply with all 

applicable state and local laws and regulations regarding residential childcare, 

including, but not limited to, provisions of the Utah child care licensing act, as set 

forth in Utah Code Annotated section 26-39-101 et seq., as amended, and the 

residential certificate childcare standards as set forth in the Utah administrative 

code section R430-50-1 et seq., as amended. In addition, cottage food 

production operations are regulated and inspected by the Utah department of 

agriculture. Any food related home occupation under their jurisdiction must 

comply with these regulations. 

 

• The home occupation does not provide childcare nor is it engaged in food 

production.  

 

The applicant is requesting a deviation from criteria listed in DCMC 9-34-40 regarding 

customers coming to the home. A home occupation that does not comply with the criteria 

may be established through a conditional use permit per DCMC 9-34-060.  The reasonably 

anticipated detrimental effects related to operating a Person Care Service with customers 

coming to the home is people coming and going from the property and the potential 

vehicle traffic generated by customers and vehicles parked on the street. In regards to this 

particular home occupation, the potential for such detrimental effects is mitigated by how 

the applicant operates the business. As described in Exhibit H, the anticipated number of 

customer appointments in a single day is between 2 and 6 customers. Customers schedule 

their appointment online for a session which is no longer than 60 minutes. Appointments 

are scheduled one at a time with lead time in between appointments to prevent customers 

arriving before the previous customer has left the property. Business is conducted only 

during the hours of operation which are 8 a.m. to 8 p.m., Monday through Saturday. An off-

street parking stall is located on the driveway in front of the applicant’s garage. Though the 

proposed parking stall prohibits access to the garage during business hours, the only 

resident vehicle which utilizes the garage is the applicant’s.  

 

 

Criteria For Approval.  

The criteria for review and potential approval of a home occupation conditional use permit 

request are found in Section 9-5-080(E) of the DCMC. This section depicts the standard of 

review for such requests as: 

 

E. Approval Standards: The standards of this subsection shall apply to the issuance 

of a conditional use permit: 
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1. A conditional use permit may be issued for a use to be located within a zone 

where the particular conditional use is allowed by the use regulations of the 

zone. 

2. Reasonable conditions may be imposed as necessary to substantially mitigate 

reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use. These 

conditions may include conditions concerning use, construction, character, 

location, landscaping, screening, parking, hours of operation, and other matters 

relating to the purposes and objectives of this section. Such conditions shall be 

expressly set forth in the motion authorizing the conditional use permit. 

3. If the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of a proposed conditional use 

cannot be substantially mitigated by the imposition of reasonable conditions to 

achieve compliance with applicable standards, the conditional use may be 

denied. 

4. The following factors shall be reviewed and considered in determining whether a 

conditional use permit application should be approved, approved with 

conditions, or denied because reasonable conditions cannot be imposed to 

achieve compliance with applicable standards: 

a. The harmony and compliance of the proposed use with the objectives and 

requirements of the city's general plan and this title; 

b. The suitability of the specific property for the proposed use; 

c. Whether the proposed use or facility may be injurious to potential or existing 

development in the vicinity; 

d. The economic impact of the proposed facility or use on the surrounding 

area; 

e. The aesthetic impact of the proposed facility or use on the surrounding area; 

f. The safeguards proposed or provided to ensure adequate utilities, 

transportation access, drainage, parking, loading space, lighting, screening, 

landscaping, open space, fire protection, and pedestrian and vehicular 

circulation; 

g. The safeguards provided or proposed to prevent noxious or offensive 

emissions such as noise, glare, dust, pollutants and odor from the proposed 

facility or use; and 

h. The impact of the proposed facility or use on the health, safety, and welfare 

of the city, the area, and persons owning or leasing property in the area. 

5. The planning commission may request additional information as may be 

reasonably needed to determine whether the requirements of this subsection E 

can be met. 

 

Staff believes that the potential detrimental effects related to parking, traffic, customers 

coming to the home and hours of operation can be mitigated by the applicant’s proposed 

mitigation measures and has incorporated them into the suggested conditions for 

approval. 
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REVIEWS 

 

Planning Division Review.  The Draper City Planning Division has completed their review of 

the Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit Request submission. Comments from this 

division, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   

 

Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.  The Draper City Engineering and Public 

Works Divisions have completed their reviews of the Home Occupation Conditional Use 

Permit Request submission. Comments from these divisions, if any, can be found in Exhibit 

A.   

 

Building Division Review.  The Draper City Building Division has completed their review of 

the Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit Request submission. Comments from this 

division, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   

 

Fire Division Review. The Draper City Fire Marshal has completed his review of the Home 

Occupation Conditional Use Permit Request submission. Comments from this division, if 

any, can be found in Exhibit A.   

 

Noticing. Notice has been properly issued in the manner outlined in the City and State 

Codes. 

 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the request based on the findings 

listed below and the criteria for approval, or denial as listed within the staff report. The 

Planning Commission should also review the request, hear from the applicant, and receive 

public comment prior to making a decision.   

 

If the Planning Commission decides to approve the request, staff recommends they include 

the following conditions of approval: 

 

1. That all requirements of the Draper City Engineering, Public Works, Building, 

Planning, and Fire Divisions are satisfied. 

2. That a Draper City business license shall be obtained and maintained by the 

business owner for as long as the business remains in operation. 

3. That the applicant shall obtain a letter of approval from their respective HOA 

representative prior to issuance of a business license.  

4. That only one (1) customer at a time shall receive services at the subject 

property. 

5. That all customer appointments shall be scheduled in advance and that 
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unscheduled walk-in customers shall not be permitted. 

6. Appointments shall be scheduled so as to provide an adequate break or lead 

time between customers.   

7. That one (1) off-street parking stall shall be provided for the customers of the 

business in the location shown on the approved site plan. 

8. That the hours of operation be limited to between 8:00 am to 8:00 pm, 

Monday through Saturday.  

 

 

MODEL MOTIONS AND FINDINGS  

 

Sample Motion for Approval – I move that we approve the Home Occupation Conditional 

Use Permit, as requested by Marissa Lacanienta, representing Tamed Beauty, LLC. 

application 2025-0214-USE, based on the following findings for approval and subject to the 

conditions listed in the Staff Report dated December 1, 2025. 

 

Findings for approval:   

 

1. The proposal complies with the standards for approval found in DCMC Section 9-

5-080(E) and potential negative impacts are mitigated through the imposition of 

reasonable conditions. 

 

I move that we approve the Home Occupation Conditional Use Permit, as requested by 

Marissa Lacanienta, representing Tamed Beauty, LLC. application 2025-0214-USE, based on 

the following findings for approval and subject to the conditions listed in the Staff Report 

dated December 1, 2025 and as modified by the following additional findings or conditions: 

 

1. List any additional findings… 

2. List any additional conditions… 

 

Sample Motion for Denial – I move that we deny the Home Occupation Conditional Use 

Permit, as requested by Marissa Lacanienta, representing Tamed Beauty, LLC. application 

2025-0214-USE, based on the following findings and the criteria for denial as listed in the 

Staff Report dated December 1, 2025. 

 

Findings for denial:   

 

1. The proposal does not comply with all standards for approval found in DCMC 

Section 9-5-080(E) and potential negative impacts are not able to be sufficiently 

mitigated through the imposition of reasonable conditions. 
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EXHIBIT A 

DEPARTMENT REVIEWS 

 

REVIEWS ARE NOT MEANT TO BE AN ALL INCLUSIVE LIST OF POSSIBLE COMMENTS OR 

CONDITIONS. 

 

 

Planning Division Review.   

 

1. No additional comments. 

 

Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.   

 

1.       No additional comments. 

 

Building Division Review.   

 

1. No additional Comments. 

 

Fire Division Review. 

 

1. No additional comments. 
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EXHIBIT B 

VICINITY MAP 
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EXHIBIT C 

AERIAL MAP 
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EXHIBIT D 

LAND USE MAP 

 

109



 

 

EXHIBIT E 

ZONING MAP 
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EXHIBIT F 

SITE PLAN 
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EXHIBIT G 

FLOOR PLAN 
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EXHIBIT H 

APPLICANT STATEMENTS  
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Please explain how you will meet the standards listed below. If it does not apply 
explain why (N/A is not a valid response). If you do not meet the standard, identify 
that and explain how you intend to mitigate the impact. 

9-34-040: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS; PERMITTED USE: 

The development standards set forth in this section shall apply to any home occupation 
allowed as a permitted use: 

A.   Ownership: The home occupation shall be owned and operated by a person who 
resides in the dwelling where the home occupation is located. Such person shall be the 
primary provider of the labor, work, or service provided in the home occupation. 

● I, the owner of the business, reside in the home and will be operating there. 

B.   Business License: A business license for the home occupation shall be obtained 
from and continually maintained with the city pursuant to title 6, chapter 11 of this code. 

● I have already completed an application for a business license in Draper City and 
am waiting for approval. 

C.   Employees: Members of the family of the owner who reside in the dwelling may be 
employed in the home occupation. Nonfamily or nonresident employees shall be limited 
to one person. 

● I will be operating as a solo esthetician and will not be hiring any additional 
employees.  

D.   Inspection: All facilities shall comply with fire, building, plumbing, electrical and all 
other city, county, state and federal codes. Inspections during reasonable hours by city 
officials may occur as necessary to assure compliance with regulations. 

● Health and fire inspection have been completed. 

E.   Inventory: No stock in trade, inventory, or other merchandise to exceed two hundred 
fifty (250) square feet shall be kept on the premises. No outside storage is allowed. 
(Ord. 909, 7-21-2009) 

● Inventory is kept in the same room where the home occupation is and will not 
exceed the space of a small closet. 

F.   Modification Of Structures Or Yards: There shall be no visible evidence from the 
exterior of a dwelling that it is being used for any other purpose than that of a dwelling. 
No activities shall be carried on outside the dwelling in the yard for the benefit of or 
incidental to the home occupation. No front yard area shall be altered to provide parking 
required for a home occupation. (Ord. 1132, 2-17-2015) 

● There will be no modification or alteration of the front yard. 
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G.   Nuisance: Tools, items, equipment, or activities conducted within the dwelling which 
is offensive or noxious by reason of the emission of odor, smoke, gas, vibration, 
magnetic interference, or noise shall be prohibited. 

● With the business being a spa/salon, services are quiet and will not give off any 
odor, smoke, gas or noise. 

H.   Secondary Use: The home occupation shall be clearly incidental and secondary to 
the primary use of the dwelling for residential purposes. The home occupation shall not 
disrupt the normal residential character of the neighborhood in which the residence is 
located. Not more than twenty five percent (25%) of the dwelling unit shall be used for 
the home occupation. 

● The home occupation operates in one small bedroom that is 120 square feet 
which includes the small inventory storage area. It will not disrupt the character of 
the neighborhood as it is run inside the home. 

I.   Signs: All signage in a residential area must comply with chapter 26, "Signs", of this 
title. 

● I will comply with any signage laws if I decide to have any. But as for now, I do 
not need any signs. 

J.   Traffic, Parking, And Access: No home occupation use shall generate pedestrian, 
parking, or vehicular traffic in excess of that customarily associated with the zone in 
which the use is located. All parking shall be provided and maintained on site with 
adequate provision for drop off traffic. 

● Business will only have one customer at a time with parking provided in the 
driveway while my car is parked in the garage. I anticipate 2-6 clients spread 
throughout the day, this will ensure no excess traffic or parking in the 
neighborhood.  

K.   Vehicles: Other than the business owner's personal transportation, there shall be no 
vehicles or equipment on the property associated with the home occupation which 
would not normally be found at a residence. No signage for the home occupation shall 
be allowed on vehicles. 

● I do not and will not have any additional business vehicles, only my own personal 
transportation. 

L.   Yards: Yards surrounding the dwelling and accessory buildings shall not be used for 
any activities or storage of any materials associated with the home occupation. 

● No storage or use of the yard will need to be used for the home occupation 

M.   Customers: No customers allowed. Children accessing a limited daycare or limited 
preschool facility shall not be considered customers. 

● There will be customers coming into the home occupation. I intend to mitigate the 
impact by only having one customer at a time to keep from impacting traffic, 
parking will be provided in the driveway so that no additional parking spots are 
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taken in the neighborhood, and giving ample time between clients so there is no 
back up. Services offered to customers are quiet and will in no way disrupt the 
neighborhood. Appointments last between 20 and 60 minutes between 8 AM and 
PM. Monday through Saturday.  

N.   Utility Demand: The home occupation shall not cause a demand for public utilities in 
excess of that necessarily and customarily provided for residential uses. 

● Utilities will not exceed those of normal residential uses. 

O.   Main Structure: The home occupations shall be conducted, located, and contained 
within the primary structure on the property. (Ord. 909, 7-21-2009) 

● The home occupation is conducted inside the home 

P.   Single-Family And Multiple-Family Dwellings: Home occupations listed as permitted 
or conditional within this title may be permitted in a single-family or a multiple-family 
dwelling, subject to the standards found within this section and section 9-34-060 of this 
chapter. Businesses within multiple-family dwellings shall provide an approval letter 
from the respective homeowners' association, or management company in the case of 
apartments, if the business proposes any employees, customers or business vehicles. 
(Ord. 1132, 2-17-2015) 

● If home occupation gets approved for licensing, I will get an approval letter from 
the HOA. If it is needed before then, I will reach out and get their approval. 

Q.   Licensure: Any home occupation involving childcare shall comply with all applicable 
state and local laws and regulations regarding residential childcare, including, but not 
limited to, provisions of the Utah child care licensing act, as set forth in Utah Code 
Annotated section 26-39-101 et seq., as amended, and the residential certificate 
childcare standards as set forth in the Utah administrative code section R430-50-1 et 
seq., as amended. In addition, cottage food production operations are regulated and 
inspected by the Utah department of agriculture. Any food related home occupation 
under their jurisdiction must comply with these regulations. (Ord. 909, 7-21-2009) 

● Childcare will not be provided with this home occupation. 

 

 

Please answer the questions below. You must explain how your proposal will 
meet the standards listed below. If it does not apply explain why (N/A is not a 
valid response).  

Helpful resources and relevant information can be found in the following links 

● the general plan can be accessed by following this link: 
https://www.draperutah.gov/media/x1wekkss/draper-city-general-plan-v2024.pdf) 
 

● Title 9 (Land Use And Development Regulations) of The Draper City Code can be accessed 
by following this link:                                  
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/draperut/latest/draper_ut/0-0-0-29634 
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● Draper City Zoning maps can be accessed by following this link: 

https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/601a6dd2a14c4739a90f4eac930a9528 
 

 

PLEASE PROVIDE YOUR ANSWER(S) AT THE BULLET POINT LOCATED BELOW EACH SECTION 

9-5-080(E:4) CONDITIONAL USE PERMITS 

The following factors shall be reviewed and considered in determining whether a 
conditional use permit application should be approved, approved with conditions, or 
denied because reasonable conditions cannot be imposed to achieve compliance with 
applicable standards: 

a.   The harmony and compliance of the proposed use with the objectives and 
requirements of the city's general plan and this title;  

● The business will comply with all city laws/plans and will not disrupt the harmony 
of the neighborhood/city. 

b.   The suitability of the specific property for the proposed use; 

● The property is very suitable for the proposed use. Only one small room is 
needed inside the home. 

c.   Whether the proposed use or facility may be injurious to potential or existing 
development in the vicinity; 

● The home occupation will not be injurious to development of the vicinity as it is 
inside the home and no modifications need to be made.  

d.   The economic impact of the proposed facility or use on the surrounding area; 

● The home occupation will provide a job and income for me and it will attract 
clients to the area. But that impact will not be major since I only anticipate 2-6 
clients per day. 

e.   The aesthetic impact of the proposed facility or use on the surrounding area; 

● Only a positive aesthetic impact will be done on the interior of the home/room 
being used; interior design and home decor. No aesthetic impact on the 
surrounding area. 

f.   The safeguards proposed or provided to ensure adequate utilities, transportation 
access, drainage, parking, loading space, lighting, screening, landscaping, open space, 
fire protection, and pedestrian and vehicular circulation; 

● Driveway access will remain open for customers. A fire inspection has been done 
and will continue to comply with all regulations and stay up to date. Pedestrian 
and vehicular circulation will be safeguarded by leaving ample time between 
clients so there is no backup. The remaining listed things do not apply to this 
home business. 
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g.   The safeguards provided or proposed to prevent noxious or offensive emissions 
such as noise, glare, dust, pollutants and odor from the proposed facility or use;  

● The home business provides waxing, brow, and lash lift services. These types of 
services do not produce any noise, glare, dust, or odor. The most noise will be 
from conversation. 

h.   The impact of the proposed facility or use on the health, safety, and welfare of the 
city, the area, and persons owning or leasing property in the area. 

● There will be no impact regarding the health, safety, and welfare of the area. All 
that is done will remain in the home and the surrounding area will experience 
little to no impact. 
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Overview of Proposed Use 
 

​ The proposed home-based esthetics business will provide body waxing, brow services, 
and lash lifts/tints in a dedicated spare bedroom of the residence. Services will be provided by 
appointment only, with one client at a time, ensuring that the impact on the surrounding 
neighborhood is minimal. 

Hours of Operation: The business will operate approximately from 8:00 AM to 2:00 PM or 2:00 
PM to 8:00 PM, depending on client scheduling. 

Parking: Clients will park in the residential driveway, eliminating the need for on-street parking. 
No additional parking improvements are required. 

Employees: The business will be operated solely by the owner, with no additional employees. 

Site Improvements: No exterior modifications or signage are proposed. All business activities 
will be conducted indoors, maintaining the residential character of the property. 

Anticipated Detrimental Effects and Mitigation: 

●​ Traffic: Client visits will be staggered and limited to one at a time, preventing congestion.​
 

●​ Noise: All services are conducted indoors and are inherently low-noise.​
 

●​ Neighborhood Impact: The appearance of the home will remain residential, with no 
exterior signage or alterations.​
 

Overall, the proposed use is designed to maintain compatibility with the surrounding 
neighborhood, minimize impacts, and comply with all Draper City codes and regulations. 

 
 

​  
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Statement of Compliance with Standards 
 

​ The proposed home-based esthetics business, offering waxing, brow, and lash services, 
will operate within a designated spare bedroom of the residence and is designed to have 
minimal impact on the surrounding neighborhood. Only one client will be seen at a time, with 
appointments scheduled to avoid overlapping visits and excessive traffic. 

Parking will be provided in the residential driveway, eliminating the need for on-street parking. 
All services will be conducted indoors, ensuring that noise and activity levels remain consistent 
with normal residential use. No exterior modifications or business signage are planned, 
maintaining the residential appearance of the property. 

Business hours will generally be limited to 8:00 AM – 2:00 PM or 2:00 PM – 8:00 PM, 
depending on client scheduling. Estimated client volume is up to 2–5 maximum per day. The 
use complies with all Draper City zoning, building, fire, and safety codes. Any conditions 
required by the City will be followed to ensure compatibility with adjacent properties and to 
preserve the character of the neighborhood. 
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MEMO
 
To: Planning Commission
From: Todd A. Draper, AICP
Date: 2025-12-11
Re: Public Hearing: Granite Construction Yard Site Plan and Deviation Requests
(Administrative Items)

 
Comments:
 
This application is a request for approval of a Site Plan and associated deviation requests
for approximately 0.85 acres located on the north side of 13800 S. and south of Bangerter
Highway, at approximately 13488 S. 200 W.). The property is currently zoned M1 (Light
Industrial). The applicant is requesting that a Site Plan and deviation requests from strict
compliance with requirements for building design and vehicular cross access be
approved to allow for the development of the currently vacant site as a construction sales
and service materials yard.
 
Building Orientation Deviation
Findings for Approval

1. The requested deviation is consistent with the purpose and intent of the
development standards of the applicable zoning district or land use category.

2. The proposed development satisfies at least three (3) of the criteria listed in 9-22-
030(B).

 
Findings for Denial

1. The requested deviation is not consistent with the purpose and intent of the
development standards of the applicable zoning district or land use category.

2. The proposed development does not satisfy at least three (3) of the criteria listed in
9-22-030(B).

 
Cross Access Deviation
Findings for Approval

1. Requiring cross access would create a health hazard by linking uses that are
incompatible with each other.

2. The abutting development has not been designed or required to provide reciprocal
cross access to the subject property.

Findings for Denial
1. Requiring cross access would not result in the slope of the cross access drive

exceeding twelve percent (12%).
2. Requiring cross access would not result in a violation or nonconformity with other
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requirements of this title.
3. Requiring cross access would not create a health hazard by linking incompatible

uses with each other.
4. There are not site improvements that physically impede the ability to create a cross

access drive between both properties.
 
Site Plan
Findings for Approval

1. The proposal represents development of the entire site at one time.
2. A site plan together with the imposed conditions and approved deviations will

conform to applicable standards set forth in this title, including but not limited to,
building heights, setbacks, access points, parking, landscaping, and building
materials.

3. The proposed development plans meet the intent, goals, and objectives of the
general plan and the purpose of the zone district in which the site is located.

4. The public facilities and services in the area are adequate to support the subject
development, as required by engineering standards and specifications.  

5. The proposed development plans will comply with the engineering standards found
in Titles 7, 8, 11, 12, 16, and 18 of this code, including traffic, storm water drainage,
and utilities concerns.

 
Findings for Denial

1.  A site plan as proposed does not conform to applicable standards set forth in this
title, including but not limited to, building heights, setbacks, access points, parking,
landscaping, and building materials.

2. The proposed development plans do not meet the intent, goals, and objectives of
the general plan or the purpose of the zone district in which the site is located.

3. The public facilities and services in the area are not adequate to support the subject
development, as required by engineering standards and specifications.  

4. The proposed development plans do not comply with one or more of the
engineering standards found in Titles 7, 8, 11, 12, 16, and 18 of this code, including
traffic, storm water drainage, and utilities concerns.

 
ATTACHMENTS:
 
Granite Construction Staff Report -Final.pdf
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Development Review Committee 
1020 East Pioneer Road 

Draper, UT  84020 
December 1, 2025

 
To: Draper City Planning Commission 

Business Date: December 11, 2025 
 
From: Development Review Committee 
 
Prepared By: Todd Draper, AICP, Planning Manager 

Planning Division 
Community Development Department 
801-576-6335, todd.draper@draperutah.gov 

 
Re: Granite Construction Yard – Site Plan and Deviation Requests 

Application No.: 2025-0103-SP, 2025-0211-VAR, 2025-2012-VAR 
Applicant: Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and 

Stack Bangerter LLC. 
Project Location: 13488 S. 200 W. 
Current Zoning: M1 (Light Industrial) Zone 
Acreage: Approximately 0.85 acres (approximately 37,026 ft²) 
Request: Request for approval of a Site Plan in the M1 zone regarding the 

creation of a construction sales and service materials yard 
together with deviation requests from strict compliance with 
requirements for building design and vehicular cross access. 

 
 
BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 
This application is a request for approval of a Site Plan and associated deviation requests 
for approximately 0.85 acres located on the north side of 13800 S. and south of Bangerter 
Highway, at approximately 13488 S. 200 W. (Exhibits B & C). The property is currently zoned 
M1. The applicant is requesting that a Site Plan and deviation requests from strict 
compliance with requirements for building design and vehicular cross access be approved 
to allow for the development of the currently vacant site as a construction sales and service 
materials yard  
 
 
ANALYSIS 
General Plan and Zoning.  
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Table 1 General Plan and Zoning Designations Exhibit 
Existing Land Use  Business and Light Manufacturing Exhibit D 
Current Zoning M1 Exhibit E 
Proposed Use Construction Sales and Service materials yard  
Adjacent Zoning   

East CSD-IOP (Irvine Commercial Special District)  
West Bangerter Highway  
North CBP, DC (Destination Commercial), Bangerter 

Highway 
 

South M1 (State of Utah, The Point Development)  
 
The Business and Light Manufacturing land use designation is characterized as follows: 

  
According to Draper City Municipal Code (DCMC) Section 9-8-020 the purpose of the M1 
zone is to, “provide areas for uses involving processing and assembly of manufactured 
goods, warehousing, and material storage. Uses which generate excessive noise, vibration, 
odor, dust, and fumes are excluded from this zone.” 
 
Site Plan Layout. The site plan (Exhibit F) shows the general layout of the construction sales 
and service materials yard. The proposed use is a permitted use in the M1 zone. The 
property is roughly triangularly shaped and consists of 3 parcels which are in the process 
of being consolidated into one parcel under a separate application. Vehicular access is 
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from the southeast corner of the property where it abuts the existing 13800 South 
roadway. A small prefabricated office building will be erected towards the south side of the 
site and a scale will be located to the south of the office building. A small parking area for 
customers and employees will be located to the west of the building. The trash dumpster 
will be located between the parking and the building and will be screened with a six-foot 
(6’) tall concrete masonry wall painted to match the building (Exhibit H) and landscaping 
(Exhibit G). The landscaping analysis section of this report contains additional details 
regarding necessary changes that need to be made to the landscaping plans for the 
dumpster area. The gate for the dumpster enclosure is listed on the proposed plans as 
chain link fabric. The requirement is that the gate for the enclosure must be opaque. Staff 
has included in the suggested conditions for approval that slats colored to match one of 
the building colors be added to the chain link gate to bring the enclosure into compliance 
with the ordinance.  
 
The perimeter of the property will be primarily used for retention of stormwater and 
landscaped in accordance with the landscaping ordinance. Landscaping material bins will 
be constructed on the east and west sides of the property just inside the retention areas 
and perimeter landscaping.  A second group of landscape material bins will be located 
centrally to the property and just north of the office. Fencing will be installed around the 
entire perimeter of the site as shown on the site plan.  Along the front property line 
adjacent to the right-of-way the fencing will consist of a masonry wall and a chain link entry 
gate, and along the remaining sides fencing will consist of chain link with slats. Additional 
details regarding construction of the property fencing and entry gate can be found in 
Exhibit K.  
 
Table 2 Site Plan Design Requirements 
Standard DCMC Requirements Proposal Notes 
Lot/Parcel Size none 4.18 acres  
Street Frontage none 80-feet  
Setback-    

Front 10-feet  58-feet  
Rear 10-feet 631-feet  
East Side 10-feet 149-feet  
West Side 10-feet 179-feet  

 
The applicant is seeking two small deviations from the site design requirements, the first is 
deviation from DCMC subsection 9-22-050(A)(1) which requires that all buildings have the 
main façade and entrance face the principal street on which is has frontage. The second 
deviation is from the requirements of Subsection DCMC 9-25-080(E)(1) and 9-22-050(F) to 
provide cross access to adjoining non-residential properties.  
 
Site Design Standards Modification. DCMC Section 9-22-030 states that the Planning 
Commission may approve site plans that deviate from the requirements of the design 
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standards within Chapter 22 of the DCMC based on making certain required findings in 
whole. Per DCMC Section 9-22-030(b), the Planning Commission shall find an application 
complies with at least three of the following criteria: 
 

1. The proposed development includes additional amenities or pedestrian and bike 
connectivity in excess of what is otherwise required. 

2. The overall landscape and open space area provided within the proposed 
development exceeds required amounts by more than ten percent (10%). 

3. The proposed development is a transit oriented development (TOD) and 
provides direct connectivity for active transportation methods to a 
transportation facility. 

4. The traffic impacts of the proposed development will be mitigated through 
creative design, traffic calming measures, companywide carpool or transit pass 
programs, or other similar measures. 

5. The proposed development is designed to meet LEED certification standards. 
6. The proposed development involves redeveloped buildings, additions to existing 

buildings, minor structures being added to a site, or is a new building within a 
previously approved phased development and the deviation is necessary to 
create a consistency with other existing buildings. 

7. Vegetative landscaping (excluding lawn, turf, and groundcovers) exceeds the 
amounts required in this Title by at least ten percent (10%). 

8. The building is designed by a licensed architect in a specific architectural style, 
that utilizes facade materials differently than prescribed in subsection 9-22-
040(F) of this chapter. 

9. The amount of primary materials used for each building facade exceeds the 
required amount by more than ten percent (10%). 

 
Additional criteria for approval of a deviation from the requirement to provide cross access 
are found in DCMC subsection 9-25-080(E)(2): 
 

 2. Deviation from the requirement to provide cross access: The planning 
commission shall approve a deviation from the requirement to provide cross 
access upon finding that the required cross access: 

a.   Would result in the slope of the cross access drive exceeding twelve 
percent (12%); 

b.   Would result in a violation or nonconformity with other requirements of 
this title; 

c.   Creates a hazard to health, safety, or welfare by linking two uses, such as 
industrial and residential, that would be incompatible with each other; 

d.  Would require connection to an abutting development which: 
(1)    Was not previously designed and required to provide reciprocal 

cross access to the subject property; or 
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(2)    Includes required site improvements that physically impede the 
ability to create a cross access drive between both properties. 

 
The applicant’s response to the deviation requests is included in Exhibit L. As the combined 
building floor area is less than twenty-thousand square feet (20,000 ft) outdoor amenities 
are not required under DCMC Subsection 9-22-050(C)(1). The proposed site plan (Exhibit F) 
includes an outdoor picnic table and seating amenity which exceeds the minimum amenity 
requirement of ordinance. The overall landscaping (Exhibit G) for the site is just over 30% 
which exceeds the minimum 20% requirement by more than 10% percent. Also, the 
amount of primary materials utilized on each building façade (Exhibit H ) is between 89% to 
92% which exceeds the minimum requirement of 75% by more than 10%. Accordingly, the 
applicant has demonstrated that the plans comply with at least three of the criteria found 
in DCMC 9-22-030 for the approval of the deviation from DCMC subsection 9-22-050(A)(1) 
requiring that all buildings have the main façade and entrance face the principal street on 
which is has frontage.  
 
In addition to meeting the threshold for approval of site plan deviations under DCMC 
section 9-22-030, the applicant has outlined in their request and justifications for approval 
of the deviation from providing cross-access that as they are an industrial type facility with 
large trucks that linking their property to potential future uses that may occur on the 
vacant property to the east that is zoned commercial and would not likely have industrial 
type uses, would be incompatible and could create a health or safety hazard. Additionally, 
the applicant points out that the existing vacant property to the east is not designed or 
equipped to provide reciprocal cross access at this time.   For approval of the Deviation the 
Planning Commission will need to make a determination that the justifications provided 
are sufficient evidence to find that one or more of the criteria in DCMC subsection 9-25-
080(E) have been met.  
 
Landscaping and Lot Coverage. The proposed landscape plans (Exhibit G) show that the 
majority of the landscaping will be located around the perimeter of the property. Most of 
this same area will also be utilized as storm water retention for the property. The total 
landscaped area slightly exceeds 30% of the total site area, which is needed to comply with 
the criteria for approval of the site design standards related to the building entrance and 
main façade. The submitted landscape plans do not fully comply with the ordinance 
requirements regarding plan coverage at maturity. As reported on the proposed landscape 
plan the plant coverage at maturity would be approximately 40%. Staff however has 
calculated the plant coverage rate for the proposed plan to be approximately 67%. Both 
calculations are short of the 75% plant coverage requirement. In addition, staff discovered 
a discrepancy between the size of the reported landscaping area between the site plan 
(1.27 acres) and the landscape plan (1.355 acres). If the landscape planting plan were 
aligned with landscape area reported on the site plan, staff estimates the coverage rate 
increases to approximately 71%.  
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Another area where the landscape plan is not fully compliant with ordinance is the use of 
evergreen shrubs for screening of the trash dumpster (evergreen species is too short) and 
building mechanical equipment (proposed shrubs are not evergreen).  
 
Staff has provided the applicant with the staff comments and redlined markups on the 
landscape plans regarding the need to have the plans corrected in order to comply with the 
ordinance. The noted corrections together with the addition of a few additional plantings in 
landscaped areas with more limited plant coverage should easily bring the plans into 
compliance with the coverage requirements of ordinance. Staff has included as a 
recommended condition of approval that a revised landscape plan in compliance with the 
ordinance requirements be submitted to staff for review and approval prior to issuance of 
the building permit for the site.  
 
Table 3 Landscaping Design Requirements 
Standard DCMC Requirements Proposal Notes 
Lot Coverage    
Overall Landscaping  20% 30%  
Plant Coverage 75% at maturity 40% - reported 

67%-71% - staff 
calculated 

Does not 
comply. See 
suggested 
condition of site 
plan approval.  

Parking Lot 
Landscaping 

Not required* 27% *Parking area is 
less than 10 
stalls. 

Perimeter 
Landscaping 

10-feet Varies between 10-
feet and 41-feet 

 

Buffer Landscaping Not required* n/a *Not adjacent to 
residential zone 
or use 

Street Trees From approved tree 
list 

Tree species are 
from the approved 
tree list 

 

Amenities None required Picnic seating area Exceeds 
minimum 

 
Parking. According to the site plan (Exhibit F) there four (4) parking stalls will be located to 
the west of the office building. One of these stalls will be ADA compliant.  Per the site plan 
the parking stalls and access will be paved in compliance with city requirements. Although 
compliance with many typical parking area standards is not required because the parking 
area contains less than 10 stalls, the applicant is proposing to landscape approximately 
27% of the parking area.   With approval of the deviation from the requirements for cross 
access, the proposed parking area will comply with all applicable standards of the 
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ordinance.  
 
Table 4 Parking Lot Design Requirements 
Standard DCMC Requirements Proposal Notes 
Parking Required 
(Min/Max) 

   

Construction 
Sales and Service 

4 4 Complies 

Pedestrian 
Connections 

Required with cross 
access requirements.  

None. See cross 
access deviation 
request.  

This is an 
industrial site 
with no existing 
pedestrian 
connectivity to 
the site.  

Cross Walks Different material 
from parking lot 
required 

none No crosswalks 
are needed.  

Access Point Width 36-feet maximum 35-feet Complies  
 
Architecture. The architectural elevations and floor plans for the office building are 
included as Exhibits H and I. The office is roughly 1,410 square feet in size. The overall 
building is just under fifteen-feet (15’) in height. The building entrances face north, towards 
the interior of the property and entry ramps and stairs will also be installed on the north 
side of the building. As previously discussed in this report, the orientation of the entry does 
not comply with the site design standards of DCMC subsection 9-22-050(A)(1), and approval 
of the associated deviation request would be necessary for construction of the building as 
proposed. The proposed primary exterior materials for the building consist of light grey 
concrete composite panels with coffee brown stone accents. Secondary material consists 
of white steel trim around the windows, doors, and venting. The roofing material and color 
were not included in the proposal as required by ordinance. Staff has included as a 
suggested condition that this be provided for review and approval by staff prior to the 
issuance of a building permit for the building. With the exception of the missing roof 
material and color, the proposed architecture complies with all other material and color 
standards found in DCMC 9-22-040(F).  
 
Table 5 Architectural Design Requirements 
Standard DCMC Requirements Proposal Notes 
Building Height    

Main Building 35-feet 14-feet 10-inches complies 
Architectural 
Features 

Up to 14-feet per 
Planning Commission 
Decision 

none  
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Façade Variation    
Vertical Required when there 

are long continuous 
and undisturbed 
rooflines 50-feet or 
longer. 

Pitched Roof  There is no 
undisturbed 
roofline 50-feet 
or longer. 

Horizontal Required for facades 
greater than 100’ in 
length.  

none There is no 
façade greater 
than 100’ in 
length.  

Building Orientation Main façade and 
entrance must face 
street 

Main entrance and 
façade face interior 
of lot 

See deviation 
request.   

Materials    
Primary Brick, stone, ceramic 

tile, wood or concrete 
fiber composite siding, 
concrete masonry 
units (CMU), metal 
composite material, 
architectural precast 
concrete  

concrete fiber 
composite siding 
and stone.   

Complies 

Secondary stucco; EIFS, metal, 
excluding corrugated 
sheet metal; exposed 
concrete; vinyl; shake 
shingles, wood siding 

metal Complies 

Percentage of 
Materials 

   

Front (South) 75% Primary 92.58% Exceeds min. by 
more than 10%. 

Rear (North) 75% Primary 89.08% Exceeds min. by 
more than 10%. 

Side (East) 75% Primary 90.77% Exceeds min. by 
more than 10%. 

Side (West) 75% Primary 90.77% Exceeds min. by 
more than 10%. 

 
Lighting. The proposed lighting plans are included as Exhibit J. There is minimal lighting 
that will be located on the site. All site lighting will be located on the exterior of the 
building, or next to proposed signage near the front entry. The afterhours lighting plan 
includes a reduction in the number of lighting sources as required and complies with the 
requirements of ordinance requiring maximum and maximum average illumination of the 
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areas being illuminated. The effective Max:Ave ratios for the areas that will be illuminated 
on both the operational hours and after-hours plans are within allowable limits. Security 
lighting will be implemented on the east side of the building near the mechanical and 
electrical areas for the building and will include a motion sensor as required by ordinance.  
 
Table 6 Lighting Design Requirements 
Standard DCMC Requirements Proposal Notes 
# of Light Poles 18 max. 0  
Light Pole Height 20-foot max. n/a  
Foot Candles    

Maximum 
Illumination 

8.0 fc 6.2 fc  

Maximum 
Average 
Illumination 

5.0 fc 1.5 fc  

Maximum 
Illumination Ratio 
(Max:Ave) 

2.5:1 1:1* *Effective Ratio 
of illuminated 
areas 

 
Fencing. The proposed fencing and gate construction details are included as Exhibit K. The 
locations of the various fencing types are as shown on the site plan in Exhibit F. The 
applicable fencing requirements for outdoor storage and display can be found in DCMC 
subsection 9-27-230(A): 
 
A.   Screening: All outdoor storage shall be in conjunction with and subordinate to a legally 
established business and shall be allowed only after approval of a conditional use permit 
by the planning commission. The following screening regulations shall apply to open 
storage areas: 

1.   An opaque fence shall be required to screen the view of all open storage areas. 
a.   For screening views from public and private streets the fence shall be 
constructed of masonry, metal, or the same materials as the adjacent 
building. 
b.   For screening views from neighboring properties along the side and rear 
property lines, inclusive of a gate, the fencing may be constructed of the 
same materials listed in subsection A(1)(a) of this section or chain-link with 
privacy slats. 

2.   Outdoor storage areas shall not be located closer than twenty feet (20') to a 
residential use or zone. 

3.   Fences used to screen open storage shall be ten feet (10') high unless a lower 
height is approved by the planning commission as part of the conditional use 
permit. In approving reduced fence height the planning commission may not 
approve a fence lower than six feet (6') in height and must find that the reduced 
height will not create additional impacts to surrounding properties. 
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4.   Materials may not be stored or stacked higher than the fence. 
5.   The planning commission may condition or require that specific materials, 

colors, or design elements to be used in the construction and installation of the 
screening fence or wall, other than those proposed, upon finding that he specific 
material, color, or design element will better mitigate existing or potential 
impacts to surrounding properties. 

 
Table 7 Outdoor Storage Fencing/Screening Design Requirements 
Standard DCMC Requirements Proposal Notes  
Fencing Required Fencing of outdoor 

storage and display 
areas is required.  

Proposed fencing 
surrounds the 
propose storage 
yard.  

 

Height    
Front 10-feet  7-8 feet (horizonal 

articulations) 
Reduction 
requires CUP. 
See explanation 
below. 

Rear 10-feet 8-foot  Reduction 
requires CUP. 
See explanation 
below. 

Side 10-feet 8-foot  Reduction 
requires CUP. 
See explanation 
below. 

Side 10-feet 8-foot  Reduction 
requires CUP. 
See explanation 
below. 

Material Front (Public Street): 
Masonry, Metal, or 
same materials as 
building.  
 
Sides and Rear: Same 
as above or chain link 
with privacy slats 

Front: Concrete 
Masonry 
 
Sides and Rear: 
Chain link with 
privacy slats 

 

 
Initially there was some confusion between Planning Staff and the Applicant as to whether 
a CUP was required for the Construction Sales and Service storage yard, the use is defined 
in DCMC 9-03-040.  
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CONSTRUCTION SALES AND SERVICE: An establishment engaged in the retail or wholesale 
sale of materials and services used in the construction of buildings or other structures, as 
well as the outdoor storage of construction equipment or materials on lots other than 
construction sites. Typical uses include lumberyards, lawn and garden supply stores, 
construction equipment sales and rental, electrical, plumbing, air conditioning and heating 
supply stores, swimming pool sales, landscaping and property maintenance contractors' 
offices and storage yards, construction and trade contractors' offices and storage yards, 
and public utility corporation storage yards. 
 
As the definition of the use includes outdoor storage areas, they are considered part of the 
permitted use and a CUP for the inclusion of an outdoor storage area is not required. 
However, the storage yard is still required to be fenced in accordance with DCMC section 9-
27-230. The proposed reduction in fencing height from 10-feet to the7-foot and 8-foot 
heights included with the submitted plans would still require approval from the Planning 
Commission through a CUP application and process. Staff suggests that as a condition of 
Site Plan approval that the applicant either submit for and receive approval of a CUP 
application for the fencing height reductions as proposed or submit revised fencing plans 
for review and approval by planning staff as part of the required building permits for 
installation of 10-foot-tall fencing in the same locations and constructed with the same 
materials and colors as currently proposed.  
 
Criteria For Approval.  
The criteria for review and potential approval of a Site Plan request are found in Section 9-
5-090(E) of the DCMC. This section depicts the standard of review for such requests as: 
 

E.  Standards For Approval: The following standards shall apply to the approval of a 
site plan: 

1.  The entire site shall be developed at one time unless a phased 
development plan is approved. 

2.  A site plan shall conform to applicable standards set forth in this title, 
including but not limited to, building heights, setbacks, access points, 
parking, landscaping, and building materials. 

3.  The proposed development plans meet the intent, goals, and objectives 
of the general plan and the purpose of the zone district in which the site 
is located.  

4.  The public facilities and services in the area are adequate to support the 
subject development, as required by engineering standards and 
specifications.   

5.  The proposed development plans comply with the engineering standards 
found in Titles 7, 8, 11, 12, 16, and 18 of this code, including traffic, storm 
water drainage, and utilities concerns. 
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For the building design deviation, the criteria for review and potential approval are found in 
Section 9-22-030 of the DCMC. This section depicts the standard of review for such 
requests as:  
 

A.   Purpose: An applicant may request deviations from the design standards of 
section 9-22-040 and 9-22-050 of this chapter with the exception of the height 
and roofline design standards of subsection 9-22-040(D). Deviations from the 
design standards of 9-22-050(F) shall meet the deviation criteria listed in 9-25-
080(E)(2). 

B.   Deviation Criteria Threshold: Proposed developments requesting a deviation 
under this section shall meet at least three (3) of the following criteria. 

1.   The proposed development includes additional amenities or pedestrian 
and bike connectivity in excess of what is otherwise required. 

2.   The overall landscape and open space area provided within the proposed 
development exceeds required amounts by more than ten percent (10%). 

3.   The proposed development is a transit oriented development (TOD) and 
provides direct connectivity for active transportation methods to a 
transportation facility. 

4.   The traffic impacts of the proposed development will be mitigated 
through creative design, traffic calming measures, companywide carpool 
or transit pass programs, or other similar measures. 

5.   The proposed development is designed to meet LEED certification 
standards. 

6.   The proposed development involves redeveloped buildings, additions to 
existing buildings, minor structures being added to a site, or is a new 
building within a previously approved phased development and the 
deviation is necessary to create a consistency with other existing 
buildings. 

7.   Vegetative landscaping (excluding lawn, turf, and groundcovers) exceeds 
the amounts required in this Title by at least ten percent (10%). 

8.   The building is designed by a licensed architect in a specific architectural 
style, that utilizes facade materials differently than prescribed in 
subsection 9-22-040(F) of this chapter. 

9.   The amount of primary materials used for each building facade exceeds 
the required amount by more than ten percent (10%). 

C.   Request Responsibility: The applicant shall demonstrate to the planning 
commission that the development application meets three (3) or more of the 
criteria of subsection 9-22-030(B) above and that the deviation is of benefit to 
the city by: 

1.   Providing a written description and analysis of the proposed design 
standard deviation(s) and an analysis of the selected criteria from 
subsection 9-22-030(B) above. The analyses shall be written by a licensed 
professional, such as an architect, engineer or landscape architect; 
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2.   Providing a written justification as to why the city should deviate from its 
design standards that indicates any benefit to the city. 

D.   Findings Required: The planning commission may approve deviations from the 
design standards listed in this chapter only if it finds: 

1.   That the requested deviation is consistent with the purpose and intent of 
the development standards of the applicable zoning district or land use 
category; and 

2.   That the proposed development satisfies at least three (3) of the criteria 
listed in 9-22-030(B).  

 
For the cross-access deviation, the criteria for review and potential approval are found in 
Subsection 9-25-080(E)(2) of the DCMC. This section depicts the standard of review for such 
requests as:  

2.   Deviation from the requirement to provide cross access: The planning 
commission shall approve a deviation from the requirement to provide cross 
access upon finding that the required cross access: 
a.   Would result in the slope of the cross access drive exceeding twelve percent 

(12%); 
b.   Would result in a violation or nonconformity with other requirements of this 

title; 
c.   Creates a hazard to health, safety, or welfare by linking two uses, such as 

industrial and residential, that would be incompatible with each other; 
d.   Would require connection to an abutting development which: 

(1)   Was not previously designed and required to provide reciprocal cross 
access to the subject property; or 

(2)   Includes required site improvements that physically impede the ability to 
create a cross access drive between both properties. 

 
 
REVIEWS 
Planning Division Review.  The Draper City Planning Division has completed their review of 
the Site Plan and Deviation submissions. Comments from this division, if any, can be found 
in Exhibit A.   
 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.  The Draper City Engineering and Public 
Works Divisions have completed their reviews of the Site Plan and Deviation submissions. 
Comments from these divisions, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Building Division Review.  The Draper City Building Division has completed their review of 
the Site Plan and Deviation submissions. Comments from this division, if any, can be found 
in Exhibit A.   
 
Geotechnical and Geologic Hazards Review.  Taylor Geo-Engineering, LLC and Simon 
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Associates LLC., in working with the Draper City Building and Engineering Divisions, have 
completed their reviews of the geotechnical and geologic hazards report submitted as a 
part of the Site Plan submissions.   Comments from Taylor Geo-Engineering, LLC, if any, can 
be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Fire Division Review. The Draper City Fire Marshal has completed his review of the Site Plan 
and Deviation submissions. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   
 
GIS Division Review.  The Draper City GIS Division has completed their review of the Site 
Plan and Deviation submissions. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in 
Exhibit A.   
 
Noticing. Notice has been properly issued in the manner outlined in the City and State 
Codes. 
 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the requests based on the 
findings listed below and the criteria for approval, or denial as listed within the staff report. 
The Planning Commission should also hear from the applicant, and receive public 
comment prior to making a decision.   
 
If the Planning Commission decides to approve the Site Plan request, staff recommends 
they include the following conditions of approval: 
 

1. That all requirements of the Draper City Engineering, Public Works, Building, 
Planning, and Fire Divisions are satisfied throughout the development of the 
site and the construction of all buildings on the site, including permitting. 

2. That all requirements of the geotechnical report are satisfied throughout the 
development of the site and the construction of all buildings on the site. 

3. That the dumpster enclosure be painted to match the building and that 
opaque vinyl slats in a color matching one of the three building colors (light  
grey, stone, or white) be added into the chain link gate for the enclosure in 
order to bring the gate into compliance with minimum ordinance 
requirements. 

4. Provide a revised landscape plan that is in compliance with ordinance 
requirements to Planning Staff for review and approval prior to issuance of a 
building permit for the site.  

5. Provide details of the roofing material and color for the building to Planning 
Staff for review and approval prior to the issuance of a building permit for 
the site. 

6. That the applicant either submit for and receive approval of a CUP 
application for the fencing height reductions as proposed or submit revised 
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fencing plans for review and approval by planning staff as part of the 
required building permits for installation of 10-foot-tall fencing in the same 
locations and constructed with the same materials and colors as currently 
proposed. 
 
 

MODEL MOTIONS  
Building Orientation Deviation 
Sample Motion for Approval – I move that we approve the Deviation for building 
orientation, as requested by Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and 
Stack Bangerter LLC., for application 2025-0211-VAR, based on the findings for approval 
listed in the Staff Report dated December 1, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval 

1.    The requested deviation is consistent with the purpose and intent of the 
development standards of the applicable zoning district or land use category. 

2.    The proposed development satisfies at least three (3) of the criteria listed in 9-
22-030(B). 

 
Sample Motion for Modified Approval– I move that we approve the Deviation for building 
orientation, as requested by Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and 
Stack Bangerter LLC., for application 2025-0211-VAR, based on the findings for approval 
listed in the Staff Report dated December 1, 2025, together with the following additional or 
modified findings: 
 

1.  (List any additional findings or modifications…)  
 
Sample Motion for Denial – I move that we deny the Deviation for building orientation, as 
requested by Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and Stack Bangerter 
LLC., for application 2025-0211-VAR, based on the findings for denial listed in the Staff 
Report dated December 1, 2025.  
 
Findings for Denial 

1.  The requested deviation is not consistent with the purpose and intent of the 
development standards of the applicable zoning district or land use category. 

2.    The proposed development does not satisfy at least three (3) of the criteria listed 
in 9-22-030(B). 

 
Cross Access Deviation 
Sample Motion for Approval – I move that we approve the Deviation for cross access, as 
requested by Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and Stack Bangerter 
LLC., for application 2025-0212-VAR, based on the findings for approval listed in the Staff 
Report dated December 1, 2025. 
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Findings for Approval 

1. Requiring cross access would create a health hazard by linking uses that are 
incompatible with each other. 

2. The abutting development has not been designed or required to provide reciprocal 
cross access to the subject property. 
 

Sample Motion for Modified Approval– I move that we approve the Deviation for cross 
access, as requested by Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and Stack 
Bangerter LLC., for application 2025-0212-VAR, based on the findings for approval in the 
Staff Report dated December 1, 2025, together with the following additional or modified 
findings: 
 

1.  (List any additional findings or modifications…) 
 
Sample Motion for Denial – I move that we deny the Deviation for cross access, as 
requested by Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and Stack Bangerter 
LLC., for application 2025-0212-VAR, based on the findings for denial listed in the Staff 
Report dated December 1, 2025.  
 
Findings for Denial 

1. Requiring cross access would not result in the slope of the cross access drive 
exceeding twelve percent (12%). 

2. Requiring cross access would not result in a violation or nonconformity with other 
requirements of this title. 

3. Requiring cross access would not create a health hazard by linking incompatible 
uses with each other. 

4. There are not site improvements that physically impede the ability to create a cross 
access drive between both properties. 

 
Site Plan 
Sample Motion for Approval – I move that we approve the Site Plan, as requested by Tina 
Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and Stack Bangerter LLC., for 
application 2025-0103-SP, based on the findings for approval and subject to the conditions 
listed in the Staff Report dated December 1, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval 

1.  The proposal represents development of the entire site at one time. 
2.  A site plan together with the imposed conditions and approved deviations will 

conform to applicable standards set forth in this title, including but not limited 
to, building heights, setbacks, access points, parking, landscaping, and building 
materials. 
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3.  The proposed development plans meet the intent, goals, and objectives of the 
general plan and the purpose of the zone district in which the site is located.  

4.  The public facilities and services in the area are adequate to support the subject 
development, as required by engineering standards and specifications.   

5.  The proposed development plans will comply with the engineering standards 
found in Titles 7, 8, 11, 12, 16, and 18 of this code, including traffic, storm water 
drainage, and utilities concerns. 

 
Sample Motion for Modified Approval– I move that we approve the Site Plan, as requested 
by Tina Mudd representing Granite Construction Company and Stack Bangerter LLC., for 
application 2025-0103-SP, based on the findings for approval and subject to the conditions 
listed in the Staff Report dated December 1, 2025, and as modified by the following 
additional findings or conditions: 
 

1.  (List any additional findings or conditions…)  
 
Sample Motion for Denial – I move that we deny the Site Plan, as requested by Tina Mudd 
representing Granite Construction Company and Stack Bangerter LLC., for application 
2025-0103-SP, based on the findings for denial listed in the Staff Report dated December 1, 
2025.  
 
Findings for Denial 

1.  A site plan as proposed does not conform to applicable standards set forth in 
this title, including but not limited to, building heights, setbacks, access points, 
parking, landscaping, and building materials. 

2.  The proposed development plans do not meet the intent, goals, and objectives 
of the general plan or the purpose of the zone district in which the site is 
located.  

3.  The public facilities and services in the area are not adequate to support the 
subject development, as required by engineering standards and specifications.   

4.  The proposed development plans do not comply with one or more of the 
engineering standards found in Titles 7, 8, 11, 12, 16, and 18 of this code, 
including traffic, storm water drainage, and utilities concerns. 
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EXHIBIT A 
DEPARTMENT REVIEWS 

 
REVIEWS ARE NOT MEANT TO BE AN ALL INCLUSIVE LIST OF POSSIBLE COMMENTS OR 
CONDITIONS. 
 
 
Planning Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments. 
 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.   
 

1. Plans conditionally satisfy Engineering requirements.  Any changes 
necessitated by Planning comments will require review by Engineering.  
Engineering review complete pending future changes. 

2. Stormwater Maintenance Plan and Agreement are now required for every 
private storm drainage system, per DCMC 16-2-170. Submission of the 
maintenance plan is now required prior to site approval. The maintenance 
agreement is a condition of approval; it is required to be recorded and 
returned to the city prior to issuance of the Land Disturbance Permit for 
construction of the site. Maintenance plan received with 2 nd submittal. No 
additional action required prior to site plan approval. (Any comments will be 
returned as part of the Land Disturbance Permit processing.)  

3. Once site plan has been approved, a Land Disturbance Permit is required 
prior to construction activities onsite. Permit is obtained through the 
Engineering Division and is required prior to Building Permit issuance. 
Informational comment – no additional action is required prior to site 
approval. 

4. Any work in the public right-of-way will require an Encroachment Permit 
obtained through the Engineering Division. Informational comment – no 
additional action is required prior to site approval. 

5. Draper City requires the engineer of record to provide the site as-built 
drawings, detention/retention basin(s) volume certification(s), and site 
grading and drainage certification letter after site construction is complete. 
Informational comment – no additional action is required prior to site 
approval. 

 
Building Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments. 
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Geotechnical and Geologic Hazards Review.   
 

1. Geotech submittal is complete.  
 
Fire Division Review. 
 

1. No additional comments.  
 

 
GIS Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments. 
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AERIAL MAP 
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ZONING MAP 
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SITE PLAN 
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PROPERTY LINE

10.00'
10' WIDE BUFFER
REQUIRED ON SITE
PER 9-23-090

PROPOSED TREE -
TYP

DECORATIVE ROCK
MULCH OVER
WEED BARRIER - 3"
MINIMUM ROCK
MULCH THICKNESS
PER 9-23-130: F.2

PARKING SPACES
PER ENGINEERING
PLAN

SYMBOL CODE BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME SIZE QTY

SHRUBS

BG Buxus x `Green Mountain` / Green Mountain Boxwood 3 gal 7

CK Calamagrostis x acutiflora `Karl Foerster` / Karl Foerster Grass 1 gal 18

CR2 Cornus sericea / Red Twig Dogwood 5 gal 11

CA3 Cotoneaster acutifolius lucidus / Hedge Cotoneaster 5 gal 102

CA4 Cotoneaster apiculatus / Coral Beauty Cotoneaster 5 gal 121

FO Festuca ovina glauca `Elijah Blue` / Blue Fescue 1 gal 8

HX5 Hemerocallis x `Stella de Oro` / Stella de Oro Daylily 1 gal 3

JH2 Juniperus horizontalis / Blue Star Juniper 5 gal 64

PA5 Picea abies `Nidiformis` / Nest Spruce 5 gal 17

PB2 Prunus besseyi / Pawnee Buttes Sand Cherry 5 gal 62

PC2 Prunus x cistena / Cistena Plum 5 gal 45

RF Rhamnus frangula `Columnaris` / Tall Hedge Buckthorn 5 gal 5

RG Rhus aromatica `Gro-Low` / Gro-Low Sumac 5 gal 85

RC2 Rosa x / Shrub Rose 5 gal 9

SV Syringa vulgaris `Andenken an Ludwig Spaeth` / Ludwig Spaeth Lilac 5 gal 98

VP Viburnum plicatum `Doublefile` / Doublefile Viburnum 5 gal 42

PLANT SCHEDULE .

SYMBOL CODE BOTANICAL / COMMON NAME SIZE QTY

TREES

AU Acer truncatum x platanoides 'JFS-KW187' / Urban Sunset Maple 2" cal 6

CO Celtis occidentalis / Common Hackberry 2" Cal. 7

GT Gleditsia triacanthos inermis / Shademaster Honey Locust 2" cal 5

QM Quercus macrocarpa / Burr Oak 2" Cal. 7

TR Tilia americana 'Redmond' / Redmond American Linden 2" cal 7

TC Tilia cordata / Littleleaf Linden 2" Cal. 5

ZS2 Zelkova sp. / Japanese Zelkova 2" Cal. 5

PLANT SCHEDULE .

ALL SHRUBS TO BE MINIMUM
3 GAL PER 9-23-130: E.1 - SEE
PLANT SCHEDULE

(9-23-050: G) LIVE PLANT MATERIALS (NOT
INCLUDING TREES) SHALL COVER A
MINIMUM OF FIFTY PERCENT (50%) OF THE
LANDSCAPED AREA WITHIN THE FIRST
TWO (2) GROWING SEASONS
FOLLOWING PLANTING, AND A MINIMUM
OF SEVENTY-FIVE PERCENT (75%) OF THE
LANDSCAPED AREA AT TEN (10) YEARS.

(9-23-050: H.1)NO SPECIES OF
PLANT OR SHRUB, SHALL
ACCOUNT FOR MORE THAN
TWENTY PERCENT (20%) OF THE
TOTAL COVERAGE AREA OF ALL
PLANTS AND SHRUBS.

COVERAGE

65 SF = 715 SF

50 SF = 5100 SF

30 SF = 3630 SF

80 SF = 5120 SF

80 SF = 3600 SF

20 SF = 100 SF

60 SF = 5100 SF

60 SF = 2520 SF

23258 SF TOTAL

%

2%

690 TOTAL

15%

18%

9%

7%

1%

12%

6%

SYMBOL DESCRIPTION QTY

GRASS 219 sf

CRUSHED ROCK MULCHED PLANTER
BEDS

29,330 sf

CRUSHED DRAINAGE ROCK PER
ENGINEERING PLAN

29,315 sf

REFERENCE NOTES SCHEDULE .

%

15%

18%

13%

18%

18%

13%

13%

39 TOTAL

CR2

JH2
 LIVE PLANT MATERIALS (NOT INCLUDING TREES)

SHALL COVER A MINIMUM OF FIFTY PERCENT
(50%) OF THE LANDSCAPED AREA WITHIN THE

FIRST TWO (2) GROWING SEASONS FOLLOWING
PLANTING, AND A MINIMUM OF SEVENTY-FIVE
PERCENT (75%) OF THE LANDSCAPED AREA AT

TEN (10) YEARS.

TC

RG

TC

GT

PC2

ZS2

CA3

CA4

PB2

QM

COSV

RG

TR VP

JH2

12' X 10' MASONRY
FENCED AND GATED

TRASH BIN ENCLOSURE

ADA STALL PER CODE

24' X 60' STRUCTURE BY
OTHERS

PRODUCT BINS
BY OTHER

PRODUCT BINS
BY OTHER

PRODUCT BINS
BY OTHER

FIRE HYDRANT
CONNECTION /
WATER METER /
IRRIGATION BOX

DRAIN BOXES PER CIVIL PLAN

8' MASONRY WALL

ENTRANCE
SIGN

8' MASONRY
WALL

SLIDING GATE
ENTRANCE

AU

RG

RC2
FO

HX5

RC2

3% 10 SF = 180 SF

1%

1%

1%

12 SF = 96 SF

12 SF = 36 SF

10 SF = 90 SF

MECHANICAL
BOXES PER
CIVIL PLAN

CK

PA5

CK

BG

RF

1% 10 SF = 70 SF

10 SF = 170 SF2%

60 SF = 3720 SF9%

14% 25 SF = 2450 SF

PA5

SHRUB HEDGE TO
SCREEN UTILITIES

PICNIC TABLE IN GRASS

layout plan

treesbydesign.com
801.888.4506

john@treesbydesign.com

Copyright 2024, Trees by Design.
Reproduction by permission only.

Plan is scaled to be printed on 24" x 36"
paper.
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STATE OF UTAH
LICENSED LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

JOHN A. GOTTFREDSON

LIC. #11615148-5301

SIGNATURE

CUSTOMER INFO

The installation contractor is
responsible to discover and

abide by any setbacks,
easements, and building

regulations.

The contractor is also
responsible to verify all

quantities, measurements, site
conditions, grades, and

property boundaries.

Property boundaries are
derived using county maps
and/or provided civil plans.

Trees by Design is not
responsible for the accuracy of

any shown property lines.

Trees by Design makes no claim
to accuracy of plans.
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TC

TC

GT

ZS2

QM

CO TR

AU

F
POC

C

LNK

SYMBOL MANUFACTURER/MODEL QTY

Hunter MP1000 PROS-06-PRS40-CV 6

SYMBOL MANUFACTURER/MODEL QTY

Rain Bird XCZ-100-LC 1" 7

Area to Receive Drip Emitters
Rain Bird PC 59,131 sf

Emitter Notes:
PC-05 emitters (1 assigned to each 1 gal plant) 29

PC-05 emitters (3 assigned to each 2" Cal. plant) 72

PC-05 emitters (3 assigned to each 2" cal plant) 54

PC-05 emitters (2 assigned to each 5 gal plant) 1,322

SYMBOL MANUFACTURER/MODEL QTY
Rain Bird PESB 1" 1

Rain Bird TM2-8-120V 1

Rain Bird LNK2WIFI 1

Amiad 2-T-Steel Screen 200mm 1

WATTS LF25AUB-Z3 MAIN LINE PRESSURE REGULATOR 1

Irrigation Lateral Line: PVC Schedule 40 1" 1,573 lf

Irrigation Lateral Line: PVC Schedule 40 1 1/4" 359.3 lf

Irrigation Lateral Line: PVC Schedule 40 1 1/2" 31.4 lf

Irrigation Mainline: PVC Schedule 40 1,316 lf

M L O

C

LNK

F

PR

Valve Number

Valve Flow

Valve Size

Valve Callout

#

##"

IRRIGATION SCHEDULE .

GENERAL NOTES

· IRRIGATION CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR IRRIGATION DESIGN AND LAYOUT.
· SYSTEM PRESSURE (PSI) AND FLOW (GPM) TO BE TESTED PRIOR TO IRRIGATION DESIGN AND LAYOUT.
· ZONES NOT EXCEED 90% MAXIMUM CAPACITY.
· ALL MAIN AND LATERAL LINES NOT TO EXCEED 5 FT/SEC.
· ALL NOZZLES ON EACH ZONE TO BE  MATCHED PRECIPITATION.
· ALL HEADS TO HAVE MINIMUM HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE.
· SMART IRRIGATION CONTROLLER TO BE INSTALLED AND FUNCTIONING TO ADJUST SCHEDULE

ACCORDING TO REAL TIME LOCAL WEATHER DATA.

CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR
VERIFYING POC, FLOW, AND
PRESSURE - FILTER REQUIRED FOR
SECONDARY WATER APPLICATIONS -
BACKFLOW PREVENTER REQUIRED
FOR CULINARY WATER

CONTRACTOR TO DETERMINE
WITH OWNERS BEST LOCATION

FOR CONTROLLER - CONTROLLER
TO UTILIZE LOCAL WEATHER DATA

TO ADJUST RUN TIMES - SEE
SCHEDULE FOR CALLED OUT
CONTROLLER WHICH IS EPA
WATER SENSE CERTIFIED PER
9-23-055 (C) - SEE RAIN BIRD

CATALOG PG. 94 FOR PRODUCT
SPECIFICATIONS

PR

CONTROLLER DETAILS
SEE PG 94 OF RAIN BIRD CATALOG

PRESSURE REGULATOR

1"

1"

1"

1"

1"

11
4"

1"

1"

11
4" 11

4"11
4"

11
2"

ALL MAINLINE TO
BE 1 12" SCH 40 PVC

- NO ZONES TO
EXCEED 20 GPM

1"

1
11.11"

2
10.11"

3
11.31"

4
15.91"

5
17.01"

11
2"

7
12.11"

6
17.61"

IRRIGATION PLAN IS
DIAGRAMMATICAL FOR
CLARITY - CONTRACTOR IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR CHOOSING
THE BEST LOCATION FOR ALL
EQUIPMENT AND PIPE RUNS
WITHIN THE LANDSCAPE AREA

MM

MM

MM
1"

irrigation
plan
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property boundaries.

Property boundaries are
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any shown property lines.
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Sheet Size

Drawing name

EXTERIOR
ELEVATION 01 &
02

Sheet

A.2
c

24" x 36"

Owner:

Address:

Phone:

No.  Description Date

Date

Scale 3 / 8"-1'-0"
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Sheet Size

Drawing name

EXTERIOR
ELEVATION 03,04
MATERIAL DETAILS

Sheet

A.3
c

24" x 36"

Owner:

Address:

Phone:

No.  Description Date

Date

Scale 3 / 8"-1'-0"

10
3 4"

10
"

2'-
2"

1'-
5 

3 16
"

REFER TO LANDSCAPE PLAN

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 03
SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"

W2 W2 W2 W2

CONCRETE FIBER
COMPOSITE PANEL
LIGHT GRAY

CONCRETE FIBER
COMPOSITE PANEL
LIGHT GRAY

10
3 4"

10
"

2'-
2"

1'-
5 

3 16
"

EXTERIOR ELEVATION 04
SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"

1'-0" 21-6" 1'-0" 1'-0" 21'-6" 1'-0"

23'-6"
STRUCTURE BUILDING WIDTH

14
'-1

0 
3 16

"

CONCRETE FIBER COMPOSITE
PANEL LIGHT GRAY 23'-6"

STRUCTURE BUILDING WIDTH CONCRETE FIBER COMPOSITE
PANEL LIGHT GRAY

14
'-1

0 
3 16

"

ELEVATION /
FACE MATERIAL FACE AREA ALLOCATED

AREA (sft)
MATERIAL

%
CLASSIFICATION

ELEVATION -01

CONCRETE FIBER COMPOSITE
PANEL LIGHT GRAY

876.3 sft 699.00 sft 79.8 % PRIMARY

STONE VENEER - COFFEE
BROWN

81.00 sft 9.28 %

WINDOW TRIM - STEEL 5.00 sft 0.57 %

PRIMARY

SECONDRY

DOOR TRIM - STEEL 5.7 sft 0.65 % SECONDRY

VENTILATOR TRIM - STEEL 0.825 sft 0.09 % SECONDRY

CONCRETE FIBER COMPOSITE
PANEL LIGHT GRAY

668 sft 76.23 % PRIMARY

STONE VENEER - COFFEE
BROWN

143.3 sft 16.35 %

WINDOW TRIM - STEEL 10.00 sft 1.14 %

PRIMARY

SECONDRY

ELEVATION -02

CONCRETE FIBER COMPOSITE
PANEL LIGHT GRAY

289.84 sft 83.07 % PRIMARY

STONE VENEER - COFFEE
BROWN

26.85 sft 7.70 %

WINDOW TRIM - STEEL  5.00 sft 1.43 %

PRIMARY

SECONDRY

ELEVATION -03 348.90 sft

CONCRETE FIBER COMPOSITE
PANEL LIGHT GRAY

289.94 sft 83.07 % PRIMARY

STONE VENEER - COFFEE
BROWN

26.85 sft 7.70 %

WINDOW TRIM - STEEL  5.00 sft 1.43 %

PRIMARY

SECONDRY

ELEVATION -04

MATERIAL DESIGN AND TREATMENT PERCENTAGES

CONCRETE FIBER COMPOSITE
PANEL LIGHT GRAY

STONE VENEER - COFFEE
BROWN

DIGITAL SAMPLE BOARD

876.3 sft

876.3 sft

876.3 sft

876.3 sft

876.3 sft

876.3 sft

876.3 sft

348.90 sft

348.90 sft

348.90 sft

348.90 sft

348.90 sft

PRIMARY/
SECONDARY %

PRIMARY

SECONDRY

89.08%

1.31%

PRIMARY

SECONDRY

92.58%

1.14%

PRIMARY

SECONDRY

90.77%

32.18%

PRIMARY

SECONDRY

90.77%

1.43%
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0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.10.40.10.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.30.92.52.50.90.30.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.30.92.42.40.90.30.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.20.40.91.51.61.51.61.50.90.40.20.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.20.30.40.40.40.40.40.30.20.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.10.10.10.10.10.10.10.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0
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0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.02.40.80.30.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.02.30.90.30.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.90.40.20.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.10.20.30.30.20.10.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.10.10.10.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.40.0

5.00.2

5.00.2

0.40.0

0.00.0

0.00.0

0.00.0

0.60.0

5.50.2

4.40.2

0.30.0

1.00.4

0.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.0
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0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.10.10.4

0.00.00.10.30.92.52.50.90.3

0.00.00.10.30.92.42.40.90.3

0.00.00.10.20.40.91.51.61.51.61.50.90.40.2

0.00.00.00.10.20.30.40.40.40.40.40.30.20.1

0.00.00.00.00.10.10.10.10.10.10.10.10.10.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

5.45.34.05.35.4

4.44.63.94.64.4

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.12.40.80.3

0.00.00.00.00.00.12.30.90.3

0.00.00.00.00.00.10.20.40.81.21.30.90.40.2

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.10.20.30.30.20.10.1

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.10.10.10.10.00.0

0.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.00.0

0.20.72.04.65.2

0.20.72.03.94.2
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A3

A3
3

A2
1

A2
2

EXT- LTG EXT- LTG EXT- LTG

ELECTRICAL PLAN
SCALE: 3/8" = 1'-0"

DESCRIPTION:

WALL-MOUNTED LED FIXTURES ABOVE ENTRANCE DOORS. FULL CUTOFF, DARK-SKY COMPLIANT FIXTURES.

REFERENCE: DCMC 9-20-040(F)(6)

SCHEDULE

FIXTURE ID     TYPE / DESCRIPTION                  MOUNT HT.     WATTAGE / LUMEN      COLOR TEMPERATURE                      LOCATION

OUTPUT CCT

L1             WALL-MOUNTED LED FIXTURE              12'-0"            35W LED / 1000 lm                    4000K                              ABOVE ENTRANCE DOOR

L2             WALL-MOUNTED LED FIXTURE              12'-0"            35W LED / 1000 lm                    4000K                              30 FT (MIDPOINT) UNIFORM COVERAGE

L3             WALL-MOUNTED LED FIXTURE              12'-0"            35W LED / 1000 lm                    4000K                              ABOVE SECOND ENTRANCE

DESIGN NOTES:

- TOTAL BUILDING HEIGHT: 14'-10"

- FIXTURES MOUNTED 2'-10" BELOW TOP EDGE FOR GLARE CONTROL

- FIXTURE LOCATIONS: 15.5 FT – 30 FT – 46 FT (TOTAL LENGTH 60 FT)

- ALL FIXTURES ARE DARK-SKY COMPLIANT PER DCMC 9-20-040(F)(6)

- COLOR TEMPERATURE: 4000K (NEUTRAL WHITE)

EVO6WC 40/10 AR MWD LD WL MVOLT BL
Gotham EVO 6" Wall-Mount Cylinder

Sheet Size

Drawing name

ELECTRICAL PLAN

Sheet

A.4
c

24" x 36"

Owner:

Address:

Phone:

No.  Description Date

Date

Scale 3 / 8"-1'-0"
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~
DRAPER LANDSCAPE YARD PLANT SIGNAGE
NTS

B

~
GENERAL SITE CROSS SECTION
NTS

A

~
CONCRETE K-RAIL
NTS

C

~
NOODLE LINK - STANDARD MESH DETAIL
NTS

E

~
8' TALL FENCE
NTS

D

~
DRAPER STANDARD - RADIUS DRIVE APPROACH
DETAIL ST-09

F

www.sunrise-eng.com
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D2
SLIDING GATE
NTS

A
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B
~

TYPICAL STEP PIER ELEVATION
N.T.S.

A
~

TYPICAL CORNER PIER ELEVATION
N.T.S.

C
~

TYPICAL MID SECTION PIER ELEVATION
N.T.S.

D
~

TYPICAL WALL SECTION
N.T.S.

E
~

TYPICAL PIER SECTION
N.T.S.

F
~

REINFORCING DETIALS
N.T.S.

KEY NOTES

www.sunrise-eng.com
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A
~

TYPICAL CAP DETAIL - P1
N.T.S.

B
~

TYPICAL CAP DETAIL - P2
N.T.S.

C
~

TYPICAL PIER DETAIL - P1
N.T.S.

D
~

TYPICAL PIER DETAIL - P2
N.T.S.

E
~

TYPICAL 90° CAP DETAIL - P5
N.T.S.

F
~

TYPICAL 90° PIER DETAIL - P5
N.T.S.

G
~

TYPICAL MID SECTION  CAP DETAIL -  P5
N.T.S.

H
~

TYPICAL MID SECTION PIER DETAIL - P5
N.T.S.

I
~

CMU BLOCK COLOR 1 (122,99,81)
N.T.S.

J
~

CMU BLOCK COLOR 2 (108,102,102)
N.T.S.

NOTE
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Jason Hoggard 

Sunrise Engineering, LLC 

jhoggard@sunrise-eng.com 

801-899-5320 

Date: July 29, 2025 

 

To: 

Draper City Planning Commission 

1020 E Pioneer Road 

Draper, UT 84020 

Subject: Deviation Request – Building Entrance Orientation (DCMC 

§ 9‑22‑050(A)(1) & § 9‑22‑030) 

Project: Granite Draper Landscape Yard 

Applicant: Granite Construction, represented by Sunrise Engineering, LLC 

 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

 

On behalf of our client, Granite Construction, we respectfully request a deviation from 

Draper City Municipal Code sections 9‑22‑050(A)(1) and 9‑22‑030. These sections require 

that the main entrance of a building face the principal street to which it has frontage. The 

proposed design for the Granite Draper Landscape Yard orients the building entrance 

toward an internal circulation area and parking lot, rather than the adjacent street frontage. 

 

We are requesting this deviation based on the following grounds: 

 

1. Site Configuration and Operational Efficiency 

Due to the nature of this project as a working landscape yard with material storage and 

heavy-duty vehicle activity, orienting the entrance toward the internal yard provides a safer 

and more efficient flow for employees and deliveries. Positioning the entrance on the street 

frontage would introduce potential conflicts between pedestrians, the materials scale, and 

large equipment, which is not ideal for site functionality or safety. 

 

2. Landscape Yard Layout and Use of Site 

The building orientation supports efficient internal operations. The entrance is best located 

to allow direct access to the weigh scale and vehicle circulation routes while maintaining a 

clear separation between visitor access and operational zones. Reorienting the building 

entrance to the public street would disrupt the intended site circulation pattern and reduce 

operational efficiency for Granite Construction’s daily activities. 

 

Despite the entrance facing inward, the building's street-facing façade will incorporate 
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architectural elements such as quality materials, fenestration, and signage to maintain the 

visual intent of Draper City’s development standards. We believe this design provides both 

functional performance and aesthetic compatibility, consistent with the goals of the Draper 

City Code. 

 

Please feel free to contact us with any questions or to request additional information. We 

appreciate your consideration of this request. 

 

Sincerely, 

Jason Hoggard 

Project Engineer 

Sunrise Engineering, LLC 

jhoggard@sunrise-eng.com 

801-899-5320 
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Jason Hoggard 

Sunrise Engineering, LLC 

jhoggard@sunrise-eng.com 

801-899-5320 

Date: July 29, 2025 

 

To: 

Draper City Planning Commission 

1020 E Pioneer Road 

Draper, UT 84020 

Subject: Request for Deviation from Cross Access Requirement – DCMC 

§ 9‑25‑080(E) 

Project: Granite Draper Landscape Yard 

Applicant: Granite Construction, represented by Sunrise Engineering, LLC 

 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

 

On behalf of our client, Granite Construction, I am submitting this request for a deviation 

from the cross-access requirement outlined in DCMC § 9‑25‑080(E) and § 9‑22‑050(F)(6–8) 

for the Granite Draper Landscape Yard project. The Draper City Code requires vehicular and 

pedestrian cross-access to the adjacent property to the east. However, due to site 

conditions, undeveloped neighboring property, and land use incompatibilities, we 

respectfully request a deviation under DCMC § 9‑25‑080(E)(2)(c) and (d). 

 

Grounds for Deviation: 

 

(c) Incompatibility of Uses 

The Granite Draper Landscape Yard will operate as a heavy-duty construction materials 

storage and operations yard, which involves frequent movement of large trucks and 

industrial equipment. The adjacent eastern parcel is not currently developed for industrial 

activity and is anticipated to accommodate a non-industrial or potentially conflicting use. 

Providing cross-access between these properties could introduce traffic conflicts and safety 

hazards due to the mismatch in vehicle types, trip generation, and operational 

characteristics. 

 

(d) Adjacent Property Not Designed or Equipped for Reciprocal Access 

The adjacent parcel is undeveloped and lacks site improvements or grading to support a 

physical or practical cross-access connection. There is no stubbed drive aisle, cross-access 

easement, or design element in place to suggest the parcel was intended for such 

integration. Additionally, site constraints such as grading differentials and drainage design 
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further limit the feasibility of providing a functional or compliant cross-access connection at 

this time. 

 

Supporting Documentation 

Enclosed with this letter are: 

- A site plan showing existing conditions and layout of the proposed landscape yard. 

- Exhibits illustrating the lack of infrastructure on the adjacent parcel and constraints along 

the shared property line. 

- A narrative addressing traffic circulation, safety, and access management principles. 

 

We believe the proposed development achieves the intent of Draper City’s connectivity 

standards without imposing unreasonable or unsafe conditions. We respectfully request 

approval of this deviation in accordance with the provisions of DCMC § 9‑25‑080(E)(2). 

 

Please feel free to contact me directly with any questions. 

 

Sincerely, 

Jason Hoggard 

Project Engineer 

Sunrise Engineering, LLC 

jhoggard@sunrise-eng.com 

801-899-5320 
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MEMO
 
To: Planning Commission
From: Todd Taylor
Date: 2025-12-11
Re: Public Hearing: City Initiated Geologic Hazards Ordinance Text Amendment
(Legislative Item)

 
Comments:
 
This application is a request for approval of a Text Amendment to portions of Draper City
Municipal Code (DCMC) Titles 9, 10, 17 and 18. The purpose of the request is to update
the text of the Geologic Hazards Ordinance and move it from Title 9, Land Use and
Development Regulations, to Title 10, Building Regulations. Additionally, amendments to
Title 17, Land Development, will clarify a standard, and amendments to Title 18, Land
Disturbance, will update cross-references. Please note that Titles 10 and 18 are not within
the Planning Commission’s authority, but the text amendments have been included to
show all of the changes that are being proposed.
 
Findings for Approval:

1. The proposed amendment is consistent with goals, objectives and policies of the
City's General Plan;

2. The proposed amendment is appropriate given the context of the request and there
is sufficient justification for a modification to the development codes;

3. The proposed amendment will not create a conflict with any other section or part of
the development codes or the General Plan;

4. The potential effects of the proposed amendment have been evaluated and are
determined not to be detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare and represents
an overall community benefit; and

5. The proposed text amendment implements best current, professional practices of
urban planning, design, and engineering practices.

 
Findings for Denial:

1. The proposed amendment is not consistent with goals, objectives and policies of
the City's General Plan;

2. The proposed amendment is not appropriate given the context of the request and
there is not sufficient justification for a modification to the development codes;

3. The proposed amendment could create a conflict with another section or part of the
development codes or the General Plan; and

4. The potential effects of the proposed amendment have been determined to be
detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare or do not represent an overall
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community benefit.
5. The proposed text amendment is not consistent with best current, professional

practices of urban planning, design, and engineering practices.
 

 
ATTACHMENTS:
 
City Initiated Geologic Hazards Ordinance Staff Report_Finalized.pdf
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Development Review Committee 
1020 East Pioneer Road 

Draper, UT  84020 
November 24, 2025

 
To: Draper City Planning Commission 

Business Date: December 11, 2025 
 
From: Development Review Committee 
 
Prepared By: Todd Taylor, Planner III 

Planning Division 
Community Development Department 
801-576-6510, todd.taylor@draperutah.gov  

 
Re: City Initiated Geologic Hazards Ordinance – Text Amendment Request 

Application No.: 2025-0259-TA 
Applicant: Draper City 
Project Location: City Wide 
Current Zoning: City Wide 
Acreage: City Wide 
Request: Request for approval of Text Amendment to portions of Draper 

City Municipal Code (DCMC) Titles 9, 10, 17 and 18 in order to 
update and move the Geologic Hazards Ordinance. 

 
 
BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY 
 
This application is a request for approval of a Text Amendment to portions of Draper City 
Municipal Code (DCMC) Titles 9, 10, 17 and 18. The purpose of the request is to update the 
text of the Geologic Hazards Ordinance and move it from Title 9, Land Use and Development 
Regulations, to Title 10, Building Regulations. Additionally, amendments to Title 17, Land 
Development, will clarify a standard, and amendments to Title 18, Land Disturbance, will 
update cross-references. Please note that Titles 10 and 18 are not within the Planning 
Commission’s authority, but the text amendments have been included to show all of the 
changes that are being proposed. 
 
Draper City adopted its Geologic Hazards chapter on December 11, 2007 after an extensive 
process involving professionals in the field, and an amendment was adopted on June 10, 
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2010 related to liquefaction. Other minor amendments to the chapter were made in 2015 
and 2020. Recently the need for an update based on recommendations by the City’s third-
party reviewers, Taylor Geotechnical Engineering and Simon Associates, LLC, coincided with 
the discovery of an error that needed to be fixed. 
 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
The modifications being proposed to the DCMC are listed and reviewed by section in the 
report below. The legislative copy of the changes can be found in Exhibit B of this report with 
additions to the text shown in blue underline, deletions in red strikethrough, and unchanged 
text in black.  
 
Text Amendments.  
 
DCMC Section 9-5-090: Site Plan Review: This section has been modified to update cross-
references and to require geologic-restricted areas be shown on the site plan. 
 
DCMC Section 9-16-020: Scope: This section has been modified to update cross-references. 
 
DCMC Section 9-16-030: Procedure: This section has been modified to update cross-
references. 
 
DCMC Section 9-16-050: Development Standards: This section has been modified to update 
cross-references. 
 
DCMC Chapter 9-19: Geologic Hazards: This entire chapter has been deleted. The Geologic 
Hazards Ordinance has been moved to Chapter 10-7. 
 
DCMC Chapter 10-7: Geologic Hazards: This entire chapter has been added. The chapter 
includes the updated Geologic Hazards Ordinance which has been moved from Chapter 9-
19. The sections within the chapter have been updated to improve clarity for applicants and 
to include State standards in the Ordinance. The amendments are based upon best 
engineering practices and insight gained from implementing and interpreting the current 
ordinance. The Appendices have been removed from the Ordinance and will be added to the 
Geotechnical Engineering Manual, which will be adopted by the City Council by resolution. 
See Table 1 for a list of the new and old section numbering for the chapter. 
 
DCMC Section 9-27-085: Retaining Walls: This section has been modified to update the cross-
reference. 
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DCMC Section 17-4-030: Final Plat; Preparation and Required Information: This section has 
been modified to require geologic-restricted areas be shown on the final subdivision plat. 
 
DCMC Section 18-2-010: Land Disturbance Permit Required: This section has been modified 
to update cross-references. 
 
Table 1  
Existing Section  New Section 
9-19-010: Purpose 10-7-010: Purpose 
9-19-020: Definitions 10-7-020: Definitions 
9-19-030: Applicability 10-7-030: Scope 
9-19-040: Responsibility For Geologic Hazard 
Studies 

10-7-040: Responsibility For Geologic Hazard 
Investigations 

9-19-050: Minimum Qualifications Of The 
Geologist 

10-7-050: Minimum Qualifications Of The 
Geologist 

9-19-060: Minimum Qualifications Of The 
Geotechnical Engineer 

10-7-060: Minimum Qualifications Of The 
Geotechnical Engineer 

9-19-070: Preliminary Activities 10-7-070: Preliminary Activities 
9-19-080: Geologic Hazards Study Area Maps 10-7-080: Geologic Hazards Special Study 

Area Maps 
9-19-090: Geologic Hazard Studies And 
Reports Required 

10-7-090: Geologic Hazard Investigations And 
Reports 

 10-7-095: Geologic Hazards Study 
Investigations and Reports Exemptions 

9-19-100: Geologic Hazard Reports 10-7-100: Geologic Hazard Study Reports 
9-19-110: Review Of Geologic Hazard Reports 10-7-110: Review of Geologic Hazard Study 

Reports 
9-19-120: Disclosure When A Geologic Hazard 
Report Is Required 

10-7-120: Disclosure When A Geologic Hazard 
Study Report Is Required 

9-19-130: Warning And Disclaimer 10-7-130: Warning And Disclaimer 
9-19-140: Change Of Use 10-7-140: Change Of Use 
9-19-150: Conflicting Regulations 10-7-150: Conflicting Regulations 
9-19-160: Table 1 10-7-160: Critical Facilities and Risk 

Categories III and IV Structures 
9-19-161: Appendices (Appendices have been moved to the 

Geotechnical Engineering Manual) 
 
Criteria For Approval.  
 
A Text Amendment is a matter committed to the legislative discretion of the City Council and 
is not controlled by any one standard. However, in making a recommendation to the City 
Council, the Planning Commission should consider the following factors in DCMC Section 9-
5-060(E)(2):  
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2. Text Amendments: 
a. Whether the proposed amendment is consistent with goals, objectives and 

policies of the city's general plan; 
b. Whether a proposed amendment furthers the specific purpose statements of the 

zoning ordinance; 
c. Whether the proposed amendment is appropriate given the context of the 

request and there is sufficient justification for a modification to the zoning 
ordinance; 

d. The proposed amendment will not create a conflict with any other section or part 
of this title or the general plan; 

e. Whether the potential effects of the proposed amendment have been evaluated 
and determined not to be detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare and 
represents an overall community benefit; and 

f. The extent to which a proposed text amendment implements best current, 
professional practices of urban planning, design, and engineering practices 

 
 
REVIEWS 
 
Planning Division Review.  The Draper City Planning Division has completed their review of 
the Text Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in 
Exhibit A.   
 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.  The Draper City Engineering and Public 
Works Divisions have completed their reviews of the Text Amendment submission. 
Comments from these divisions, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Building Division Review.  The Draper City Building Division has completed their review of 
the Text Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in 
Exhibit A.   
 
Fire Division Review. The Draper City Fire Marshal has completed his review of the Text 
Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Geotechnical and Geologic Hazards Review. The City’s third-party reviewers, Taylor 
Geotechnical Engineering and Simon Associates, LLC, have completed their reviews of the 
Text Amendment submission. Comments from Taylor Geotechnical Engineering and Simon 
Associates, LLC, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Legal Division Review.  The Draper City Attorney has completed his review of the Text 
Amendment submission. Comments from this division, if any, can be found in Exhibit A.   
 
Noticing. Notice has been properly issued in the manner outlined in the City and State Codes. 
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
Staff recommends that the Planning Commission review the request, receive public 
comment, and make a recommendation to the City Council based on the findings listed 
below and the criteria for approval, or denial, as listed within the staff report. 
 
 
MODEL MOTIONS  
 
Sample Motion for Positive Recommendation – I move that we forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council for the City Initiated Geologic Hazards Ordinance Text 
Amendment, as requested by Draper City, Application No. 2025-0259-TA, based on the 
following findings and the criteria for approval as listed in the Staff Report dated November 
24, 2025. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 

1. The proposed amendment is consistent with goals, objectives and policies of the 
City's General Plan; 

2. The proposed amendment is appropriate given the context of the request and there 
is sufficient justification for a modification to the development codes; 

3. The proposed amendment will not create a conflict with any other section or part of 
the development codes or the General Plan; 

4. The potential effects of the proposed amendment have been evaluated and are 
determined not to be detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare and represents 
an overall community benefit; and 

5. The proposed text amendment implements best current, professional practices of 
urban planning, design, and engineering practices. 

 
Sample Motion for Modified Positive Recommendation – I move that we forward a positive 
recommendation to the City Council for the City Initiated Geologic Hazards Ordinance Text 
Amendment, as requested by Draper City, Application No. 2025-0259-TA, based on the 
findings and criteria for approval listed in the Staff Report dated November 24, 2025, and as 
modified by the following additional recommended modifications or findings: 
 

1. (List any additional modifications or findings…) 
 
Sample Motion for Negative Recommendation – I move that we forward a negative 
recommendation to the City Council for the City Initiated Geologic Hazards Ordinance Text 
Amendment, as requested by Draper City, Application No. 2025-0259-TA, based on the 
following findings and the criteria for denial as listed in the Staff Report dated November 24, 
2025. 
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Findings for Denial: 
 

1. The proposed amendment is not consistent with goals, objectives and policies of the 
City's General Plan; 

2. The proposed amendment is not appropriate given the context of the request and 
there is not sufficient justification for a modification to the development codes; 

3. The proposed amendment could create a conflict with another section or part of the 
development codes or the General Plan; and 

4. The potential effects of the proposed amendment have been determined to be 
detrimental to public health, safety, or welfare or do not represent an overall 
community benefit. 

5. The proposed text amendment is not consistent with best current, professional 
practices of urban planning, design, and engineering practices. 
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EXHIBIT A 
DEPARTMENT REVIEWS 

 
REVIEWS ARE NOT MEANT TO BE AN ALL INCLUSIVE LIST OF POSSIBLE COMMENTS OR 
CONDITIONS. 
 
 
Planning Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments received.  
 
Engineering and Public Works Divisions Review.   
 

1. No additional comments received.  
 
Building Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments received.  
 
Fire Division Review. 
 

1. No additional comments received.  
 

Geotechnical and Geologic Hazards Review  
 

1. No additional comments received.  
 

Legal Division Review.   
 

1. No additional comments received.  
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EXHIBIT B 
LEGISLATIVE DRAFT 

 

TITLE 9 
LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 

… 

9-5-090: SITE PLAN REVIEW: 

… 

D.   Procedure: An application for site plan approval shall be considered and processed as 
provided in this subsection. 

1.   A complete application shall be submitted to the office of the zoning administrator 
in a form established by the administrator, along with any fee established by the 
city's consolidated fee schedule. The application shall include the following 
information: 

… 

d.   A single electronic set of development plans showing the information required in 
subsections D(1)(d)(1) to D(1)(d)(6) of this section. The information required by 
each subsection shall be shown on separate sheets. Plans shall be drawn at a 
scale no smaller than one inch equals one hundred feet (1" = 100'). Plan sets 
shall be prepared, stamped and signed by the professional, licensed with the 
state of Utah, who prepared the drawings or is professionally responsible for the 
drawings content, including the engineering, landscaping and architectural 
drawings. The development plans shall include: 

(1)   Site plan showing the following: 

… 

(H)   Geologic-restricted areas as defined in Section 10-7-20. 

… 

e.   Soils report, geotechnical reports, and geologic hazard reports as required 
elsewhere in this Title 10, Chapter 7, of this code. 

… 

9-16-020: SCOPE: 
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… 

C.   Preliminary Activities: The following requirements shall govern any preliminary 
surveying, testing, or design related activities conducted within the hillside sensitive 
lands overlay zone for the purpose of exploring, evaluating and/or establishing 
locations for any permanent improvements. Preliminary activities associated with the 
investigation of geologic hazards shall also be subject to the requirements of section 9-
19-070 Section 10-7-070, "Preliminary Activities", of this title code. 

… 

9-16-030: PROCEDURE: 

… 

C.   Preliminary Approval: Following conceptual master plan approval, a preliminary 
approval shall be obtained. The following information and reports shall be submitted as 
part of an application for preliminary approval and may be in addition to information 
required for preliminary approval for a subdivision: 

… 

4.   A geotechnical and geological report in accordance with the provisions of chapter 19 
Title 10, Chapter 7, "Geologic Hazards", of this title code. 

… 

9-16-050: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS: 

… 

C.   Cut And Fill Slopes: 

1.   Cut and fill slopes shall be provided in accordance with chapter 19 of this title Title 
10, Chapter 7, “Geologic Hazards”, slope stability ordinance, and title 18, "Land 
Disturbance", of this code. 

… 

CHAPTER 19 
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

9-19-010: PURPOSE: 

A.   The purpose of this geologic hazards chapter is to protect the health, safety, and 
welfare of the citizens of Draper City, protect Draper City's infrastructure and financial 
health, and minimize adverse effects of geologic hazards to public health, safety, and 
property by encouraging wise land use. 
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B.   This chapter and its appendices address surface fault rupture, slope stability, 
liquefaction, debris flow, and rockfall hazards, and present minimum standards and 
methods for evaluating geologic hazards. 

C.   Results of geologic hazard studies shall comply with this chapter and its appendices. 
The standards set forth in the appendices are minimum requirements. More complex 
projects may require more detailed and in depth evaluations than outlined herein. In 
addition, the appendices shall not supersede other more stringent requirements that 
may be required by other regulatory agents. 

D.   Section 9-19-161-1, appendix A of this chapter presents geologic hazards study area 
maps reflecting geological concerns pertaining to development within Draper City. The 
maps incorporate data obtained from previous geologic hazard studies. Site specific 
geologic hazard assessments performed by qualified engineering geologists shall be 
required prior to developing projects located within a geologic hazards study area. In 
the event known or readily apparent geologic hazards exist in an area subject to a 
development application, which area is not depicted on the geologic hazards study area 
maps, the developer shall nevertheless submit the applicable study and the process 
outlined in this chapter shall be followed.  

 

9-19-020: DEFINITIONS: 

As used in this chapter: 

ACCEPTABLE AND REASONABLE RISK: No loss or significant injury to occupants, no release 
of hazardous or toxic substances, and minimal structural damage. 

ACCESSORY BUILDING: Any structure not designed for human occupancy, which may 
include tool or storage sheds, gazebos, and swimming pools. 

ACTIVE FAULT: A fault displaying evidence of displacement along one or more of its traces 
during Holocene time, which is approximately ten thousand (10,000) years ago to the 
present. 

AVALANCHE: A large mass of snow, ice, soil or rock, or a mixture of these materials, falling, 
sliding, or flowing rapidly under the force of gravity. 

BUILDABLE AREA: Based on an accepted engineering geology report, the portion of a site 
not impacted by geologic hazards, or the portion of a site where it is concluded the 
identified geologic hazards can be mitigated to a level where risk to human life, property 
and city infrastructure are reduced and where structures may be safely sited. 

CITY: The public works director, city engineer, community development director, planning 
manager, building official, or other Draper City employee. 

CITY COUNCIL: The city council of Draper City. 

189



CRITICAL FACILITIES: Essential, hazardous, special occupancy facilities, and occupancy 
categories III and IV as defined in the currently adopted international building code, and 
lifelines, such as major utility, transportation, and communication facilities and their 
connections to critical facilities. 

DEBRIS FLOW: A slurry of rock, soil, organic material, and water transported in an 
extremely fast and destructive flow that flows down channels and onto and across alluvial 
fans; including a continuum of sedimentation events and processes, including debris flows, 
debris floods, mudflows, clear water floods, and alluvial fan flooding. 

DEVELOPMENT: All critical facilities, subdivisions, single- and multi-family dwellings, 
commercial and industrial buildings; also additions to or intensification of existing 
buildings, storage facilities, pipelines and utility conveyances, and other land uses. 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST: A Utah licensed geologist, who, through education, training, and 
experience, is competent in applying geologic data, geologic techniques, and geologic 
principles, which includes conducting field investigations, so that geologic conditions and 
geologic factors affecting engineered works, groundwater resources, and land use planning 
are recognized, adequately interpreted, and clearly presented for use in engineering 
practice, land use planning, and for the protection of the public, and who utilizes 
specialized geologic training and experience to provide quantitative geologic information 
and recommendations and also works with and for land use planners, environmental 
specialists, architects, public policymakers, and property owners to provide geologic 
information on which decisions can be made. 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGY: Geologic work that is relevant to engineering and environmental 
concerns, and the public health, safety, and welfare. "Engineering geology" is the 
application of geological data, principles, and interpretation so that geological factors 
affecting planning, design, construction, and maintenance of engineered works, land use 
planning, and groundwater resources are adequately recognized and properly interpreted 
for use in engineering, land use planning, and related practice. 

ESSENTIAL FACILITY: Buildings and other structures intended to remain operational in the 
event of an adverse geologic event, including all structures defined in section 9-19-160, 
"Table 1", of this chapter. 

FAULT: A fracture in the earth's crust forming a boundary between rock or soil masses that 
have moved relative to each other. 

FAULT SCARP: A steep slope or cliff formed by movement along a fault. 

FAULT SETBACK: An area on either side of a fault within which structures for human 
occupancy or critical facilities or their structural supports are not permitted. 

FAULT TRACE: The intersection of a fault plane with the ground surface, often present as a 
fault scarp, or detected as a lineament on aerial photographs. 
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FAULT ZONE: A corridor of variable width along one or more fault traces, within which 
deformation has occurred. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARD: A surface fault rupture, liquefaction, slope stability, landslide, debris 
flow, and rockfall that may present a risk to life or property. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDY AREA: A potentially hazardous area as shown on the geologic 
hazard study area maps within which hazard investigations are required prior to 
development. 

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER: A professional, Utah licensed engineer who, through education, 
training and experience, is competent in the field of geotechnical engineering. 

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING: The investigation and engineering evaluation of earth 
materials, including soil, rock, and manmade materials and their interaction with earth 
retention systems, foundations, and other civil engineering works. The practice involves the 
fields of soil mechanics, rock mechanics, and earth sciences and requires knowledge of 
engineering laws, formulas, construction techniques, and performance evaluation of 
engineering. 

GOVERNING BODY: The city council, or a designee of the city council. 

LANDSLIDE: The downslope movement of a mass of soil, surficial deposits or bedrock, 
including a continuum of processes between landslides, earth flows, debris flows and 
debris avalanches, and rockfalls. 

LIQUEFACTION: A process by which certain water saturated soils lose bearing strength 
because of earthquake related ground shaking and subsequent increase of groundwater 
pore pressure. 

NONBUILDABLE AREA: That portion of a site which a geologic hazards report has concluded 
may be impacted by geologic hazards and where the siting of critical facilities is not 
permitted. 

ROCKFALL: A rock or mass of rock, newly detached from a cliff or other steep slope which 
moves downslope by falling, rolling, toppling, or bouncing; includes rockslides, rockfall 
avalanches, and talus. 

SETBACK: An area within which support of critical facilities is not permitted. 

SLOPE STABILITY: The resistance of a natural or artificial slope or other inclined surface to 
failure by landsliding, usually assessed under both static and dynamic (earthquake 
induced) conditions. 

SNOW AVALANCHE: A mass of predominantly snow and ice, but also including a mixture of 
soil or rock and organic debris, falling, sliding, and/or flowing rapidly under the force of 
gravity. 
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STRUCTURE DESIGNED FOR HUMAN OCCUPANCY: Any residential dwelling or any other 
structure used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy, which is 
expected to have an occupancy rate of at least two thousand (2,000) person hours per year, 
but does not include an accessory building. 

TALUS: Rock fragments lying at the base of a cliff or a very steep rocky slope.  

 

9-19-030: APPLICABILITY: 

The regulations contained in this chapter shall apply to all lands in Draper City.  

 

9-19-040: RESPONSIBILITY FOR GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDIES: 

Geologic hazard studies often involve both engineering geology and geotechnical 
engineering. Engineering geologic studies shall be performed under the direct supervision 
of a qualified engineering geologist. Geotechnical engineering studies shall be performed 
under the direct supervision of a qualified geotechnical engineer.  

 

9-19-050: MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS OF THE GEOLOGIST: 

Engineering geology and the evaluation of geologic hazards is a specialized discipline within 
the practice of geology requiring technical expertise and knowledge of techniques not 
commonly used in other geologic investigations. Therefore, geologic hazard investigations 
involving engineering geologic studies shall only be accepted by Draper City when 
conducted and signed by a qualified engineering geologist. The minimum qualifications of 
the engineering geologist who performs geologic hazard investigations are: 

A.   An undergraduate or graduate degree in geology, engineering geology, or geological 
engineering, or closely related field, from an accredited college or university; 

B.   Five (5) full years of experience in a responsible position in the field of engineering 
geology in Utah, or in a state with similar geologic hazards and regulatory environment. 
This experience must demonstrate the engineering geologist's knowledge and 
application of appropriate techniques in performing geologic hazard studies; and 

C.   A Utah state professional geologist's license.  

 

9-19-060: MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS OF THE ENGINEER: 

Evaluation and mitigation of geologic hazards often require contributions from a qualified 
geotechnical engineer, particularly in the design of mitigation measures. Geotechnical 
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engineering is a specialized discipline within the practice of civil engineering requiring 
technical expertise and knowledge of techniques not commonly used in civil engineering 
investigations. Therefore, geologic hazard investigations requiring contributions from a 
qualified geotechnical engineer will only be accepted by Draper City when also signed and 
sealed by a qualified geotechnical engineer. Minimum qualifications of the geotechnical 
engineer who participates in geologic hazard investigations are: 

A.   A graduate degree in civil engineering, with an emphasis in geotechnical engineering; or 
a B.S. degree in civil engineering with twelve (12) semester hours of post-B.S. credit in 
geotechnical engineering, or course content related to evaluation of geologic hazards, 
from an accredited college or university; 

B.   Five (5) full years of experience in a responsible position in the field of geotechnical 
engineering in Utah, or in a state with similar geologic hazards and regulatory 
environment, and experience demonstrating the engineer's knowledge and application 
of appropriate techniques in participating in geologic hazard studies; and 

C.   A Utah state professional engineer's license.  

 

9-19-070: PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES: 

A.   Development Improvements: This section shall apply to any geologic hazard 
investigation for the purpose of determining the feasibility of development or for the 
purpose of exploring, evaluating or establishing locations for permanent 
improvements. 

B.   Scoping Meeting: The developer or consultant shall schedule a scoping meeting with 
the city to evaluate the engineering geologist/geotechnical engineer's investigative 
approach. At this meeting, the consultant shall present a work plan that includes 
locations of anticipated geologic hazards and locations of proposed exploratory 
excavations, such as trenches, borings, and CPT soundings, which meet the minimum 
standard of practice. The investigation approach should allow for flexibility due to 
unexpected site conditions. Field findings may require modifications to the work plan. 
Upon completion of a successful scoping meeting, a land disturbance permit 
application may be submitted to Draper City. 

C.   Land Disturbance Permit: As required by title 18 of this code and except as otherwise 
noted therein, no person shall commence or perform any land disturbance, grading, 
relocation of earth, or any other land disturbance activity, without first obtaining a land 
disturbance permit. Application for a land disturbance permit shall be filed with the city 
engineer on forms furnished by the city for such purposes only after a scoping meeting 
has taken place. 
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D.   Responsible Contact: The applicant shall specify a primary contact responsible for 
coordination with the city during the land disturbance activity. 

 

9-19-080: GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY AREA MAPS: 

A.   Geologic hazards study area maps are prepared using the best available scientific 
information but are necessarily generalized and designed only to indicate areas where 
hazards may exist and where geologic hazards studies are required. Because the 
geologic hazards study area maps are prepared at a nonsite specific scale, hazards may 
exist that are not shown on the geologic hazards study area maps. The fact that a site is 
not in a geologic hazards study area for a particular hazard does not exempt the 
applicant from considering the hazard if evidence is found that it may exist. If it is 
subsequently determined that the site has geologic hazards that are not shown on the 
geologic hazards study area maps, the review process will be pursuant to this chapter. 

B.   Geologic hazards study area boundaries shown on the maps will not be systematically 
adjusted as each individual site specific study indicates whether or not an actual hazard 
exists at a site because geologic hazards study area maps are meant only to indicate 
where scientific evidence indicates a hazard may exist. However, geologic hazards study 
area maps may be updated and amended by the city if found to be inaccurate or in 
error, or as new methods or data are developed to better define areas of potential 
hazards. 

C.   Where geologic hazards study area maps are thought by an applicant to be inaccurate 
or in error and require revision, the applicant shall submit to the city technical evidence 
by a qualified professional supporting the claim and showing the proposed revision. 
The city will review the information and render a decision. The applicant may appeal 
that decision to the city council.  

 

9-19-090: GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDIES AND REPORTS REQUIRED: 

Any applicant requesting development approval on a parcel of land within a geologic 
hazard study area or where there are known or readily apparent geologic hazards and the 
area is not depicted on the geologic hazards study area maps, shall submit to the city two 
(2) paper copies and one electronic copy of a site specific geologic hazard study report.  

 

9-19-100: GEOLOGIC HAZARD REPORTS: 

A.   Each geologic hazards report shall be site specific and shall identify all known or 
suspected potential geologic hazards, originating on site or off site, whether previously 
identified or previously unrecognized, that may affect the subject property. All geologic 
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hazards reports shall include the original or wet signature and professional seal, both in 
blue ink, of the qualified professional. Geologic hazards reports coprepared by 
professional geologists and engineers must include both professionals' original 
signature and seal in blue ink. 

B.   Surface fault rupture reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-
19-161-2, "Appendix B, Minimum Standards For Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Studies", 
of this chapter. Surface fault rupture studies shall be prepared by a qualified 
engineering geologist. 

C.   Slope stability and landslide reports shall contain all requirements as described in 
section 9-19-161-3, "Appendix C, Minimum Standards For Slope Stability Analysis", of 
this chapter. Slope stability and landslide studies shall be prepared by a qualified 
engineering geologist and a qualified geotechnical engineer. 

D.   Liquefaction reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-19-161-4, 
"Appendix D, Minimum Standards For Liquefaction Investigations And Evaluations", of 
this chapter. Liquefaction analyses shall be prepared by a qualified geotechnical 
engineer. Liquefaction investigations are not required for residential construction 
classified in the international residential code as R-3. 

E.   Debris flow reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-19-161-5, 
"Appendix E, Minimum Standards For Debris Flow Analyses", of this chapter. Debris 
flow hazard investigations shall be prepared by a qualified engineering geologist. 
Mitigation measures will generally require contributions from geotechnical engineers, 
hydrologists, or civil engineers. 

F.   Rockfall reports shall contain all requirements as described in section 9-19-161-6, 
"Appendix F, Minimum Standards For Rockfall Analyses", of this chapter. Rockfall 
studies shall be prepared by a qualified engineering geologist. Mitigation measures will 
generally require contributions from geotechnical and/or civil engineers. 

G.   All geologic hazards reports shall include, at a minimum: 

1.   A one to twenty four thousand (1:24,000) scale geologic map, with references, 
showing the general surface geology (landslides, alluvial fans, etc.), bedrock geology 
where exposed, bedding attitudes, faults, and other geologic structural features; 

2.   A detailed site map of the subject area, at a scale equal to or more detailed than one 
inch equals two hundred feet (1" = 200'), showing the locations of subsurface 
investigations and site specific geologic mapping performed as part of the geologic 
investigation, including boundaries and features related to any geologic hazards, 
topography, and drainage. The site map must show the location and boundaries of 
the property, geologic hazards, delineation of any recommended setback distances 
from hazards, and recommended locations for structures. Buildable and 
nonbuildable areas shall be clearly identified; 
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3.   Trench logs, when applicable, prepared in the field and presented in the geologic 
hazard report at a scale equal to or more detailed than one inch equals five feet (1" 
= 5'); 

4.   Boring logs when applicable, prepared with standard geologic nomenclature; 

5.   Listing of aerial photographs used and other supporting information, as applicable; 

6.   Conclusions, clearly supported by adequate data included in the report, that 
summarize the characteristics of the geologic hazards, and that address the 
potential effects of the geologic conditions and geologic hazards on the proposed 
development and occupants thereof, particularly in terms of risk and potential 
damage; 

7.   Specific recommendations for additional or more detailed studies, as may be 
required to understand or quantify a geologic hazard; 

8.   An evaluation of whether or not mitigation measures are required, including an 
evaluation of multiple mitigation options; 

9.   Specific recommendations for avoidance or mitigation of the effects of the hazards, 
consistent with the purposes set forth in section 9-19-010 of this chapter, including 
design or performance criteria for engineered mitigation measures and all 
supporting calculations, analyses, modeling or other methods, and assumptions. 
Final design plans and specifications for engineered mitigation must be signed and 
stamped by a qualified geotechnical, civil and/or structural engineer, as appropriate; 

10.   Data upon which recommendations and conclusions are based, shall be clearly 
stated in the report; and 

11.   A statement shall be provided regarding the suitability of the proposed 
development from a geologic hazard perspective. 

H.   When a submitted report does not contain adequate data to support its findings, 
additional or more detailed studies shall be required to explain or quantify a particular 
geologic hazard or to describe how mitigation measures recommended in the report 
are appropriate and adequate.  

 

9-19-110: REVIEW OF GEOLOGIC HAZARD REPORTS: 

A.   Scope: The city shall review any proposed land use which requires preparation of a 
geologic hazards report under this chapter to determine the possible risks to the safety 
of persons, property and city infrastructure from geologic hazards. 
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B.   Submittal: Prior to consideration of any request for preliminary plat approval or site 
plan approval, the geologic hazards report, if required, shall be submitted to the city for 
review. 

C.   Time Frame For Review: The city will complete each review in a reasonable time frame, 
not to exceed forty five (45) days. 

D.   Costs Borne By Applicant: All direct costs associated with the review of geologic hazard 
studies shall be paid by the applicant. 

E.   Records: The city shall retain a copy of each geologic report in the planning division 
project file. 

F.   Standards: The city shall determine whether the report complies with all of the 
following standards: 

1.   A suitable geologic hazard report has been prepared by qualified professionals. 

2.   The proposed land use does not present an unreasonable risk to the health, safety, 
and welfare of persons or property, including buildings, storm drains, public streets, 
culinary water facilities, utilities or critical facilities, whether off site or on site, or to 
the aesthetics and natural functions of the landscape, such as slopes, streams or 
other waterways, drainage, or wildlife habitat, whether off site or on site, because of 
the presence of geologic hazards or because of modifications to the site due to the 
proposed land use. 

3.   The proposed land use demonstrates that, consistent with the state of the practice, 
the identified geologic hazards can be mitigated to a level where the risk to human 
life and damage to property are reduced to an acceptable and reasonable level in a 
manner which will not violate applicable federal, state, or local statutes, ordinances 
or regulations. Mitigation measures should consider, in their design, the intended 
aesthetic functions of other governing ordinances, such as the sensitive lands 
overlay zone. The applicant must include with the geologic hazards report a 
mitigation plan that defines how the identified hazards or limitations will be 
addressed without impacting or adversely affecting off site areas. Mitigation 
measures must be reasonable and practical to implement especially if such 
measures require ongoing maintenance by property owners. 

G.   Additional Requirements: The city may set other requirements as are necessary to 
overcome any geologic hazards and to ensure that the purposes of this chapter are 
met. These requirements may include, but are not limited to: 

1.   Additional or more detailed studies to understand or quantify the hazard or 
determine whether mitigation measures recommended in the report are adequate; 

2.   Specific mitigation requirements; establishing buildable and nonbuildable areas; 
limitations on slope grading and controls on grading, or revegetation; 
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3.   Grading plans, when required, shall be prepared, signed and sealed by a licensed 
professional engineer. As built grading plans, when required, shall be signed and 
sealed by the project geotechnical engineer as well as the professional engineer that 
prepared the grading plans. Grading plans, when required, shall include, at a 
minimum, the following: 

a.   Maps of existing and proposed contours; 

b.   Present and proposed slopes for each graded area; 

c.   Existing and proposed drainage patterns; 

d.   Location and depth of all proposed cuts and fills; 

e.   Description of methods to be employed to achieve stabilization and compaction; 

f.   Location and capacities of proposed drainage, structures, and erosion control 
measures based on maximum runoff for a 100-year storm; 

g.   Location of existing buildings or structures on or within one hundred feet (100') 
of the site, or which may be affected by proposed grading and construction; and 

h.   Plan for monitoring and documentation of testing, field inspections during 
grading, and reporting to the city. 

4.   Installation of monitoring equipment and seasonal monitoring of surface and 
subsurface geologic conditions, including groundwater levels; and 

5.   Other requirements such as time schedules for completion of the mitigation and 
phasing of development. 

H.   Condition Of Approval: Draper City may also set requirements necessary to protect the 
health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Draper City, protect Draper City's 
infrastructure and financial health, and minimize potential adverse effects of geologic 
hazards to public health, safety, and property as a condition of approval of any 
development which requires a geologic hazards report. 

I.   On Site Professional; Final Inspection: Draper City may require a qualified professional 
be on site, at the cost of the developer, during certain phases of construction, 
particularly during grading phases and the construction of retaining walls. For any real 
property with respect to which development has proceeded on the basis of a geologic 
or geotechnical report which has been accepted by the city, no final inspection shall be 
completed or certificate of occupancy issued or performance bond released until the 
geotechnical engineer or engineering geologist who signed and approved the report 
certifies, in writing, that the completed improvements and structures conform to the 
descriptions and requirements contained in said report. 
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J.   Appeal: An applicant may appeal any decision made under the provisions of this chapter 
only after the city has issued a written review of a report, and shall set forth the specific 
grounds or issues upon which the appeal is based. The appeal shall be submitted in 
writing to the director of community development within thirty (30) days of the issuance 
of the written review or other decision. The city shall assemble a professional panel of 
three (3) qualified experts to serve as the appeal authority for any technical dispute. 
The panel shall consist of an expert designated by the city, an expert designated by the 
applicant, and an expert chosen by the city's and the applicant's designated experts. If 
the city's and the applicant's designated experts cannot reach a consensus of the third 
expert within thirty (30) days, the city shall select the third expert. Decisions of the 
panel will be binding and will be based on the majority decision of the panel. The costs 
of the appeal process shall be paid by the applicant.  

 

9-19-120: DISCLOSURE WHEN A GEOLOGIC HAZARD REPORT IS REQUIRED: 

A.   Form Of Disclosure: Whenever a geologic hazards report is required under this chapter, 
the owner of the parcel shall record a notice running with the land in a form 
satisfactory to Draper City prior to the approval of any development or subdivision of 
such parcel. Disclosure shall include signing a disclosure and acknowledgment form 
provided by the city, which includes: 

1.   Notice that the parcel is located within a geologic hazards study area as shown on 
the geologic hazards study area map or as otherwise defined in this chapter; and 

2.   Notice that a geologic hazards report was prepared and is available for public 
inspection in the city's files. 

B.   Additional Notification On Plat: Where geologic hazards and related setbacks are 
delineated in a subdivision, the owner shall also place additional notification on the plat 
stating the above information, prior to final approval of the plat.  

 

9-19-130: WARNING AND DISCLAIMER: 

The geologic hazards study area maps represent only those potentially hazardous areas 
known to Draper City and should not be construed to include all possible potential hazard 
areas. This chapter and the geologic hazards study area maps may be amended as new 
information becomes available pursuant to procedures set forth in section 9-5-060 of this 
title. The provisions of this chapter do not in any way assure or imply that areas outside the 
geologic hazards study area maps boundaries are free from the possible adverse effects of 
geologic hazards. This chapter shall not create any liability on the part of Draper City, any 
Draper City officer, Draper City reviewer, or Draper City employee thereof, for any damages 
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from geologic hazards that result from reliance on this chapter or any administrative 
requirement or decision lawfully made hereunder.  

 

9-19-140: CHANGE OF USE: 

No change in use which results in the conversion of a building or structure from one not 
used for human occupancy to one that is so used shall be permitted unless the building or 
structure complies with the provisions of this chapter.  

 

9-19-150: CONFLICTING REGULATIONS: 

In cases of conflict between the provisions of existing zoning classifications, building code, 
subdivision ordinance, or any other ordinance of Draper City and the geologic hazards 
ordinance codified in this chapter, the most restrictive provision shall apply.  

 

9-19-160: TABLE 1: 

In the event of failure, the following buildings and structures represent a substantial hazard 
to human life: 

1.   Those where more than 300 people congregate in one area; 

2.   Elementary schools, secondary schools, or daycare facilities with an occupancy 
greater than 250; 

3.   Those colleges or adult education facilities with an occupancy greater than 500; 

   4.   Healthcare facilities with an occupancy greater than 50 or more resident patients 
but not having surgery or emergency treatment facilities; 

5.   Jails and detention facilities; 

6.   Any structure with an occupancy greater than 1,000; 

7.   Power generating stations, water treatment or storage for potable water, 
wastewater treatment facilities and other public utility facilities; and 

8.   Those containing toxic or explosive substances that would be dangerous to the 
public if released. 

The following buildings and structures are designated as essential facilities, including, but 
not limited to: 

1.   Hospitals and other care facilities having surgery or emergency treatment facilities; 
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2.   Fire, rescue and police stations and emergency vehicle garages and fueling facilities; 

3.   Designated emergency shelters; 

4.   Designated emergency preparedness, communications, and operation centers and 
other facilities required for emergency response; 

5.   Power generating stations and other public utility facilities required as emergency 
backup facilities for facilities and structures included in this table; 

6.   Structures containing highly toxic materials as defined by the most recently adopted 
version of the IBC; 

7.   Aviation control towers, air traffic centers and emergency aircraft hangars; 

8.   Buildings and other structures having critical national defense functions; and 

9.   Water treatment and storage facilities required to maintain water pressure for fire 
suppression. 

 

9-19-161: APPENDICES: 

 

9-19-161-1: APPENDIX A, GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY AREA MAPS: 
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   PLATE A-1: SURFACE FAULT RUPTURE HAZARD SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP 

  

  

   PLATE A-2: LIQUEFACTION SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP 
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   PLATE A-3: SLOPE STABILITY SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP 

  

  

   PLATE A-4: DEBRIS FLOW SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP 
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   PLATE A-5: ROCKFALL SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAP 

  

  

9-19-161-2: APPENDIX B, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR SURFACE FAULT RUPTURE HAZARD 
STUDIES: 

1.0   INTRODUCTION 

The Wasatch Fault Zone (WFZ) is a major tectonic feature in the western United States, 
extending for about 230 miles from near Fayette, Utah at the south to near Malad, Idaho at 
the north. Surface faulting has occurred along the WFZ in northern Utah throughout late 
Pleistocene and Holocene time (Lund, 1990; Black and others, 2003). "Surface faulting" is 
fault-related offset or displacement of the ground surface that may occur in an earthquake. 

The WFZ consists of a series of normal-slip fault segments with relative movement down to 
the west and up to the east. Ten major fault segments are recognized along the WFZ 
(Machette and others, 1992), which are believed to be independent in regard to their 
potential for surface faulting. These segments have distinct geomorphic expression and are 
clearly visible on aerial photographs. 

In Salt Lake Valley, the WFZ is represented by the Salt Lake City segment which extends for 
23± miles along the eastern edge of the valley (Lund, 1990). A portion of the Salt Lake City 
segment of the WFZ is present within the east part of the City (Personius and Scott, 1992; 
Machette, 1992). 
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Repeated Holocene movement has been well documented along the Salt Lake City 
segment. Studies along Wasatch Boulevard near the mouth of Little Cottonwood Canyon 
and at South Fork Dry Creek indicate at least four major earthquake events in the last 6,000 
years (Black and others, 2003). 

If a fault were to break the ground surface beneath a building, significant damage could 
occur, perhaps resulting in injuries or loss of life. To reduce risk from surface-fault-rupture 
hazards and to protect public health and safety, the City has defined Surface-Fault-Rupture 
Special Study Areas, Quaternary faults located within the Surface-Fault-Rupture Special 
Study Areas should be considered active until proven otherwise. 

To ensure that buildings are not sited across Holocene-age (active) faults, the Draper City 
Geologic Hazards Ordinance (Article 4, chapter 9-19 of the Draper City Municipal Code) 
requires a site-specific geologic investigation of the portion of the property situated within 
the Surface-Fault-Rupture Special Study Area. The primary purposes of the geologic 
investigation are to assess the surface fault rupture potential of the property and to assess 
the suitability of the property for the proposed development from the standpoint of 
surface fault rupture. If a fault is discovered and determined (or presumed) to be 
Holocene- age (i.e., "active"), appropriate building setbacks from the fault are required such 
that structures are not located astride the fault trace. Building setbacks must be 
established prior to development of sites located within the Surface-Fault-Rupture Special 
Study Area. 

A site-specific surface-fault-rupture-hazard study includes a field investigation (usually 
involving the excavation and geologic documentation of a trench) and report. This 
appendix describes the minimum standards required by the City for surface- fault-rupture-
hazard studies. 

The purpose of establishing minimum standards for surface fault rupture hazard studies is 
to: 

(a)   Protect the health, safety, welfare, and property of the public by minimizing the 
potentially adverse effects of surface fault rupture and related hazards; 

(b)   Assist property owners and land developers within the Surface-Fault-Rupture Special 
Study Area in conducting reasonable and adequate studies; 

(c)   Provide consulting engineering geologists with a common basis for preparing 
proposals, conducting investigations, and recommending setbacks; and, 

(d)   Provide an objective framework for review of fault study report. 

The procedures outlined herein are intended to provide the developer and consulting 
engineering geologist with an outline of appropriate exploration methods, standardized 
report information, and expectations of the City. 
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These standards constitute the minimum level of effort required in conducting surface-
fault-rupture-hazard special studies in the City. Considering the complexity of evaluating 
surface and near- surface faults, additional effort beyond the minimum standards may be 
required at some sites to adequately address the fault hazard. The information presented 
herein does not relieve the engineering geologist from his/her duty to perform additional 
geologic or engineering services he/she believes are necessary to assess the fault rupture 
potential at a site. 

1.1   References and Sources 

The minimum standards presented herein were developed from the following sources: 

(a)   Guidelines for Evaluating Surface Fault Rupture Hazards in Utah (AEG, 1987). 

(b)   Guidelines to geologic and seismic reports, (CDMG, 1986a). 

(c)   Guidelines for preparing engineering geologic reports (CDMG, 1986b). 

(d)   Guidelines for Evaluating Potential Surface Fault Rupture/Land Subsidence Hazards in 
Nevada (Nevada Earthquake Safety Council, 1998). 

(e)   Fault Setback Requirements to Reduce Fault Rupture Hazards in Salt Lake County 
(Batatian and Nelson, 1999). 

(f)   Salt Lake County Geologic Hazards Ordinance (2002). 

(g)   Draper City geologic hazard ordinance (2003). 

(h)   Guidelines for evaluating surface-fault-rupture hazards in Utah: Christenson and 
others (2003). 

1.2   Properties Requiring a Fault Investigation 

A fault study is required, prior to approval of any land use, for properties situated within 
Surface Fault Rupture Study Areas, as shown on the Surface Fault Rupture Study Area map 
(Plate A-1). This map identifies known active faults in the City, and defines special study 
areas where site-specific geologic investigations are required. Development of any parcel 
within a Surface Fault Rupture Study Areas requires submittal and review of a site- specific 
fault study prior to receiving a land use or building permit from the City. It is the 
responsibility of the applicant to retain a qualified engineering geologist to perform the 
fault study (see Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance 9-19). 

In addition, a fault investigation may be required if on site or nearby fault-related features 
not shown on the Surface Fault Rupture Study Area map are identified during the course of 
other geologic or geotechnical studies performed on or near the site or during 
construction. 
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2.0   MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR FAULT STUDIES 

Following are the minimum standards for a comprehensive fault investigation. Fault 
investigations may be reported in conjunction with other geological and geotechnical 
investigations, or may be submitted separately. See Draper City Geologic Hazards 
Ordinance (9-19) for supplemental requirements. 

2.1   Scoping Meeting 

The developer's consultant must schedule a scoping meeting with the City to evaluate the 
fault investigation approach. At this meeting, the consultant should present a site plan that 
includes: proposed building locations (if known); expected fault location(s) and orientation; 
and the proposed trench locations, orientation, length, and depth (see section 2.3, Fault 
Investigation Method). The investigative approach should allow for flexibility due to 
unexpected site conditions; field findings may require modifications to the work plan. 

2.2   Fault Investigation Method 

Inherent in fault study methods is the assumption that future faulting will recur along pre-
existing faults and in a manner consistent with past displacement. The focus of fault 
investigations is therefore to accurately locate existing faults. If faults are documented, the 
investigation shall also 1) evaluate the age of movement along the fault trace(s), and 2) 
estimate amounts of past displacement, which is required in order to derive fault setbacks. 

2.2.1   Previous Studies and Aerial Photograph Review 

A fault investigation shall include review of available literature pertinent to the site and 
vicinity, including previous published and unpublished geologic/soils reports, and 
interpretation of available stereo-paired aerial photographs. The photographs reviewed 
should include more than one set and should include pre-urbanization aerial photographs, 
if available. Efforts must be made to accurately plot the locations of mapped or inferred 
fault traces on the property as shown by previous studies in the area. 

2.2.2   Exploration Methods 

Subsurface exploration consisting of trenching is required. The engineering geologist shall 
clean and document ("log") trench exposures as described in section 2.3.5. Existing faults 
may also be identified and mapped in the field by direct observation of young, fault-related 
geomorphic features, and by examination of aerial photographs. When trenching is not 
feasible (i.e., the presence of shallow ground water, excessive thickness of fill, etc.), 
supplemental methods such as closely spaced Cone Penetration Test (CPT) soundings may 
be employed. Such supplemental methods must be discussed with the City prior to 
implementation and should be clearly described in the report. 

In lieu of conventional trenching or the CPT method, an alternative subsurface exploration 
program may be acceptable, depending upon site conditions. Such a program may consist 
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of a sufficient number of closely spaced downhole-logged bucket-auger borings, 
geophysical exploration techniques, or a combination of techniques. 

When an alternative exploration program is proposed, a written description of the 
proposed exploration program along with an exploration plan should be submitted to the 
City for review, prior to the exploration. The plan must include, at a minimum, a map of 
suitable scale showing the site limits, surface geologic conditions within several thousand 
feet of the site boundary, the location and type of the proposed alternative subsurface 
exploration, and the anticipated earth materials present at depth on the site. 

The actual subsurface exploration program to be used on any specific parcel will be 
determined on an individual basis, considering the current state of technical knowledge 
about the fault zone and information gained from previous exploration on adjacent or 
nearby parcels. At all times, consideration must be given to safety, and trenching should 
comply with all applicable safety regulations. 

2.2.3   Trench Siting 

Exploratory trenches must be oriented approximately perpendicular to the anticipated 
trend of known fault traces. The trenches shall provide the minimum footage of trenching 
necessary to explore the portion of the property situated in the surface- fault-rupture 
special study area, such that the potential for surface fault rupture may be adequately 
assessed. When trenching to determine if faults might affect a proposed building site, the 
trench should extend beyond the building footprint at least the minimum setback distance 
for the building type (see Table A-1). 

Test pits or potholes alone are neither adequate nor acceptable. In some instances more 
than one trench may be required to cover the entire building area, particularly if the 
proposed development involves more than one building. Where feasible, trenches shall be 
located outside the proposed building footprint, as the trench is generally backfilled 
without compaction, which could lead to differential settlement beneath the footings. 
Supplemental trenching may be required in order to: 1) further refine fault locations (or the 
absence thereof); 2) accurately define building restriction areas, and/or; 3) provide 
additional exposures for evaluating the age of movement along fault traces. 

2.2.4   Location Determination 

All trenches and fault locations must be surveyed by a registered professional land 
surveyor. Fault locations should be surveyed with an accuracy of about 0.1 foot or better, 
so that structural setbacks can be developed. 

2.2.5   Depth of Excavation 

The depth of the trenches will ultimately depend on the trench location, occurrence of 
ground water, stability of subsurface deposits, and the geologic age of the subsurface 
geologic units. As a minimum, however, trenches shall extend substantially below the A 
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and B soil horizons and well into distinctly bedded Pleistocene-age materials, if possible. 
Where possible, the trenches should extend below Holocene deposits and should expose 
contacts between Holocene materials and the underlying older materials. 

Appropriate safety measures pertaining to trench safety for ingress, egress, and working in 
or in the vicinity of the trench must be implemented and maintained. It is the responsibility 
of the person in the field directing trench excavation to ensure that fault trenches are 
excavated in compliance with current Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
excavation safety regulations. 

Trench backfilling methods and procedures should be documented in order to establish 
whether additional corrective excavation, backfilling, and compaction should be performed 
at the time of site grading. 

In cases where Holocene (i.e., active) faults may be present, but pre-Holocene deposits are 
below the practical limit of excavation, the trenches must extend at least through 
sediments that are clearly older than several fault recurrence intervals. The practical 
limitations of the trenching must be acknowledged in the report and recommendations 
must reflect resulting uncertainties. 

2.2.6   Documenting Trench Exposures 

Trench walls shall be cleaned of debris and backhoe smear prior to documentation. Trench 
logs shall be carefully drawn in the field at a minimum scale of 1-inch equals 5-feet (1:60) 
following standard and accepted fault trench investigation practices. Vertical and horizontal 
control must be used and shown on trench logs. Trench logs must document all significant 
geologic information from the trench and should graphically represent the geologic units 
observed; see section 2.6.3(E). The strike, dip, and net vertical displacement (or minimum 
displacement) of faults must be noted. 

2.2.7   Age Dating 

The engineering geologist shall interpret the ages of geologic units exposed in the trench. 
When necessary, radiocarbon or other age determinations methods shall be used. If 
evidence of faulting is documented, efforts shall be made to date the time of latest 
movement (to determine whether recent (Holocene) displacement has occurred) using 
appropriate geologic and/or soil stratigraphic dating techniques. When necessary, obtain 
radiocarbon or other age determinations. If soil stratigraphic dating techniques are used, a 
geologist experienced in using the techniques and soil- development rates in the area 
should perform them. 

Many of the surficial deposits within Salt Lake Valley were deposited during the last pluvial 
lake cycle, referred to as the Bonneville lake cycle. Although late-stage Bonneville lake cycle 
sediments do not correspond to the Pleistocene-Holocene boundary (i.e., Bonneville lake 
cycle deposits are older than 10,000 years old), for purposes of evaluating fault activity, 
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these deposits provide a useful regional datum (particularly so when the entire Holocene 
sequence of sediments is not present). 

For practical purposes, and due to documented Holocene displacement along the Salt Lake 
segment of the Wasatch fault, any fault which displaces late-stage Bonneville Lake Cycle 
deposits should be considered active unless the Bonneville deposits are overlain by clearly 
unfaulted early Holocene-age deposits. Conversely, the presence of demonstrably 
unbroken, undeformed, and stratigraphically continuous Bonneville sediments constitutes 
reasonable geologic evidence for the absence of active faulting. 

2.3   Field Review 

A field review by the City is required during exploratory trenching. The applicant must 
provide a minimum of 48-hours notice to schedule the field review with the City. The 
trenches should be open, safe, cleaned, and a preliminary log completed at the time of the 
review. The field review allows the City to evaluate the subsurface data (i.e., age and type of 
sediments; presence/absence of faulting, etc.) with the consultant. Discussions about 
questionable features or an appropriate setback distance are encouraged, but the City will 
not help log the trench, explain the stratigraphy, or give verbal approval of the proposed 
development during the field review. 

2.4   Recommendations for Fault Setbacks 

To address wide discrepancies in fault setback recommendations, the City has adopted the 
fault setback calculation methodology for normal faults of Batatian and Nelson (1999) and 
Christenson and others (2003). The consultant should use this method to establish the 
recommended fault setback for critical facilities and structures designed for human 
occupancy. If another fault setback method is used, the consultant must provide 
justification in the report for the method used. Faults and fault setbacks must be clearly 
identified on site plans and maps. 

Minimum setbacks are based on the type and occupancy of the proposed structures (see 
Table A-1). A setback should be calculated using the formulas presented below, and then 
compared to the minimum setback established in Table A-1. The greater of the two shall be 
used as the setback. Minimum setbacks apply to both the hanging wall and footwall blocks. 

Top of slope and/or toe of slope setbacks required by the local Building Code must also be 
considered; again, the greater setback must be used. 

Downthrown Fault Block (Hanging Wall) 

The fault setback for the downthrown block will be calculated using the following formula: 
S = U (2D + F/tan) where: 
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S = Setback within which structures for human occupancy are not permitted; 

U = Criticality Factor, based on the proposed occupancy of the structure (see Table A-
1) 

D = Expected fault displacement per event (assumed to be equal to the net vertical 
displacement measured for each past event) 

F = Maximum depth of footing or subgrade portion of the building 
 = Dip of the fault (degrees) 

  

Upthrown Fault Block (Footwall) 

The dip of the fault and depth of the subgrade portion of the structure are irrelevant in 
calculating the setback on the upthrown fault block. Therefore, the setback for the 
upthrown side of the fault will be calculated as: 

S = U x 2D 

The setback is measured from the portion of the building closest to the fault, whether 
subgrade or above grade. Minimum setbacks apply as discussed above. 

2.5   Small Displacement Faults 

Small-displacement faults are not categorically exempt from setback requirements. Some 
faults having less than 4 inches (100 mm) of displacement ("small displacement faults") 
may be exempt from setback requirements. 

Specific structural risk-reduction options such as foundation reinforcement may be 
acceptable for some small-displacement faults in lieu of setbacks. Structural options must 
minimize structural damage. 

Fault studies must still identify faults and fault displacements (both net vertical 
displacements and horizontal extension across the fault or fault zone), and consider the 
possibility that future displacement amounts may exceed past amounts. If structural risk-
reduction measures are proposed for small displacement faults, the following criteria must 
be addressed: 

(a)   Reasonable geologic data indicating that future surface displacement along the 
particular fault will not exceed 4 inches. 

(b)   Specific structural mitigation to minimize structural damage. 

(c)   A structural engineer must provide appropriate designs and the City shall review the 
designs. 

2.6   Required Outline for Surface Fault Rupture Hazard Studies 
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The information described herein may be presented as a separate surface-fault-rupture-
potential report or it may be incorporated within other geology or engineering reports that 
may be required for the property. 

The report shall contain a conclusion regarding the potential risk of surface fault rupture 
on the subject property and a statement addressing the suitability of the proposed 
development from a surface-fault-rupture-hazard perspective. If exploration determines 
that there is a potential for surface rupture due to faulting, or if gradational contacts or 
other uncertainties associated with the exploration methods preclude the determination of 
absence of small fault offsets, the report should provide estimates of the amplitude of fault 
offsets that might affect habitable structures. 

Surface-fault-rupture-hazard reports submitted to the City are expected to follow the 
outline and address the subjects presented below. However, variations in site conditions 
may require that additional items be addressed, or permit some of the subjects to be 
omitted (except as noted). 

2.6.1.   Report 

(a)   Purpose and scope of work: The report shall contain a clear and concise statement of 
the purpose of the investigation and the scope of work performed for the investigation. 

(b)   Geologic and tectonic setting: The report shall contain a clear and concise statement of 
the general geologic and tectonic setting of the site vicinity. The section should include a 
discussion of active faults in the area, paleoseismicity of the relevant fault system(s), and 
should reference relevant published and unpublished geologic literature. 

(c)   Site description and conditions: The report shall include information on geologic units, 
graded and filled areas, vegetation, existing structures, and other factors that may affect 
site development, choice of investigative methods, and the interpretation of data. 

(d)   Methods of investigation: 

(1)   Review of published and unpublished maps, literature and records concerning geologic 
units, faults, surface and ground water, and other factors. 

(2)   Stereoscopic interpretation of aerial photographs to detect fault-related topography, 
vegetation or soil contrasts, and other lineaments of possible fault origin. Reference the 
photograph source, date, flightline numbers, and scale. Salt Lake County has an excellent 
collection of stereoscopic aerial photographs dating back to 1937 (including 1937, 1940, 
1958, 1964, and 1985). 

(3)   Observations of surface features, both on-site and off site, including mapping of 
geologic and soil units; geomorphic features such as scarps, springs, and seeps (aligned or 
not); faceted spurs, offset ridges or drainages; and geologic structures. Locations and 
relative ages of other possible earthquake-induced features such as sand blows, lateral 
spreads, liquefaction, and ground settlement should be mapped and described. Slope 
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failures, although they may not be conclusively tied to earthquake causes, should also be 
noted. 

(4)   Subsurface investigations: The report shall include a description of the program of 
subsurface exploration, including trench logs, purpose of trench locations, and a summary 
of trenching or other detailed, direct observation of continuously exposed geologic units, 
soils, and geologic structures. All trench logs shall be at a scale of at least 1-inch equals five-
feet. 

The report must describe the criteria used to evaluate the ages of the deposits 
encountered in the trench, and clearly evaluate the presence or absence of active 
(Holocene) faulting. 

(e)   Conclusions: Conclusions must be supported by adequate data and shall contain, at a 
minimum: 

(1)   Summary of data upon which conclusions are based. 

(2)   Location of active faults, including orientation and geometry of faults, amount of net 
slip along faults, anticipated future offset, and delineation of setback areas. 

(3)   Degree of confidence in and limitations of data and conclusions. 

(f)   Recommendations: Recommendations must be supported by adequate geologic data 
and appropriate reasoning behind each statement. Minimum recommendations shall 
include: 

(1)   Recommended setback distances per section 2.5. Supporting calculations must be 
included. Faults and setbacks must be shown on site maps and final recorded plat maps. 

(2)   Other recommended building restrictions or use limitations (i.e., placement of 
detached garages, swimming pools, or other non-habitable structures). 

(3)   Need for additional or future studies to confirm buildings are not sited across active 
faults, such as inspection of building footing or foundation excavations by the consultant. 

2.6.2.   Report References 

Reports must include citations of literature and records used in the study, referenced aerial 
photographs or images interpreted (air-photo source, date and flight number, scale), and 
any other sources of data and information, including well logs, personal communications, 
etc. 

2.6.3.   Illustrations: 

At a minimum, reports must include the following illustrations: 

(a)   Location Map: A site location map depicting topographic and geographic features and 
other pertinent data. Generally a 1:24,000-scale USGS topographic base map will suffice. 
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(b)   Geologic Map: A regional-scale map (1:24,000 to 1:50,000 scale) is generally adequate. 
Depending on site complexity, a site-scale geologic map (1 inch = 200 ft or more detailed) 
may also be necessary. The map should show Quaternary and bedrock geologic units, 
faults, seeps or springs, soil or bedrock slumps, and other geologic and soil features 
existing on and adjacent to the project site. Geologic cross-sections may be included as 
needed to illustrate 3-dimensional relationships. 

(c)   Site Plan: A detailed site plan is required. The site plan should be at a scale of at least 1 
inch = 200 feet (or more detailed) and should clearly show site boundaries, proposed 
building footprints, existing structures, streets, slopes, drainages, exploratory trenches, 
boreholes, test pits, geophysical traverses, and any other data pertinent data. 

(d)   Site Specific Fault Map: If faulting is documented at a parcel, the report shall include a 
site-specific fault map. The fault map should be at a scale of at least 1 inch = 200 feet and 
should clearly show the surveyed locations of trenches (and any other exploratory 
techniques), surveyed location(s) of faults documented in the trenches, inferred location of 
the faults between trenches, recommended fault setback distance on each side of the 
faults, topographic contours, and proposed building locations, if known. 

(e)   Exploratory Trench Logs: Trench logs are required for each trench excavated as part of 
the study. Trench logs shall accurately depict all observed geologic features and conditions. 
Trench logs shall not be generalized or diagrammatic. The minimum scale is 1 inch = 5 feet 
(1:60) with no vertical exaggeration. Trench logs must accurately reflect the features 
observed in the trench (see section 2.3.6). 

   Trench logs shall include: trench orientation and indication of which trench wall was 
logged; trench top and bottom; stratigraphic contacts; stratigraphic unit descriptions 
including lithology, USCS soil classification, genesis (geologic origin), age, and contact 
descriptions; soil (pedogenic) horizons; marker beds; and deformation or offset of 
sediments, faults, and fissures. Other features of tectonic significance such as buried scarp 
free-faces, colluvial wedges, in-filled soil cracks, drag folds, rotated clasts, lineations, and 
liquefaction features including dikes, sand blows, etc. should also be shown. 
Interpretations of the age and origin of the deposits and any faulting or deformation must 
be included, based on depositional sequence. Fault orientation and geometry (strike and 
dip), and amount of net displacement must be measured and noted. 

(f)   Exploratory boreholes and CPT soundings: Should boreholes or CPT soundings be 
utilized as part of the investigation, reports shall include the logs of the borings/soundings. 
Borehole logs must include lithology descriptions, interpretations of geologic origin, USCS 
soil classification or other standardized engineering soil classification (include an 
explanation of the classification scheme), sample intervals, penetrative resistance values, 
static ground-water depths and dates measured, total depth of borehole, and identity of 
the person logging the borehole. Electronic copies of CPT data files should be provided to 
the City's reviewer, upon request. 
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(g)   Geophysical data: All geophysical data, showing stratigraphic interpretations and fault 
locations, must be included in the report, along with correlations to trench or borehole logs 
to confirm interpretations. 

(h)   Photographs: Photographs of scarps, trench walls, or other features that enhance 
understanding of site conditions and fault-related conditions are not required but should 
be included when deemed appropriate. Composited, rectified digital photographs of trench 
walls may be used as background for trench logs, but features as outlined in section F 
above must still be delineated. 
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TABLE A-1 
SETBACK RECOMMENDATIONS AND CRITICALITY FACTORS (U) FOR IBC OCCUPANCY 
CLASSES 
(International Code Council, 2003) 
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Class 
(IBC) 

Occupancy Group Criticality U Minimum 
Setback 

Class 
(IBC) 

Occupancy Group Criticality U Minimum 
Setback 

A Assembly 2 2.0 25 feet 

B Business 2 2.0 20 feet 

E Educational 1 3.0 50 feet 

F Factory/Industrial 2 2.0 20 feet 

H High hazard 1 3.0 50 feet 

I Institutional 1 3.0 50 feet 

M Mercantile 2 2.0 20 feet 

R Residential (R-1, R-2, R-4) 2 2.0 20 feet 

R-3 Residential (R-3, includes single family 
homes) 

3 1.5 15 feet 

S Storage - 1 0 

U Utility and misc. - 1 0 

  Table A-2 1 3.0 50 feet 
     

  

TABLE A-2 
ADDITIONAL STRUCTURES REQUIRING GEOLOGIC INVESTIGATION 

Buildings and other structures that represent a substantial hazard to human life in the 
event of failure, but not limited to: 

1.   Buildings and other structures where more than 300 people congregate in one area. 

2.   Buildings and other structures with elementary school, secondary school or day care 
facilities with occupancy greater than 250. 

3.   Buildings and other structures with occupancy greater than 500 for colleges or adult 
education facilities. 

4.   Health care facilities with occupancy greater than 50 or more resident patients but not 
having surgery or emergency treatment facilities. 

5.   Jails and detention facilities. 

6.   Any other occupancy with occupancy greater than 1000. 
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7.   Power generating stations, water treatment or storage for potable water, waste water 
treatment facilities and other public utility facilities. 

8.   Buildings and other structures containing sufficient quantities of toxic or explosive 
substances to be dangerous to the public if released. 

Buildings and other structures designed as essential facilities including, but not limited to: 

1.   Hospitals and other care facilities having surgery or emergency treatment facilities. 

2.   Fire, rescue and police stations and emergency vehicle garages and fueling facilities. 

3.   Designated emergency shelters. 

4.   Designated emergency preparedness, communications, and operation centers and 
other facilities required for emergency response. 

5.   Power-generating stations and other public utility facilities required as emergency 
backup facilities for facilities and structures included in this table. 

6.   Structures containing highly toxic materials as defined by the most recently adopted 
version of the IBC where the quantity of the material exceeds the maximum allowable 
quantities defined by the most recently adopted version of the IBC. 

7.   Aviation control towers, air traffic centers and emergency aircraft hangars. 

8.   Buildings and other structures having critical national defense functions. 

9.   Water treatment and storage facilities required to maintain water pressure for fire 
suppression. 

 

9-19-161-3: APPENDIX C, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR SLOPE STABILITY ANALYSIS: 

1.0   INTRODUCTION 

The procedures outlined herein are intended to provide consultants with a general outline 
for performing quantitative slope stability analyses and to clarify the expectations of 
Draper City. These standards constitute the minimum level of effort required in conducting 
quantitative slope stability analyses in Draper City. Considering the complexity inherent in 
performing slope stability analyses, additional effort beyond the minimum standards 
presented herein may be required at some sites to adequately address slope stability. The 
information presented herein does not relieve consultants of their duty to perform 
additional geologic or engineering analyses they believe are necessary to assess the 
stability of slopes at a site. 

The evaluation of landslides generally requires quantitative slope stability analyses. 
Therefore, the standards presented herein are directly applicable to landslide investigation, 
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and also constitute the minimum level of effort when performing landslide investigations. 
This appendix does not address debris flows (see appendix E) or rock falls (see appendix F). 

The purposes for establishing minimum standards for slope stability analyses are to: 

(a)   Protect the health, safety, welfare, and property of the public by minimizing the 
potentially adverse effects of unstable slopes and related hazards; 

(b)   Assist property owners and land developers in conducting reasonable and adequate 
studies; 

(c)   Provide consulting engineering geologists and geotechnincal engineers with a common 
basis for preparing proposals, conducting investigations, and mitigation; and, 

(d)   Provide an objective framework for regulatory review of slope stability reports. 

1.1   References and Sources 

The minimum standards presented herein were developed, in part, from the following 
sources: 

(a)   Guidelines for Evaluating Landslide Hazards in Utah (Hylland, 1996). 

(b)   Recommended Procedures for Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117, 
Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Landslide Hazards in California (Blake et al., 2002). 

(c)   CDMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating Landslide 
Hazards in California 

(d)   Salt Lake County Geologic Hazards Ordinance (2002). 

(e)   Holladay City, Utah Natural Hazards Areas Provision (2006). 

(f)   Cottonwood Heights, Utah Code of Ordinances (2005). 

(g)   Centerville City Planning and Zoning Ordinance, section 12-330-2 Hillside Overlay 
District (1995). 

(h)   City of Camarillo, California 2003 Guidelines for the preparation of geotechnical and 
geologic studies, prepared by Fugro, dated June 18, 2003. 

(i)   City of Palmdale, California, Guidelines for preparation of geotechnical reports, 
prepared by GeoDynamics, Inc., dated April 2006 (draft copy). 

(j)   City of Malibu, California, Guidelines for the preparation of engineering geologic and 
geotechnical engineering reports and procedure for report submittal, prepared by Bing Yen 
and Associates) dated April, 2006. 
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1.2   Areas Requiring Slope Stability Analyses 

Slope stability analyses shall be performed for all sites located within the Slope Stability 
Study Area Map (Plate A-3) and for all slopes that may be affected by the proposed 
development which meet the following criteria: 

(a)   Cut and/or fill slopes steeper than about 2 horizontal (h) to 1 vertical (v). 

(b)   Natural slopes steeper than or equal to 3 horizontal (h) to 1 vertical (v). 

(c)   Natural and cut slopes with potentially adverse geologic conditions (e.g., bedding, 
foliation, or other structural features that are potentially adverse to the stability of the 
slope). 

(d)   Natural and cut slopes which include a geologic hazard such as a landslide, irrespective 
of the slope height or slope gradient. 

(e)   Buttresses and stability fills. 

(f)   Cut, fill, or natural slopes of water-retention basins or flood-control channels. 

(g)   In hillside areas (Plate A-3), investigations shall address the potential for surficial 
instability, debris/mudflows (see Appendix E), rock falls (see Appendix F), and soil creep on 
all slopes that may affect the proposed development or be affected by the proposed 
development. 

(h)   When evaluating site conditions to determine the need for slope stability analyses, off-
property conditions shall be considered (both up-slope to the top(s) of adjacent ascending 
slopes and down-slope to and beyond the toe(s) of adjacent descending slopes). Also, the 
consultant shall demonstrate that the proposed hillside development will not affect 
adjacent sites or limit adjacent property owners' ability to develop their sites. 

1.3   Roles of Engineering Geologist and Engineering 

The investigation of the static and seismic stability of slopes is an interdisciplinary practice. 
To provide greater assurance that the hazards are properly identified, assessed, and 
mitigated, involvement of both an engineering geologist and geotechnical engineer is 
required. Analyses shall be performed only by or under the direct supervision of licensed 
professionals, qualified and competent in their respective area of practice. An engineering 
geologist shall provide appropriate input to the geotechnical engineer with respect to the 
potential impact of the geology, stratigraphy, and hydrologic conditions on the stability of 
the slope. The shear strength and other geotechnical earth material properties shall be 
evaluated by the geotechnical engineer. Qualified engineering geologists, geological 
engineers and geotechnical engineers may assess and quantitatively evaluate slope 
stability. However, the geotechnical engineer shall perform all design stability calculations. 
Ground motion parameters for use in seismic stability analysis may be provided by either 
the engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer. 
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1.4   Minimum Qualifications of the Licensed Professional 

Slope stability analyses must be performed by qualified engineering geologists and 
qualified geotechnical engineers (see sections 9-19-050 and 9-19-060 of the Draper City 
Geologic Hazards Ordinance, chapter 9-19). 

2.0   GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

Except for the derivation of the input ground motion for pseudostatic and seismic 
deformation analyses (see section 12), slope stability analyses and evaluations should be 
performed in general accordance with the latest version of Recommended Procedures for 
Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for Analyzing and Mitigating 
Landslide Hazards in California (Blake et al., 2002). Procedures for developing input ground 
motions to be used in Draper City are described in section 12.1. See Draper City Geologic 
Hazard Ordinance, chapter 9-19, for supplemental requirements. 

3.0   SUBMITTALS 

Submittals for review shall include boring logs; geologic cross sections; trench and test pit 
logs; laboratory data (particularly shear strength test results, including individual stress- 
deformation plots from direct shear tests); discussions pertaining to how idealized 
subsurface conditions and shear strength parameters used for analyses were developed; 
analytical results, including computer output files (if requested); and summaries of the 
slope stability analyses and conclusions regarding slope stability. 

Subsurface geologic and groundwater conditions must be illustrated on geologic cross 
sections and must be utilized by the geotechnical engineer for the slope stability analyses. 
If on-site sewage or storm water disposal exists or is proposed, the slope stability analyses 
shall include the effects of the effluent plume on slope stability. 

The results of any slope stability analyses must be submitted with pertinent backup 
documentation (i.e., calculations, computer output, etc.). Printouts of input data, output 
data (if requested), and graphical plots must be submitted for each computer-aided slope 
stability analysis. In addition, input data files, recorded on diskettes, CDs, or other 
electronic media may be requested to facilitate the City's review. 

4.0   FACTORS OF SAFETY 

The minimum acceptable static factor of safety is 1.5 for both gross and surficial slope 
stability. The minimum acceptable factor of safety for a calibrated pseudostatic analysis is 
1.0 using the method of Stewart and others (2003) (see section 12.2). 

5.0   LANDSLIDES 

The evaluation of landslides generally requires quantitative slope stability analyses. 
Therefore, the standards presented herein are directly applicable to landslide investigation, 
and also constitute the minimum level of effort when performing landslide investigations. 
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Evaluation of landslides shall be performed in the preliminary phase of hillside 
developments. Where landslides are present or suspected, sufficient subsurface 
exploration will be required to determine the basic geometry and stability of the landslide 
mass and the required stabilization measures. The depth of geologic exploration shall 
consider the regional geologic structure, the likely failure mode of the suspected failure, 
and past geomorphic conditions. 

6.0   SITE INVESTIGATION AND GEOLOGIC STUDIES 

Adequate evaluation of slope stability for a given site requires thorough and 
comprehensive geologic and geotechnical engineering studies. These studies are a crucial 
component in the evaluation of slope stability. Geologic mapping and subsurface 
exploration are normal parts of field investigation. Samples of earth materials are routinely 
obtained during subsurface exploration for geotechnical testing in the laboratory to 
determine the shear strength parameters and other pertinent engineering properties. 

In general, geologic studies for slope stability consist of the following fundamental phases: 

(a)   Study and review of published and unpublished geologic information (both regional 
and site specific). 

(b)   Review and interpretation of available stereoscopic and oblique aerial photographs, 
DEMs, and LiDAR. 

(c)   Geologic field mapping, including, but not necessarily limited to, measurement of 
bedding, foliation, fracture, and fault attitudes and other parameters. 

(d)   Documentation and evaluation of subsurface groundwater conditions (including 
effects of seasonal and longer-term natural fluctuations as well as landscape irrigation), 
surface water, on-site sewage disposal, and/or storm water disposal. 

(e)   Subsurface exploration. 

(f)   Analysis of the geologic failure mechanisms that could occur at the site (e.g., mode of 
failure and construction of the critical geologic cross sections). 

(g)   Presentation and analysis of the data, including an evaluation of the potential impact of 
geologic conditions on the project. 

Geologic/geotechnical reports shall demonstrate that each of these phases has been 
adequately performed and that the information obtained has been considered and 
logically evaluated. Minimum criteria for the performance of each phase are described and 
discussed in Blake and others (2002). 

7.0   SUBSURFACE EXPLORATION 

The purpose of subsurface exploration is to identify potentially significant geologic 
materials and structures at a site and to provide samples for detailed laboratory 

225



characterization of materials from potentially critical zones. Subsurface exploration is 
almost always required and may be performed by a number of widely known techniques 
such as bucket-auger borings, conventional small-diameter borings, cone penetration 
testing (CPT), test pits, trenches, and/or geophysical techniques (see section 4.2 of Blake et 
al., 2002). A discussion of the applicability of some subsurface exploration techniques 
follows. 

7.1   Trenching 

Subsurface exploration consisting of trenching has proven, in some cases, to be necessary 
when uncertainty exists regarding whether or not a particular landform is a landslide. Care 
must be exercised with this exploration method because landslides characteristically 
contain relatively large blocks of intact geologic units, which in a trench exposure could give 
the false impression that the geologic unit is "in-place." Although limited to a depth of 
about 15 feet below existing grades, trenching has also proven to be a useful technique for 
verifying margins of landslides, although the geometry of a landslide can generally be 
readily determined from evaluation of stereoscopic aerial photographs. Once a landslide is 
identified, conventional subsurface exploration drilling techniques will be required (see 
section 7.2 and 7.3). Slope stability analyses based solely on data obtained from trenches 
will not be accepted. 

7.2   Methods for Bedded Formations 

Conventional subsurface exploration techniques involving continuous core drilling with an 
oriented core barrel, test pits, and deep bucket-auger borings may be used to assess the 
subsurface soil and geologic conditions, particularly for geologic units with inclined bedding 
that includes weak layers. 

Although not commonly utilized in Utah, a 24-inch-diameter bucket-auger-boring with 
down-hole logging can provide valuable data (provided the consultant has determined the 
drill hole is safe to enter). The evaluation of safety of the proposed subsurface exploration 
program will be the responsibility of the consultant. 

Particular attention must be paid to the presence or absence of weak layers (e.g., clay, 
claystone, silt, shale, or siltstone units) during the exploration. Unless adequately 
demonstrated (through comprehensive and detailed subsurface exploration) that weak 
(clay, claystone, silt, shale, or siltstone) layers (even as thin as 1/16-inch or less) are not 
present, a weak layer shall be assumed to possibly occur anywhere in the stratigraphic 
profile (i.e., ubiquitous weak clay beds). 

The depth of the subsurface exploration must be sufficient to assess the conditions at or 
below the level of the deepest potential failure surface possessing a factor of 1.5 or less. A 
preliminary slope stability analysis may need to be performed to assist in the planning of 
the subsurface exploration program. 
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7.3   Other Geologic Units 

For alluvium, fill materials, or other soil units that do not contain weak interbeds, other 
exploration methods such as small- diameter borings (e.g., rotary wash or hollow-stem-
auger) or cone penetration testing may be suitable. 

8.0   SOIL PARAMETERS 

Soil properties, including unit weight and shear strength parameters (cohesion and friction 
angle), may be based on conventional field and laboratory tests as well as on field 
performance. Where appropriate (i.e., for landslide slip surfaces, along bedding planes, for 
surficial stability analyses, etc.), laboratory tests for saturated, residual shear strengths 
must be performed. Estimation of the shear resistance along bedding (or landslide) planes 
normally requires an evaluation of saturated residual along-bedding-strength values of the 
weakest interbedded (or slide-plane) material encountered during the subsurface 
exploration, or in the absence of sufficient exploration, the weakest material that may be 
present, consistent with site geologic conditions. Strength parameters derived solely from 
CPT data may not be appropriate for slope-stability analysis in some cases, particularly for 
strengths along existing slip surfaces where residual strengths have developed. Additional 
guidance on the selection of strength parameters for slope stability analyses is contained in 
Blake et al. (2002). 

8.1   Residual Shear Strength Parameters 

Residual strength parameters may be determined using the direct shear or ring shear 
testing apparatus; however ring shear tests are preferred. If performed properly, direct 
shear test results may approach ring-shear test results. The soil specimen must be 
subjected to a sufficient amount of deformation (e.g., a significant number of shearing 
cycles in the direct shear test or a significant amount of rotation in the ring shear test) to 
assure that residual strength has been developed. In the direct- shear and ring-shear tests, 
stress-deformation curves can be used to determine when a sufficient number of cycles of 
shearing have been performed by showing that no further significant drop in shear 
strength results with the addition of more cycles or more rotation. The stress-deformation 
curves obtained during the shear tests must be submitted with the other laboratory test 
results. It shall be recognized that for most clayey soils, the residual shear strength 
envelope is curved and passes through the origin (i.e., at zero normal stress there is zero 
shear strength). Any "apparent shear strength" increases resulting from a non- horizontal 
shear surface (i.e., ramping) or "bulldozing" in residual direct shear tests shall be 
discounted in the interpretation of the strength parameters. 

8.2   Interpretation 

The engineer will need to use considerable judgment in the selection of appropriate shear 
test methods and in the interpretation of the results to develop shear strength parameters 
commensurate with slope stability conditions to be evaluated. Scatter plots of shear 
strength data may need to be presented to allow for assessment of idealized parameters. 
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The report shall summarize shear strength parameters used for slope stability analyses 
and describe the methodology used to interpret test results and estimate those 
parameters. 

Peak shear strengths may be used to represent across-bedding failure surfaces or 
compacted fill, in situations where strength degradations are not expected to occur (see 
guidelines in Blake et al., 2002). Where peak strengths cannot be relied upon, fully softened 
(or lower) strengths shall be used. 

Ultimate shear strength parameters shall be used in static slope stability analyses when 
there has not been past deformation. Residual shear strength parameters shall be used in 
static slope stability analyses when there has been past deformation. 

Averaged strength parameters may be appropriate for some across- bedding conditions, if 
sufficient representative samples have been carefully tested. Analyses for along-bedding or 
along- existing-landslide slip surfaces shall be based on lower-bound interpretations of 
residual shear strength parameters and comparison of those results to correlations, such 
as those of Stark and others (2005). 

8.3   Default Soil Parameters 

In the Traverse Mountain area, failure surfaces for known landslides commonly occur 
within the Tertiary volcanics. Those failure surfaces typically are along clay layers formed by 
the in situ alteration of tuff deposits. In cases when the failure surface has been sampled 
and tested, relatively low residual- shear-strength values have been obtained; these values 
are cohesion equal to 0 psf and a friction angles equal to 11 to 12 degrees. Similar values 
have also been reported from the Springhill landslide in North Salt Lake that is in a similar 
tuffaceous volcanic formation of Tertiary age. 

To assist in understanding shear strengths of these materials, the following shear strength 
parameters for landslide failure surfaces and along weak layers within the Tertiary 
volcanics shall be used; cohesion equal to 0 psf and a friction angle equal to 11 degrees, 
unless otherwise demonstrated. If site-specific testing produces lower residual shear 
strength than these values, the site-specific test results should be used. If site-specific 
testing produces higher values, documentation must be provided to demonstrate that the 
weakest materials were retrieved and tested and that the materials retrieved truly 
represent the basal landslide slip surface. 

9.0   SOIL CREEP 

The potential effects of soil creep shall be addressed where any proposed structure is 
planned in close proximity to an existing fill slope or natural slope. The potential effects on 
the proposed development shall be evaluated and mitigation measures proposed, 
including appropriate setback recommendations. Setback recommendations shall consider 
the potential affects of creep forces. 
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All reports in hillside areas shall address the potential for surficial instability, 
debris/mudflow (Appendix E), rock falls (Appendix F), and soil creep on all slopes that may 
affect the proposed development or be affected by the proposed development. Stability of 
slopes along access roads shall be addressed. 

10.0   GROSS STATIC STABILITY 

Gross stability includes rotational and translational deep-seated failures of slopes or 
portions of slopes existing within or outside of but potentially affecting the proposed 
development. The following guidelines, in addition to those in the Blake and others (2002) 
document, shall be followed when evaluating slope stability: 

(a)   Stability shall be analyzed along cross sections depicting the most adverse conditions 
(e.g., highest slope, most adverse bedding planes, shallowest likely ground water table, and 
steepest slope). Often analyses are required for different conditions and for more than one 
cross section to demonstrate which condition is most adverse. When evaluating the 
stability of an existing landslide, analyses must also address the potential for partial 
reactivation. Inclinometers may be used to help determine critical failure surfaces and, 
along with high-resolution GPS, the state of activity of existing landslides. The critical failure 
surfaces on each cross-section shall be identified, evaluated, and plotted on the large-scale 
cross section. 

(b)   If the long-term, static factor of safety is less than 1.5, mitigation measures will be 
required to bring the factor of safety up to the required level or the project may be 
redesigned to achieve a minimum factor of safety of 1.5. 

(c)   The temporary stability of excavations shall be evaluated and mitigation measures shall 
be recommended as necessary to obtain a minimum factor of safety of 1.3. 

(d)   Long-term stability shall be analyzed using the highest known or anticipated 
groundwater level based upon a groundwater assessment performed under the 
requirements of section 6.0. 

(e)   Where back-calculation is appropriate, shear strengths utilized for design shall be no 
higher than the lowest strength computed using back calculation. If a consultant proposes 
to use shear strengths higher than the lowest back- calculated value, justification shall be 
required. Assumptions used in back-calculations regarding pre-sliding topography and 
groundwater conditions at failure must be discussed and justified. 

(f)   Reports shall describe how the shear strength testing methods used are appropriate in 
modeling field conditions and long-term performance of the subject slope. The utilized 
design shear strength values shall be justified with laboratory test data and geologic 
descriptions and history, along with past performance history, if known, of similar 
materials. 
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(g)   Reports shall include shear strength test plots consisting of normal stress versus shear 
resistance (failure envelope). Plots of shear resistance versus displacement shall be 
provided for all residual and fully softened (ultimate) shear tests. 

(h)   The degree of saturation for all test specimens shall be reported. Direct shear tests on 
partially saturated samples may grossly overestimate the cohesion that can be mobilized 
when the material becomes saturated in the field. This potential shall be considered when 
selecting shear strength parameters. If the rate of shear displacement exceeds 0.005 
inches per minute, the consultant shall provide data to demonstrate that the rate is 
sufficiently slow for drained conditions. 

(i)   Shear strength values higher than those obtained through site-specific laboratory tests 
generally will not be accepted. 

(j)   If direct shear or triaxial shear testing is not appropriate to model the strength of highly 
jointed and fractured rock masses, the design strengths shall be evaluated in a manner 
that considers overall rock mass quality and be consistent with rock mechanics practice. 

(k)   Shear strengths used in slope stability analyses shall be evaluated considering the 
natural variability of engineering characteristics inherent in earth materials. Multiple shear 
tests on each site material are likely to be required. 

(l)   Direct shear tests do not always provide realistic strength values (Watry and Lade, 
2000). Correlations between liquid limit, percent clay fraction, and strength (fully softened 
and residual) with published data (e.g., Stark and McCone, 2002) shall be performed to 
verify tested shear strength parameters. Strength values used in analyses that exceed 
those obtained by the correlation must be appropriately justified. 

(m)   Shear strengths for proposed fill slopes shall be evaluated using samples mixed and 
remolded to represent anticipated field conditions. Confirming strength testing may be 
required during grading. 

(n)   Where bedding planes are laterally unsupported on slopes, potential failures along the 
unsupported bedding planes shall be analyzed. Similarly, stability analyses shall be 
performed where bedding planes form a dip-slope or near-dip-slope using composite 
potential failure surfaces that consist of potential slip surfaces along bedding planes in the 
upper portions of the slope in combination with slip surfaces across bedding planes in the 
lower portions of the slope. 

(o)   The stability analysis shall include the effect of expected maximum moisture 
conditions on soil unit weight. 

(p)   For effective stress analyses, measured groundwater conditions adjusted to consider 
likely unfavorable conditions with respect to anticipated future groundwater levels, 
seepage, or pore pressure shall be included in the slope stability analyses. 
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(q)   Tension crack development shall be considered in the analyses of potential failure 
surfaces. The height and location of the tension crack shall be determined by searching. 

(r)   Anticipated surcharge loads as well as external boundary pressures from water shall be 
included in the slope stability evaluations, as deemed appropriate. 

(s)   Analytical chart solutions may be used provided they were developed for conditions 
similar to those being analyzed. Generally though, computer-aided searching techniques 
shall be used, so that the potential failure surface with the lowest factor of safety can be 
located. Examples of typical searching techniques are illustrated on figures 9.1a through 
9.1f in Blake and others (2002). However, verification of the reasonableness of the 
analytical results is the responsibility of the geotechnical engineer and/or engineering 
geologist. 

(t)   The critical potential failure surface used in the analysis may be composed of circles, 
wedges, planes, or other shapes considered to yield the minimum factor of safety most 
appropriate for the geologic site conditions. The critical potential failure surface having the 
lowest factor of safety with respect to shearing resistance must be sought. Both the lowest 
factor of safety and the critical failure surface shall be documented. 

11.0   SURFICIAL STABILITY OF SLOPES 

Surficial slope stability refers to slumping and sliding of near- surface sediments and is 
most critical during the snowmelt and rainy season or when excessive landscape water is 
applied. The assessment of surficial slope stability shall be based on analysis procedures 
for stability of an infinite slope with seepage parallel to the slope surface or an alternate 
failure mode that would produce the minimum factor of safety. The minimum acceptable 
depth of saturation for surficial stability evaluation shall be four feet. 

11.1   Applicability and Procedures 

Conclusions shall be substantiated with appropriate data and analyses. Residual shear 
strengths comparable to actual field conditions shall be used in completing surficial 
stability analyses. Surficial stability analyses shall be performed under rapid draw-down 
conditions where appropriate (e.g., for debris and detention basins). 

Where 2:1 or steeper slopes have soil conditions that can result in the development of an 
infinite slope with parallel seepage, calculations shall be performed to demonstrate that 
the slope has a minimum static factor of safety of 1.5, assuming a fully saturated 4-foot 
thickness. If conditions will not allow the development of a slope with parallel seepage, 
surficial slope stability analyses may not be required (provided the geologic/geotechnical 
reviewer concurs). 

Surficial slope stability analyses shall be performed for fill, cut, and natural slopes assuming 
an infinite slope with seepage parallel to the slope surface or other failure mode that 
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would yield the minimum factor of safety against failure. A suggested procedure for 
evaluating surficial slope stability is presented in Blake et al. (2002). 

11.2   Soil Properties 

Soil properties used in surficial stability analyses shall be determined as noted in section 
8.1. Residual shear strength parameters for surficial slope stability analyses shall be 
developed for a stress range that is consistent with the near- surface conditions being 
modeled. As indicated in section 8.1, it shall be recognized that for most clayey soils, the 
residual shear strength envelope is curved and passes through the origin (i.e., at zero 
normal stress there is zero shear strength). For sites with deep slip surfaces, the guidelines 
given by Blake and others (2002) should be followed. 

11.3   Seepage Conditions 

The minimum acceptable vertical depth for which seepage parallel to the slope shall be 
applied is four feet for cut or fill slopes. Greater depths may be necessary when analyzing 
natural slopes that have significant thicknesses of loose surficial material. 

12.0   SEISMIC SLOPE STABILITY 

In addition to static slope stability analyses, slopes shall be evaluated for seismic slope 
stability as well. Acceptable methods for evaluating seismic slope stability using calibrated 
pseudo- static limit-equilibrium procedures and simplified methods (e.g., those based on 
Newmark, 1965) to estimate permanent seismic slope movements are summarized in 
Blake and others (2002). 

Nonlinear, dynamic finite element/finite difference numerical methods also may be used to 
evaluate slope movements resulting from seismic events as long as the procedures, input 
data, and results are thoroughly documented, and deemed acceptable by the City. 

12.1   Ground Motion for Pseudostatic and Seismic Deformation Analyses 

The two controlling faults that would most affect Draper City are the Salt Lake City and 
Provo segments of the Wasatch fault zone (WFZ). Repeated Holocene movement has been 
well documented along both segments (Black and others, 2003). Studies along the Provo 
segment of the WFZ indicate a recurrence interval of about 1150 years (Olig, and others, 
2006; later revised, Olig, 2007) and the most recent event being about 500 to 650 years ago 
(Black and others, 2003; Olig, and others, 2006). Studies along the Salt Lake City segment of 
the WFZ indicate a recurrence interval of about 1300 years and the most recent event 
being about 1300 years ago (Lund, 2005). Based on the paleoseismic record of the Salt Lake 
City segment and assuming a time-dependent model, McCalpin (2002) estimates a 
conditional probability (using a log-normal renewal model) of 16.5% in the next 100 years 
(8.25% in the next 50 years) for a M>7 surface-faulting earthquake. Therefore, using a time-
dependent rather than Poisson or random model for earthquake recurrence, the likelihood 
of a large surface-faulting earthquake on the Salt Lake City segment of the WFZ is relatively 
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high and therefore the Salt Lake City segment is considered the primary controlling fault 
for deterministic analyses. 

In regards to design ground accelerations for seismic slope- stability analyses, Draper City 
prefers a probabilistic approach to determining the likelihood that different levels of 
ground motion will be exceeded at a particular site within a given time period. In order to 
more closely represent the seismic characteristics of the WFZ and better capture this 
possible high likelihood of a surface-faulting earthquake on the Salt Lake City segment, 
design ground motion parameters for seismic slope stability analyses shall be based on the 
peak accelerations with a 3.5 percent probability in 50 years (1,400-year return period). 
Peak bedrock ground motions can be readily obtained via the internet from the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS) National Seismic Hazard Maps, Data and Documentation 
web page (USGS, 2002), which is based on Frankel and others (2002). PGAs obtained from 
the USGS (2002) web page should be adjusted for effects of soil/rock (site-class) conditions 
in accordance with Seed and others (2001). Site specific response analysis may also be 
used to develop PGA values as long as the procedures, input data, and results are 
thoroughly documented, and deemed acceptable by the City. 

12.2   Pseudo-Static Evaluations 

Pseudo-static methods for evaluating seismic slope stability are acceptable as long as 
minimum factors of safety are satisfied, and due consideration is given in the selection of 
the seismic coefficient, kh, reduction in material shear strengths, and the factor of safety 
for pseudo-static conditions. 

Pseudo-static seismic slope stability analyses can be performed using the "screening 
analysis" procedure described in Blake et al. (2002). For that procedure a kh-value is 
selected from seismic source characteristics (modal magnitude, modal distance, and firm 
rock peak ground acceleration) and an acceptable level of deformation (5 cm) is specified. 
For that procedure, a factor of safety of 1.0 or greater is considered acceptable; otherwise, 
an analysis of permanent seismic slope deformation shall be performed. 

12.3   Permanent Seismic Slope Deformation 

For seismic slope stability analyses, estimates of permanent seismic displacement are 
preferred and may be performed using the procedures outlined in Blake and others (2002). 
It should be noted that Bray and Rathje (1998), referenced in Blake and others (2002), has 
been updated and superseded by Bray and Travasarou (2007), which is the City's currently 
preferred method. For those analyses, calculated seismic displacements shall be 5 cm or 
less, or mitigation measures shall be proposed to limit calculated displacements to 5 cm or 
less. 

For specific projects, different levels of tolerable displacement may be possible, but site-
specific conditions, which shall include the following, must be considered: 
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(a)   The extent to which the displacements are localized or broadly distributed - broadly 
distributed shear deformations would generally be less damaging and more displacement 
could be allowed. 

(b)   The displacement tolerance of the foundation system - stiff, well-reinforced 
foundations with lateral continuity of vertical support elements would be more resistant to 
damage (and hence could potentially tolerate larger displacements) than typical slabs-on-
grade or foundation systems with individual spread footings. 

(c)   The potential of the foundation soils to experience strain softening - slopes composed 
of soils likely to experience strain softening should be designed for relatively low 
displacements if peak strengths are used in the evaluation of ky due to the potential for 
progressive failure, which could involve very large displacements following strain softening. 

In order to consider a threshold larger than 5 cm, the project consultant shall provide prior, 
acceptable justification to the City and obtain the City's approval. Such justification shall 
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the City, that the proposed project will achieve 
acceptable performance 1 . 

13.0   WATER RETENTION BASINS AND FLOOD CONTROL CHANNELS 

For cut, fill, or natural slopes of water-retention basins or flood-control channels, slope 
stability analyses shall be performed. In addition to analyzing typical static and seismic 
slope stability, those analyses shall consider the effects of rapid drawdown, if such a 
condition could develop. 

14.0   MITIGATION 

When slope stability hazards are determined to exist on a project, measures to mitigate 
impacts from those hazards shall be implemented. Some guidance regarding mitigation 
measures is provided in Blake et al. (2002). Slope stability mitigation methods include 1) 
hazard avoidance, 2) grading to improve slope stability, 3) reinforcement of the slope or 
improvement of the soil within the slope, and (4) reinforcement of the structure built on 
the slope to tolerate anticipated slope displacements. 

Where mitigation measures that are intended to add stabilizing forces to the slope are to 
be implemented, consideration may need to be given to strain compatibility. For example, 
if a compacted fill buttress is proposed to stabilize laterally unsupported bedding or a 
landslide, the amount of deformation needed to mobilize the recommended shear 
strength in the buttress shall be considered to confirm that it will not result in adverse 
movements of the upslope bedding or landslide deposits. Similarly, if a series of drilled 
soldier piers is to be used to support a potentially unstable slope and a residential 
structure will be built on the piers, pier deformations resulting from movements needed to 
mobilize the soil's shear strength shall be compared to tolerable deflections in the 
supported structure. 
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14.1   Full Mitigation 

Full mitigation of slope stability hazards shall be performed for developments in the City. 
Remedial measures that produce static factors of safety in excess of 1.5 and acceptable 
seismic displacement estimates shall be implemented as needed. 

14.2   Partial Mitigation for Seismic Displacement Hazards 

On some projects or portions thereof (such as small structural additions, residential "infill 
projects", non-habitable structures, and non-structural natural-slope areas), full mitigation 
of seismic slope displacements may not be possible, due to physical or economic 
constraints. In those cases, partial mitigation, to the extent that it prevents structural 
collapse, injury, and loss of life, may be possible if it can be provided consistent with IBC 
philosophies, and if it is approved by Draper City. The applicability of partial mitigations to 
specific projects will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

15.0   Notice of Geologic Hazard and Waiver of Liability 

For developments where full mitigation of seismic slope displacements is not implemented, 
a Notice of Geologic Hazard shall be recorded with the proposed development describing 
the displacement hazard at issue and the partial mitigation employed. The Notice shall 
clearly state that the seismic displacement hazard at the site has been reduced by the 
partial mitigation, but not totally eliminated. 

In addition, the owner shall assume all risks, waive all claims against the City and its 
consultants, and indemnify and hold the City and its consultants harmless from any and all 
claims arising from the partial mitigation of the seismic displacement hazard. 
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Notes 

1 1. The SP117 Guidelines Committee (Blake and others, 2002) struggled in its 
deliberations regarding this issue and was unable to reach unanimous consensus. 
However, it was the judgment of all but one of the committee members (14 out of the 
15) that when the critical slip surface from slope stability analysis daylights within a 
structure that is likely to be occupied by people during an earthquake, and if 
calculated median displacements (u) can be maintained at less than 5 cm, it is unlikely 
that the building would be damaged sufficiently to significantly threaten its structural 
integrity. One of the committee members felt that the calculated median seismic 
displacements through occupied structures should be maintained at less than 15 cm, 
but other than having that opinion, he did not offer a specific justification for that 
choice. Neither of those values (5 or 15 cm) is necessarily the "correct" median value, 
because they are judgment-based. 
  
Ideally, allowable displacements for analyses would be established from a database in 
which observed slope displacements from earthquakes are correlated to measures of 
damage in structures. Unfortunately, however, such data do not exist in sufficient 
quantity to be useful, and hence there is an insufficient basis for selecting allowable 
displacements empirically. Accordingly, allowable displacement levels are established 
from engineering judgment. A number of factors affect the degree to which slope 
displacements will be damaging to structures. Displacements that occur beneath 
occupied structures are more critical than those in garden areas or streets. 
Displacements that occur abruptly across a narrow shear surface can be more 
damaging than those that are broadly distributed across a wide zone of deformation. 
Moreover, different structural systems will have different tolerances to differential 
movements beneath their foundation. 
  
In their recent paper, Bray and Travasarou (2007) describe displacements of 1 cm or 
less as "negligible" and displacements of 5 cm or less as "minor." In an oral 
presentation made to the Los Angeles section of ASCE (on November 15, 2007), 
Jonathan Bray described seismic displacements of 15 cm to 1 m as "moderate" and 
those larger than 1 m as "large," but he cautioned that such general classifications 
depend on things such as the foundation system, consequences of displacement, the 
soil behavior, etc. 

 

9-19-161-4: APPENDIX D, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR LIQUEFACTION INVESTIGATIONS AND 
EVALUATIONS: 
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1.0   INTRODUCTION 

The procedures outlined herein are intended to provide consultants with a general outline 
for performing liquefaction investigations and to specify the expectations of Draper City. 
These standards constitute the minimum level of effort required in conducting liquefaction 
investigations in Draper City. Considering the complexity inherent in performing 
liquefaction investigations, additional effort beyond the minimum standards presented 
herein may be required at some sites to adequately address the liquefaction potential at 
the site. The information presented herein does not relieve consultants of their duty to 
perform additional geologic or geotechnical engineering analyses they believe are 
necessary to adequately assess the liquefaction potential at a site. 

The purpose of establishing minimum standards for liquefaction investigations is to: 

(a)   Protect the health, safety, welfare, and property of the public by minimizing the 
potentially adverse effects of liquefaction and related hazards; 

(b)   Assist property owners and land developers in conducting reasonable and adequate 
studies; 

(c)   Provide consulting engineering geologists and geotechnical engineers with a common 
basis for preparing proposals, conducting investigations, and mitigation; and, 

(d)   Provide an objective framework for regulatory review of liquefaction investigation 
reports. 

1.1   References and Sources 

The minimum standards presented herein were developed, in part, from the following 
sources: 

(a)   CDMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines for evaluating and mitigating seismic 
hazards in California (1997). 

(b)   Recommended procedures for implementation of DMG special publication 117, 
guidelines for analyzing and mitigating liquefaction hazards in California (Martin and Lew, 
1999). 

(c)   Proceedings of the NCEER Workshop on Evaluation of Liquefaction Resistance of Soils, 
Technical Report NCEER-97-0022 (Youd and Idriss, 1997). 

(d)   Liquefaction Resistance of Soils: Summary Report from the 1996 and 1998 NCEER/NSF 
Workshops on Evaluation of Liquefaction Resistance of Soils, Journal of Geotechnical and 
Environmental Engineering, (Youd et al., 2001). 

(e)   Salt Lake County geologic hazards ordinance (2002). 

(d)   Draper City geologic hazard ordinance (2003). 
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(e)   City of Camarillo, California 2003 Guidelines for the preparation of geotechnical and 
geologic studies, prepared by Fugro, dated June 18, 2003. 

(f)   City of Palmdale, California, Guidelines for preparation of geotechnical reports, 
prepared by GeoDynamics, Inc., dated April 2006 (draft copy). 

(g)   City of Malibu, California, Guidelines for the preparation of engineering geologic and 
geotechnical engineering reports and procedure for report submittal, prepared by Bing Yen 
and Associates) dated April, 2006. 

1.2   Properties Requiring Liquefaction Analyses 

Plate A-2 (Appendix A of the Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance, chapter 9-19), 
Liquefaction Special Study Area Map, depicts generalized liquefaction susceptibility for the 
city, and shall be used to determine whether or not a site-specific liquefaction assessment 
is required for a particular project. 

The Liquefaction Special Study Area map is based on a regional- scale investigation of Salt 
Lake County. These maps may not identify all areas that have potential for liquefaction; a 
site located outside of a zone of required investigation is not necessarily free from 
liquefaction hazard. The zone does not always include lateral spread run-out areas. The 
Liquefaction Special Study Area map is available from the Draper City Planning 
Department. 

The Draper City Geologic Hazards Ordinance requires a site- specific liquefaction 
investigation to be performed prior to approval of a project based on the land-
use/liquefaction potential matrix shown in the following table. 

  

Type Of Facility Liquefaction 
Study Area 

Acceptable 
Factor Of Safety 

Critical facilities (essential facilities, hazardous 
facilities, and special occupancy structures as 
defined in section 9-19-20 

YES 1.3 

Category III and IV in table 1604.58 of the most 
recently adopted edition of the IBC. 

YES 1.3 

Industrial and commercial buildings. YES 1.25 

Residential structures and subdivisions NO   

  

1.3   Roles of Engineering Geology and Geotechnical Engineering 

The investigation of liquefaction hazard is an interdisciplinary practice. The site 
investigation report must be prepared by a qualified engineering geologist or geotechnical 
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engineer, who must have competence in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and 
mitigation, and be reviewed by a qualified engineering geologist or geotechnical engineer, 
also competent in the field of seismic hazard evaluation and mitigation. 

Because of the differing expertise and abilities of qualified engineering geologists and 
geotechnical engineers, the scope of the site investigation report for the project may 
require that both types of professionals prepare and review the report, each practicing in 
the area of their expertise. Involvement of both a qualified engineering geologist and 
geotechnical engineer will generally provide greater assurance that the hazard is properly 
identified, assessed, and mitigated. 

Liquefaction analyses are the responsibility of the geotechnical engineer, although the 
engineering geologist should be involved in the application of screening criteria (section 
3.0, steps 1 and 2) and general geologic site evaluation (section 4.1) to map the likely extent 
of liquefiable deposits and shallow groundwater. Engineering properties of earth material 
shall be evaluated by the geotechnical engineer. The performance of the quantitative 
liquefaction analysis resulting in a numerical factor of safety and quantitative assessment 
of settlement and liquefaction-induced permanent ground displacement shall be 
performed by geotechnical engineers. The geotechnical and civil engineers shall develop all 
mitigation and design recommendations. Ground motion parameters for use in 
quantitative liquefaction analyses may be provided by either the engineering geologist or 
geotechnical engineer. 

1.4   Minimum Qualifications of the Licensed Professional 

Liquefaction analyses must be performed by qualified engineering geologists and qualified 
geotechnical engineers (see sections 9-19-050 and 9-19-060 of the Draper City Geologic 
Hazards Ordinance). 

  2.0   GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

Except for the derivation of input ground motion (see section 5.0), liquefaction 
investigations should be performed in general accordance with the latest version of 
Recommended Procedures for Implementation of DMG Special Publication 117, Guidelines 
for Analyzing and Mitigating Liquefaction in California (Martin and Lew, 1999). Additional 
protocol for liquefaction investigations is provided in Youd and Idriss (1997). See Draper 
City Geologic Hazard Ordinance (Chapter 9-19) for supplemental requirements. Acceptable 
factors of safety are shown on the table in section 1.2. 

3.0   PRELIMINARY SCREENING FOR LIQUEFACTION 

The Liquefaction Study Area map is based on broad regional studies and does not replace 
site-specific studies. The fact that a site is located within a Liquefaction Study Area does not 
mean that there is a significant liquefaction potential at the site, only that a study shall be 
performed to determine if there is. 
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Soil liquefaction is caused by strong seismic ground shaking where saturated, cohesionless, 
granular soil undergoes a significant loss in shear strength that can result in settlement 
and permanent ground displacement. Surface effects of liquefaction include: settlement, 
bearing capacity failure, ground oscillations, lateral spread and flow failure. It has been well 
documented that soil liquefaction may occur in clean sands, silty sands, and sandy silt, non-
plastic silts and gravelly soils. The following conditions must be present for liquefaction to 
occur: 

(a)   Soils must be submerged below the water table; 

(b)   Soils must be loose to moderately dense; 

(c)   Ground shaking must be relatively intense; and 

(d)   The duration of ground shaking must be sufficient for the soils to generate seismically-
induced excess pore water pressure and lose their shearing resistance. 

The following screening criteria may be applied to determine if further quantitative 
evaluation of liquefaction hazard is required: 

(a)   If the estimated maximum past-, current-, and maximum- future-groundwater-levels 
(i.e., the highest groundwater level applicable for liquefaction analyses) are determined to 
be deeper than 50 feet below the existing ground surface or proposed finished grade 
(whichever is deeper), liquefaction assessments are not required. For soil materials that are 
located above the level of the groundwater, a quantitative assessment of seismically 
induced settlement is required. 

(b)   If "bedrock" or similar lithified formational material underlies the site, those materials 
need not be considered liquefiable and no analysis of their liquefaction potential is 
necessary. 

(c)   If the corrected standard penetration blow count, (N1)60, is greater than or equal to 33 
in all samples with a sufficient number of tests, liquefaction assessments are not required. 
If cone penetration test soundings are made, the corrected cone penetration test tip 
resistance, qc1N, should be greater than or equal to 180 in all soundings in sand materials, 
otherwise liquefaction assessments are needed. 

If plastic soil (PI 20) materials are encountered during site exploration, those materials may 
be considered non-liquefiable. Additional acceptable screening criteria regarding the 
effects of plasticity on liquefaction susceptibility are presented in Boulanger and Idriss 
(2004), Bray and Sancio (2006), and Seed and others (2003). 

If the screening investigation clearly demonstrates the absence of liquefaction hazards at a 
project site and the City concurs, the screening investigation will satisfy the site 
investigation report requirement for liquefaction hazards. If not, a quantitative evaluation 
is required to assess the liquefaction hazards. 
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4.0   FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 

Geotechnical field investigations are routinely performed for new projects as part of the 
normal development and design process. Geologic reconnaissance and subsurface 
explorations are normally performed as part of the field exploration program even when 
liquefaction does not need to be investigated. 

4.1   Geologic Reconnaissance 

Geologic research and reconnaissance are important to provide information to define the 
extent of unconsolidated deposits that may be prone to liquefaction. Such information 
should be presented on geologic maps and cross sections and provide a description of the 
formations present at the site that includes the nature, thickness, and origin of Quaternary 
deposits with liquefaction potential. There also should be an analysis of groundwater 
conditions at the site that includes the highest recorded water level and the highest water 
level likely to occur under the most adverse foreseeable conditions in the future. 

During the field investigation, the engineering geologist should map the limits of 
unconsolidated deposits with liquefaction potential. Liquefaction typically occurs in 
cohesionless silt, sand, and fine-grained gravel deposits of Holocene to late Pleistocene age 
in areas where the groundwater is shallower than about 50 feet. 

Shallow groundwater may exist for a variety of reasons, some of which are of natural and 
or manmade origin. Landscape irrigation, on-site sewage disposal, and unlined manmade 
lakes reservoirs, and storm-water detention basins may create a shallow groundwater 
table in sediments that were previously unsaturated. 

4.2   Subsurface Explorations 

Subsurface explorations shall consist of drilled-borings and/or cone penetration tests 
(CPTs). The exploration program shall be planned to determine the soil stratigraphy, 
groundwater level, and indices that could be used to evaluate the potential for liquefaction 
by either in situ testing or by laboratory testing of soil samples. Borings and CPT soundings 
must penetrate a minimum of 50 feet below final ground surface. If a standard penetration 
test (SPT) is used, sampling intervals shall not exceed 2.5 feet. 

For saturated cohesionless soils where the SPT (N1)60 values are less than 15, or where 
CPT tip resistances are below 60 tsf, grain-size analyses, hydrometers tests, and Atterberg 
Limits tests shall be performed on these soils to further evaluate their potential for 
permanent ground displacement (Youd et al., 2002) and other forms of liquefaction-
induced ground failure and settlement. 

Where a structure may have subterranean construction or deep foundations (e.g., caissons 
or piles), the depth of investigation should extend to a depth that is a minimum of 20 feet 
(6 m) below the lowest expected foundation level (e.g., caisson bottom or pile tip) or 50 feet 
(15 m) below the existing ground surface or lowest proposed finished grade, whichever is 
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deeper. If, during the investigation, the indices to evaluate liquefaction indicate that the 
liquefaction potential may extend below that depth, the exploration should be continued 
until a significant thickness (at least 10 feet or 3 m, to the extent possible) of nonliquefiable 
soils are encountered. 

5.0   GROUND MOTION FOR LIQUEFACTION SUSCEPTIBILITY AND GROUND DEFORMATION 
ANALYSES 

The two controlling faults that would most affect Draper City are the Salt Lake City and 
Provo segments of the Wasatch Fault Zone (WFZ). Repeated Holocene movement has been 
well documented along both segments (Black and others, 2003). Studies along the Provo 
segment of the WFZ indicate a recurrence interval of about 1150 years (Olig, and others, 
2006; later revised, Olig, 2007) and the most recent event being about 500 to 650 years ago 
(Black and others, 2003; Olig, and others, 2006). Studies along the Salt Lake City segment of 
the WFZ indicate a recurrence interval of about 1300 years and the most recent event 
being about 1300 years ago (Lund, 2005). Based on the paleoseismic record of the Salt Lake 
City segment and assuming a time-dependent model, McCalpin (2002) estimates a 
conditional probability (using a log-normal renewal model) of 16.5% in the next 100 years 
(8.25% in the next 50 years) for a M>7 surface-faulting earthquake. Therefore, using a time-
dependent rather than Poisson or random model for earthquake recurrence, the likelihood 
of a large surface-faulting earthquake on the Salt Lake City segment of the WFZ is relatively 
high and therefore the Salt Lake City segment is considered the primary controlling fault 
for deterministic analyses. 

In regards to design ground accelerations for liquefaction analyses, Draper City prefers a 
probabilistic approach to determining the likelihood that different levels of ground motion 
will be exceeded at a particular site within a given time period. In order to more closely 
represent the seismic characteristics of the WFZ and better capture this possible high 
likelihood of a surface-faulting earthquake on the Salt Lake City segment, design ground 
motion parameters for liquefaction analyses shall be based on the peak accelerations with 
a 3.5 percent probability in 50 years (1,400-year return period). Peak bedrock ground 
motions can be readily obtained via the internet from the United States Geological Survey 
(USGS) National Seismic Hazard Maps, Data and Documentation web page (USGS, 2002), 
which is based on Frankel and others (2002). PGAs obtained from the USGS (2002) web 
page should be adjusted for effects of soil/rock (site-class) conditions in accordance with 
Seed and others (2001) or other appropriate methods that consider the site-specific soil 
conditions and their potential for amplification/deamplification of the high frequency 
strong motion. 

6.0   REMEDIAL DESIGN 

Sites, facilities, buildings, structures and utilities that are founded on or traverse liquefiable 
soils may require further remedial design and/or relocation to avoid liquefaction-induced 
damage. These should be investigated and evaluated on a site- specific basis with sufficient 
geologic and geotechnical evaluations to support the remedial design and/or mitigative 
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plan. This design or plan may include: changes/modifications to the soil, foundation 
system, structural frame or support of the building, etc. and should be reviewed and 
approved by the City. 

7.0   SUBMITTALS 

Submittals for review shall include: boring logs; geologic cross- sections; laboratory data; 
discussions pertaining to how idealized subsurface conditions and parameters used for 
analyses were developed; analytical results, including computer output files (on request); 
and summaries of the liquefaction analyses and conclusions regarding liquefaction 
potential and likely types and amounts of ground failure. 

Subsurface geologic and groundwater conditions must be illustrated on geologic cross-
sections and must be utilized by the geotechnical engineer for the liquefaction analyses. If 
on- site sewage or storm-water disposal exists or is proposed, the liquefaction analyses 
shall include the effects of the effluent plume on liquefaction potential. 

The results of any liquefaction analyses must be submitted with pertinent backup 
documentation (i.e., calculations, computer output, etc.). Printouts of input data, output 
data (on request), and graphical plots must be submitted for each computer-aided 
liquefaction analysis. In addition, input data files, recorded on diskettes, CDs, or other 
electronic media, may be requested to facilitate the City's review. 
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9-19-161-5: APPENDIX E, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR DEBRIS FLOW ANALYSES: 

Debris-flow reports shall follow general guidance contained in "Guidelines for the geologic 
evaluation of debris-flow hazards on alluvial fans in Utah," Utah Geological Survey 
Miscellaneous Publication 05-6. Debris-flow hazard analyses and mitigation measures may 
require contributions from hydrologists as well as qualified engineering geologists and 
geotechnical engineers. 

 

9-19-161-6: APPENDIX F, MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR ROCKFALL ANALYSES: 

Useful methods to evaluate rock-fall hazards are outlined in: Evans, S.G., and Hungr, O., 
1993, The assessment of rockfall hazard at the base of talus slopes: Canadian Geotechnical 
Journal, v. 30, p. 620-636; Jones, C.L., Higgins, J.D., and Andrew, R.D., 2000, Colorado rockfall 
simulation program, version 4.0: Report prepared for the Colorado Department of 
Transportation, 127 p.; and Wieczorek, G.F., Morrissey, M.M., Iovine, G., and Godt, J., 1998, 
Rock-fall hazards in the Yosemite Valley: U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 98-467, 7 
p., 1 pl., scale 1:12,000. Rock-fall studies shall be prepared by a qualified engineering 
geologist and may require contributions from a qualified geotechnical engineer, 
particularly in the design of mitigation measures. 

… 

9-27-085: RETAINING WALLS: 

… 

D.   Geologic Hazard Ordinance Applicability: The Draper City geologic hazard ordinance, 
section 9-19-161-3 Title 10, Chapter 7, and "Appendix C, “Minimum Standards For Slope 
Stability Analysis", of this title, section 1.2 the Geotechnical Engineering Manual, 
requires global stability analysis of modified natural slopes steeper than three 
horizontal to one vertical (3H:1V) and cut or fill slopes of two horizontal to one vertical 
(2H:1V) or greater. 

… 
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TITLE 10 
BUILDING REGULATIONS 

… 

CHAPTER 7 
GEOLOGIC HAZARDS 

 

10-7-010: PURPOSE: 

A. The purpose of the Draper City (the City) geologic hazards ordinance is to protect the 
health, safety, welfare, and property of the citizens of the City, protect the city’s 
infrastructure and financial health and minimize adverse effects of geologic hazards to 
public health, safety, and property by encouraging wise land use. 

B. This chapter and the appendices of the Geotechnical Engineering Manual address fault 
activity, slope stability, liquefaction, debris-flow, and rockfall hazards and present 
minimum standards and methods for evaluating geologic hazards. 

C. All persons required to comply with this chapter shall present the results of geologic 
hazard investigations in compliance with this chapter and the appendices of the 
Geotechnical Engineering Manual. The standards set forth in the appendices of the 
Geotechnical Engineering Manual are minimum requirements. More complex projects 
may require more detailed and in-depth evaluations than outlined herein. In addition, 
the appendices of the Geotechnical Engineering Manual shall not supersede other, more-
stringent requirements that may be required by other regulatory agencies. 

D. Geologic hazards special study area maps reflecting geological concerns pertaining to 
development within the City may be viewed at the City online map portal via the geologic 
information application. The maps incorporate data obtained from previous geologic 
hazard study investigations performed in the City. Site-specific geologic hazards 
assessments performed by engineering geologists shall be required before developing 
projects located within a geologic hazards study area. In the event known or readily 
apparent geologic hazards exist in an area subject to a development application, which 
area is not depicted on the geologic hazards special study area maps, the applicant shall 
nevertheless submit the applicable investigation and the process outlined in this chapter 
shall be followed. 

 

10-7-015: ESTABLISHMENT OF STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS: 

The city manager, with the advice and consent of the city council through resolution, shall 
establish certain standards and specifications that shall be applicable to this chapter. All 
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such standards and specifications shall be published in the Geotechnical Engineering 
Manual on file with the building division for public inspection and review. 

 

10-7-020: DEFINITIONS: 

As used in this chapter: 

ACCEPTABLE AND REASONABLE RISK: no loss of life or significant injury to occupants, no 
release of hazardous or toxic substances, and structural damage following an earthquake, 
rockfall, debris flow or other natural hazard that retains a margin against the onset of partial 
or total collapse.  

ACCESSORY BUILDING: any structure not designed for human occupancy, which may include 
tool or storage sheds, gazebos, and swimming pools. 

ALLUVIAL FAN: a gently sloping fan-shaped landform (in plan view), created over time by 
stream deposition of eroded sediments where the stream emerges from a narrow drainage 
onto a plain or broad valley. 

APPLICANT: any person, including a person’s agents or consultants, required to act in 
compliance with this chapter. The city and its agents and consultants are not applicants.  

BUILDABLE AREA: 

1. The part of a site that may be developed after required setbacks have been deducted 
and open space requirements of title 9 of this code have been met, and 

2. If applicable, based on an accepted geologic hazard study report, the part of a site not 
impacted by geologic hazards, or the part of a site where the identified geologic 
hazards can be mitigated to an acceptable risk. 

CITY: the city council, mayor, city manager, public works director, city engineer, community 
development director, planning manager, building official, or other city employee. 

CRITICAL FACILITIES: essential, hazardous, special occupancy facilities, and Risk Categories III 
and IV as defined in the currently adopted International Building Code, and lifelines such as 
major utility, transportation, and communication facilities and their connections to critical 
facilities.  

DEBRIS FLOW: a slurry of rock, soil, organic material, and water transported in an extremely 
fast and destructive flow that flows down channels and onto and across alluvial fans, 
including a continuum of sedimentation events and processes including debris flows, debris 
floods, mudflows, clear-water floods, and alluvial-fan flooding. 
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DEVELOPMENT: all critical facilities, subdivisions, single- and multi-family dwellings, 
commercial and industrial buildings, retaining walls, and public right-of-way improvements, 
also additions to or intensification of existing buildings, storage facilities, pipelines, and utility 
conveyances, and other land uses. 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGIST: a Utah-licensed geologist, who, through education, training, and 
experience, is competent in applying geologic data, techniques, and principles, such that 
geologic conditions and factors affecting engineered works are recognized, adequately 
interpreted, and clearly presented for use in engineering practice, land use planning, and the 
protection of the public, safety, and welfare.  

The individual must meet the following qualifications:  

1. An undergraduate or graduate degree in geology, engineering geology, or geological 
engineering, or closely related field, from an accredited college or university. 

2. Five full years of experience in a responsible position in the field of engineering 
geology in Utah, or in a state with similar geologic hazards and regulatory 
environments. 

ENGINEERING GEOLOGY: geologic work relevant to engineering and environmental 
concerns, and public health, safety, welfare, and property. Engineering geology is the 
application of geological data, principles, and interpretation so geological factors affecting 
planning, design, construction, and maintenance of engineered works, land use planning, 
and groundwater resources are adequately recognized and properly interpreted for use in 
engineering, land-use planning, and related practice. 

ESSENTIAL FACILITY: buildings and other structures intended to remain operational in the 
event of an adverse geologic event, including all structures defined in section 10-7-160 of this 
chapter.  

FAULT: a fracture in the earth's crust forming a boundary between rock or soil masses that 
have moved relative to each other. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARD: a surface-fault rupture, liquefaction, slope instability, landslide, debris 
flow, and rockfall that may present a risk to life or property. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDY REPORT: a report containing the results of the geologic hazard 
study including maps, figures, data, and calculations that substantiate all conclusions and 
recommendations. 

GEOLOGIC HAZARD STUDY AREA: a potentially hazardous area as shown on the geologic 
hazard special study area maps within which geologic hazard investigations are required 
prior to development. 
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GEOLOGIC RESTRICTED AREA: 1) an area of a property not included in a site-specific geologic 
hazard investigation, and 2) where a geologic hazard investigation must be performed before 
development and/or issuance of building permits for habitable structures. 

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER: a Utah-licensed civil engineer who, through education, training, 
and experience, is competent in the field of geotechnical engineering for use in engineering 
practice, land use planning, and the protection of the public, safety, and welfare. 

The individual must meet the following qualifications: 

1. A graduate degree in civil engineering, with an emphasis in geotechnical engineering; 
or an undergraduate degree in civil engineering with twelve (12) semester hours of 
graduate level education in geotechnical engineering, or course content related to 
evaluation of geologic hazards, from an accredited college or university. 

2. Five (5) full years of experience in a responsible position in the field of geotechnical 
engineering in Utah, or in a state with similar geologic hazards and regulatory 
environment, and experience demonstrating the engineer’s knowledge and 
application of appropriate techniques in participating in geologic hazard 
investigations, including slope stability analyses. 

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING: the investigation and engineering evaluation of earth 
materials including soil, rock, and man-made materials and their interaction with earth 
retention systems, foundations, and other civil engineering works.  The practice involves the 
fields of soil mechanics, rock mechanics, and earth sciences and requires knowledge of 
engineering laws, formulas, construction techniques, and performance evaluation of 
engineering. 

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING REPORT: reports prepared to provide data on the physical 
properties of surface and subsurface soil conditions for the development of a property that 
contain the findings of field investigations, including maps, plans, figures, data, calculations, 
etc. necessary to substantiate all geotechnical engineering conclusions and 
recommendations. 

LANDSLIDE: the downslope movement of a mass of soil, surficial deposits, or bedrock, 
including a continuum of processes between landslides, earth-flows, debris flows, debris 
avalanches, and rockfalls. 

LIQUEFACTION: a process by which certain water-saturated soils lose bearing strength 
because of earthquake-related ground shaking and subsequent increase of groundwater 
pore pressure. 

NON-BUILDABLE AREA: the portion of a site which a geologic hazard study report has 
concluded may be impacted by geologic hazards and cannot be reasonably mitigated to an 
acceptable level, and where the siting of structures designed for human occupancy, 
structures requiring a building permit, or critical facilities is not permitted. 
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ROCKFALL: a rock or mass of rock, newly detached from a cliff or other steep slope which 
moves downslope by falling, rolling, toppling, or bouncing; includes rockslides, rockfall 
avalanches, and talus. 

SETBACK: an area subject to risk from a geologic hazard, within which construction of critical 
facilities and structures designed for human occupancy are not permitted. 

SLOPE STABILITY: the resistance of a natural or artificial slope or other inclined surface to 
failure by landsliding, usually assessed under both static and dynamic (earthquake-induced) 
conditions. 

SLOPE STABILITY ANALYSIS: the analysis of the static and seismic stability of engineered and 
natural slopes of soil and rock. 

STRUCTURE DESIGNED FOR HUMAN OCCUPANCY: any building or structure containing a 
habitable space, or classified as an assembly, business, educational, factory and industrial, 
institutional, mercantile, or residential occupancy classification under the adopted 
International Building Code and/or any residential dwelling or any other structure containing 
a habitable space used or intended for supporting or sheltering any use or occupancy, which 
is expected to have an occupancy rate of at least 2000 person-hours per year but does not 
include an accessory building. 

 

10-7-030: SCOPE: 

A. The regulations contained in this chapter shall apply to all lands in the City. 

B. This chapter shall apply to any geologic hazard investigation for the purpose of determining 
the feasibility of development or for exploring, evaluating, or establishing locations for 
permanent improvements. 

 

10-7-040: RESPONSIBILITY FOR GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY INVESTIGATIONS: 

Geologic hazards investigations often involve both engineering geology and geotechnical 
engineering.  Geologic hazards investigations shall be performed under the direct supervision 
of an engineering geologist (see Section 10-7-050). Geotechnical engineering investigations 
shall be performed under the direct supervision of a geotechnical engineer (see Section 10-7-
060).   

 

10-7-050: MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS OF THE GEOLOGIST: 

Engineering geology and the evaluation of geologic hazards is a specialized discipline within 
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the practice of geology requiring technical expertise and knowledge of techniques not 
commonly used in other geologic investigations. Therefore, geologic hazards investigations 
shall only be accepted by the City when conducted and signed and sealed by a Utah-licensed 
geologist meeting the qualifications of an engineering geologist as defined in Section 10-7-
020.  

 

10-7-060: MINIMUM QUALIFICATIONS OF THE GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER: 

Evaluation and mitigation of geologic hazards often require contributions from a 
geotechnical engineer, particularly in the design of mitigation measures. Geotechnical 
engineering is a specialized discipline within the practice of civil engineering requiring 
technical expertise and knowledge of techniques not commonly used in civil engineering 
investigations. Therefore, geologic hazards investigations requiring contributions from a 
geotechnical engineer will only be accepted by the City when also signed and sealed by a 
Utah-licensed civil engineer meeting the qualifications of a geotechnical engineer as defined 
in Section 10-7-020.  

 

10-7-070: PRELIMINARY ACTIVITIES: 

This section shall apply to the investigation of any geologic hazard as defined herein. 

A. Scoping Meeting: The applicant or consultant shall schedule a scoping meeting with the 
City to evaluate the engineering geologist’s and geotechnical engineer’s (if applicable) 
investigative approach. Before scheduling the scoping meeting, the applicant’s 
engineering geologist consultant and geotechnical engineering consultant (if applicable) 
shall present a written work plan which includes a site plan depicting anticipated geologic 
hazards and proposed explorations, such as trenches, borings, cone penetration test, 
proposed cross-section(s) for slope stability analysis as applicable that meet the 
requirements of the City Geologic Hazards Ordinance, and any other information upon 
request. All work plans shall include the original or electronic signature and professional 
seal, both in blue ink, of the qualified professional(s) responsible for the work plan.    

 The investigation approach should allow for flexibility due to unexpected site 
conditions. Field findings may require modifications to the work plan. Upon completion 
of a successful scoping meeting, a land disturbance permit application may be 
submitted to the City. A work plan approval letter will be issued by the City after 
acceptance of the consultants’ work plan. 

B. Land Disturbance Permit: As required by Title 18 of this code and except as otherwise 
noted therein, no person shall commence or perform any land disturbance, grading, 
relocation of earth, or any other land disturbance activity, without first obtaining a land 
disturbance permit. For geologic hazard investigations, an application for a land 
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disturbance permit shall be filed with the City Engineer on forms furnished by the City 
for such purposes only after a scoping meeting has taken place. 

C. Responsible Contact: The applicant shall specify a primary contact responsible for 
coordination with the City during the land disturbance activity. 

 

10-7-080: GEOLOGIC HAZARDS SPECIAL STUDY AREA MAPS: 

A. Geologic hazards special study area maps are prepared using the best available scientific 
information but are necessarily generalized and intended only to indicate areas where 
hazards may exist and where geologic hazards investigations are required. Because the 
City geologic hazards special study area maps are prepared at a non-site-specific scale, 
geologic hazards special study area maps may exist that are not shown on the geologic 
hazards special study area maps. The fact that a site is not in a geologic hazards study 
area map for a particular hazard does not exempt the applicant from considering the 
hazard if evidence is found that it may exist. If it is subsequently determined that the site 
has geologic hazards that are not shown on the geologic hazards special study area maps, 
the review process will be pursuant to this chapter. 

B. Geologic hazards special study area boundaries shown on the maps will not be 
systematically adjusted as each individual site-specific study indicates whether an actual 
hazard exists at a site because geologic hazards-study-area maps are meant only to 
indicate where scientific evidence indicates a hazard may exist.  However, geologic 
hazards special study area maps may be updated and amended by the City if found to 
be inaccurate or in error, or as new methods or data are developed to better define areas 
of potential hazards. 

C. Where geologic hazards special study area maps are thought by an applicant to be 
inaccurate or in error and require revision, the applicant shall submit to the City technical 
evidence by a qualified professional supporting the claim and showing the proposed 
revision. The City will review the information and render a decision. The applicant may 
appeal the decision using the process outlined in Section 10-7-110(L).  

 

10-7-090: GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY INVESTIGATIONS AND GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY 
REPORTS: 

Except as provided in 10-7-095, any applicant requesting development approval on a parcel 
or lot of land within a geologic hazards study area or where there are known, or readily 
apparent geologic hazards and the area is not depicted on the geologic hazards special study 
area maps, the applicant shall:  

1. Perform a geologic hazards investigation, and, 
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2. Submit one electronic copy and two paper copies of site-specific geologic hazard 
study report to the City. Only electronic copies of geologic hazard study reports are 
retained by the City. Paper copies of geologic hazard study reports are only provided 
for use by the City geologic and geotechnical engineering consultants to facilitate the 
review process. 

For sites outside the slope stability special study areas shown in the City online Geologic 
Information Application, slope stability analyses shall be completed in accordance with 
Appendix B of the Geotechnical Engineering Manual when proposed development includes: 

1. Cut and/or fill slopes steeper than 2 horizontal (h) to 1 vertical (v); and, 

2. Natural slopes steeper than or equal to 3 horizontal (h) to 1 vertical (v). 

 

10-7-095: GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY INVESTIGATIONS AND REPORTS EXEMPTIONS: 

A. Any applicant requesting development on a lot that has been included in a subdivision 
plat prior to the adoption of this section may apply for a building permit for that lot 
without submitting a geologic hazards study unless the subdivision plat notes for the lot 
indicate that inclusion in the plat does not guarantee a right to develop.  

B. Any applicant requesting development on a lot that has been included in a subdivision 
plat after the adoption of this section does not need to conduct or submit a geologic 
hazards study within the first five (5) years after the plat has been recorded. 

C. In order to qualify for an exemption under this section, an applicant for a building permit 
must acknowledge geologic hazards that may apply to the lot in a form provided by the 
city. 

 

10-7-100: GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY REPORTS: 

A. Each geologic hazards study report shall be site-specific and shall identify all known or 
suspected potential geologic hazards, originating on-site or off-site, whether previously 
identified or previously unrecognized, that may affect the subject property.   

B. All geologic hazards study reports shall include the original or electronic signature and 
professional seal, both in blue ink, of the engineering geologist and geotechnical 
engineer. Geologic hazards reports co-prepared by professional geologists and 
geotechnical engineers must include both professionals’ original or electronic signatures 
and professional seals in blue ink. 

C. All final geologic maps, geologic cross-sections, sketches, drawings, plans, etc., prepared 
by, or under the supervision of, the engineering geologist shall bear the signature and 
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seal, both in blue ink, of the engineering geologist when submitted to the City. 

D. Geologic hazard study reports for fault activity investigations shall contain all 
requirements as described in Appendix A, Minimum Standards for Fault Activity 
Investigations, of the Geotechnical Engineering Manual. Fault activity investigations shall 
be prepared by an engineering geologist. 

E. Geologic hazard study reports for slope stability and landslide investigations shall contain 
all requirements as described in Appendix B, Minimum Standards for Slope-Stability 
Analysis, of the Geotechnical Engineering Manual. Slope-stability and landslide 
investigations shall be prepared by an engineering geologist and a geotechnical engineer. 

F. Geologic hazard study reports for liquefaction investigations shall contain all 
requirements as described in Appendix C, Minimum Standards for Liquefaction 
Investigations and Evaluations, of the Geotechnical Engineering Manual.  Liquefaction 
analyses shall be prepared by a geotechnical engineer.  

G. Geologic hazard study reports for debris-flow investigations shall contain all 
requirements as described in Appendix D, Minimum Standards for Debris-Flow 
Investigations, of the Geotechnical Engineering Manual. Debris-flow-hazard 
investigations shall be prepared by an engineering geologist. Mitigation measures will 
generally require contributions from geotechnical engineers, hydrologists, and/or civil 
engineers. 

H. Geologic hazard study reports for rockfall investigations shall contain all requirements as 
described in Appendix E, Minimum Standards for Rockfall Investigations, of the 
Geotechnical Engineering Manual. Rockfall investigations shall be prepared by an 
engineering geologist. Mitigation measures will generally require contributions from 
geotechnical and/or civil engineers. 

I. All geologic hazards reports shall include, at a minimum:  

1. A discussion of: 

a) the proposed development.  

b) geologic hazards present within and adjacent to the proposed development. 

c) field investigation program. 

d) laboratory testing program. 

2. Conclusions based on adequate and substantiated data regarding the presence or 
absence of geologic hazards within and adjacent to the proposed development. 

3.  A vicinity map, with a north arrow and bar scale, depicting major streets, roadways, 
geographic features, and other pertinent data to locate and orient the site.  
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4. A site plan at a scale of at least 1 inch = 200 feet (or more detailed), with a north arrow 
and bar scale, clearly depicting site boundaries, contours labeled at a minimum of 10-
foot intervals, proposed buildable area, existing structures, streets, slopes, drainages, 
subsurface explorations, geophysical traverses, etc., and all other pertinent data. 

5. A regional geologic map, with a north arrow and bar scale, contours, and references, 
depicting the general surface geology (landslides, alluvial fans, etc.), bedrock geology 
where exposed, bedding attitudes, faults, and other geologic structural features near 
the site (generally a 1:24,000 scale map is adequate); geologic cross-sections may be 
included as deemed appropriate to illustrate three-dimensional relations. The map 
shall include a legend defining all items noted on the map. 

6. A site-specific geologic map of the subject area, with a north arrow and bar scale, at 
a scale equal to or more detailed than 1 inch = 200 feet, depicting the locations of 
subsurface explorations and site-specific geologic mapping performed as part of the 
geologic investigation, including boundaries and features related to all geologic 
hazards, topography, contours labeled at a minimum of 10-foot intervals, and 
drainage.  

The site geologic map must show the location and boundaries of the property, 
geologic hazards, delineation of any recommended setbacks from hazards, geologic-
restricted areas, and recommended locations for structures. Buildable and non-
buildable areas must be clearly identified. The map shall include a legend defining 
all items noted on the map.  

All bedding, jointing, and other geologic structures must be shown on the site plan 
and/or geologic map following the Federal Geographic Data Committee (FGDC) 
Standard Geologic Map Symbolization. 

7. Trench and test pit logs, when applicable, prepared in the field by an engineering 
geologist, and presented in the geologic hazard study report at a scale equal to or 
more detailed than 1 inch = 5 feet. 

8. Geologic boring logs when applicable, prepared with standard geologic 
nomenclature. 

9. Geologic cross-section(s), when applicable, prepared by an engineering geologist. 

10. All final geologic maps, geologic cross-sections, sketches, drawings, plans, etc., shall 
be prepared by, or under the supervision of, an engineering geologist. 

11.  Citations of literature and records used in the investigation, referenced aerial 
photographs interpreted (air-photo source, date and flight number, scale), referenced 
lidar images interpreted and any other sources of data and information, including 
water-well logs, personal communications, etc. 
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12. Conclusions, clearly supported by adequate and substantiated data included in the 
geologic hazards study report, summarizing the characteristics of the geologic 
hazards, and addressing the potential effects of the geologic conditions and geologic 
hazards on the proposed development and occupants thereof, particularly in terms 
of risk and potential damage. 

13. Specific recommendations for additional or more detailed investigations, as may be 
required to understand or quantify a geologic hazard. 

14. An evaluation of whether mitigation measures are required, including an evaluation 
of multiple mitigation options. 

15. Specific recommendations for avoidance or mitigation of the effects of identified 
hazards, consistent with the purposes set forth in this chapter, including design or 
performance criteria for engineered mitigation measures, including all supporting 
calculations, analyses, modeling, or other methods, and assumptions. Final design 
plans and specifications for engineered mitigation must be signed and sealed in blue 
ink by a geotechnical, civil and/or structural engineer, as appropriate. 

16. Data upon which recommendations and conclusions are based shall be clearly stated 
in the geologic hazards study report. 

17. A statement that the proposed development and buildable area depicted on the site 
plan meet the requirements of the geologic hazards ordinance and the proposed 
development and buildable are suitable for development from a geologic and 
geotechnical engineering perspective. 

J. When a submitted geologic hazard study report does not contain adequate and 
substantiated data to support the findings in the geologic hazards study report, 
additional or more detailed investigations shall be required to explain or quantify a 
particular geologic hazard or to describe how mitigation measures recommended in the 
geologic hazards study report are appropriate and adequate.  

 

10-7-110: REVIEW OF GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY REPORTS: 

A. Scope: All geologic hazards study reports performed in the City will be reviewed by the 
City’s retained consultants and permanently filed with the City. The City’s consultants will 
evaluate geologic hazards study investigations and geologic hazards study reports for 
conformance with the City geologic hazards ordinance and applicable City codes and 
advise the City regarding the conformance of the consultant geologic hazards study 
investigation and geologic hazards study reports with the City geologic hazards ordinance 
and applicable City codes.  

The City consultants will not approve consultant documents or the supporting data in 
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consultant documents. The City consultants will recommend the City either consider a 
consultant submittal complete or incomplete in accordance with applicable City codes 
and ordinances. The City consultants will not deviate from applicable City codes and 
ordinances. 

The City shall review any proposed land use that requires the preparation of a geologic 
hazards study report under this chapter to determine the possible risks to the safety of 
persons, property, and City infrastructure from geologic hazards. 

B. Submittal: Before the consideration of any request for preliminary plat approval or site 
plan approval, the geologic hazards study report shall be submitted to the City for review.   

C. Time Frame For Review: The City will complete each review in a reasonable time frame, 
not to exceed 21 working days.  

D. Costs Borne By Applicant: All direct costs associated with the review of geologic hazard 
investigations shall be paid by the applicant. 

E. Records: The City shall retain an electronic copy of each geologic hazards study report.  

F. Standards: The City shall determine whether geologic hazards study investigations and 
geologic hazards study reports comply with all the following standards: 

1. The City Geologic Hazard Ordinance and applicable City codes.  

2. The City Geotechnical Engineering Manual, if the geologic hazard study report 
contains geotechnical engineering recommendations. 

3. The geologic hazards study report has been prepared, signed, and sealed by a Utah-
licensed geologist meeting the qualifications of an engineering geologist as defined 
in Section 10-7-020. 

4. The geologic hazards study report has been prepared, signed, and sealed by a Utah-
licensed civil engineer meeting the qualifications of a geotechnical engineer as 
defined in Section 10-7-020, if the geologic hazards study report contains 
geotechnical engineering recommendations. 

5. All final geologic maps, geologic cross-sections, sketches, drawings, plans, etc., 
prepared by, or under the supervision of the engineering geologist, and shall bear the 
signature and seal, both in blue ink, of the engineering geologist when submitted to 
the City. 

6. The proposed land use does not present an unreasonable risk to the health, safety, 
and welfare of persons or property, including buildings, storm drains, public streets, 
culinary water facilities, utilities, or critical facilities, whether off-site or on-site, or to 
the aesthetics and natural functions of the landscape, such as slopes, streams or 
other waterways, drainage, or wildlife habitat, whether off-site or on-site, because of 
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the presence of geologic hazards or because of modifications to the site due to the 
proposed land use. 

7. Identified geologic hazards can be mitigated to an Acceptable and Reasonable Risk in 
a manner that will not violate applicable federal, state, or local statutes, ordinances, 
or regulations. Mitigation measures shall consider, in their design, the intended 
aesthetic functions of other governing ordinances such as the Sensitive Lands Overlay 
Zone.  

8. The geologic hazards study report contains a mitigation plan defining how the 
identified hazards or limitations will be addressed without impacting or adversely 
affecting off-site areas, if applicable.  

9. Whether mitigation measures are reasonable and practical to implement, especially 
if such measures require ongoing maintenance by property owners. 

G. When a geologic hazards investigation and geologic hazards study report complies with 
the City geologic hazards ordinance and applicable City codes, the City reviewers will 
prepare a report to the City recommending the City consider the geologic hazards 
investigation and geologic hazards study report complete. 

H. The City reviewers do not approve consultant documents or the supporting data in 
consultant documents. The City reviewers recommend the City either consider a 
consultant submittal complete or incomplete in accordance with applicable City codes 
and ordinances. 

I. Additional Requirements: The City may, at the City’s discretion, set other requirements 
as are necessary to mitigate any geologic hazards and to ensure the purposes of this 
chapter are met. These requirements may include, but are not limited to:   

1. Additional or more detailed investigations to understand or quantify the hazard or 
determine whether mitigation measures recommended in the geologic hazards study 
report are adequate.  

2. Field reviews of exploratory excavations. 

3. Specific mitigation requirements; establishing buildable and non-buildable areas; 
limitations on slope grading and controls on grading, or re-vegetation. 

4. Grading plans, when required, shall be prepared, signed, and sealed in blue ink by a 
licensed professional engineer. As-built grading plans, when required, shall be signed 
and sealed in blue ink by the project geotechnical engineer as well as the Utah-
licensed civil engineer responsible for the preparation of the grading plans. Grading 
plans, when required, shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

a. Maps of existing and proposed contours with the contours labeled at a minimum 
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of 10-foot intervals. 

b. Present and proposed slopes for each graded area. 

c. Existing and proposed drainage patterns. 

d. Location and depth of all proposed cuts and fills. 

e. Description of methods to be employed to achieve stabilization and compaction. 

f. Location and capacities of proposed drainage, structures, and erosion control 
measures based on maximum runoff for a 100-year storm. 

g. Location of existing buildings or structures on or within 100 feet of the site, or 
which may be affected by proposed grading and construction. 

h. Plan for monitoring and documentation of testing, field inspections during 
grading, and reporting to the City. 

5. Installation of monitoring equipment and seasonal monitoring of surface and 
subsurface geologic conditions, including groundwater levels. 

6. Other requirements such as time schedules for completion of the mitigation and 
phasing of development. 

J. Condition of Approval:  The City may also set requirements necessary to protect the 
public health, safety, welfare, and property of the citizens of   the City, protect the City’s 
infrastructure and financial health, and minimize potential adverse effects of geologic 
hazards to public health, safety, welfare, and property as a condition of approval of any 
development which requires a geologic hazards study report.   

K. On-Site Professional:  The City may require an engineering geologist and/or geotechnical 
engineer to be on-site, at the cost of the applicant, during certain phases of construction, 
particularly during grading phases and the construction of retaining walls. For any real 
property to which development has proceeded based on a geologic hazards study or a 
geotechnical engineering report  that has been accepted by the City, no final inspection 
shall be completed, or certificate of occupancy issued, or performance bond released 
until the geotechnical engineer and/or engineering geologist who signed and approved 
the geologic hazards study or a geotechnical engineering report certifies, in writing, the 
completed improvements and structures conform to the descriptions and requirements 
contained in said geologic hazards study or a geotechnical engineering report. 

L. Appeal: An applicant may appeal any decision made under the provisions of this chapter 
only after the City has issued a written review of a geologic hazards study report.  The 
applicant shall set forth the specific grounds or issues upon which the appeal is based. 
The appeal shall be submitted in writing to the Community Development Director within 
30 days of the issuance of the City's written review or other decision.  
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The City shall assemble a professional panel of three   engineering geologists and/or 
geotechnical engineers, qualified as defined in this ordinance, to serve as the appeal 
authority for any technical dispute. The appeal panel shall consist of an engineering 
geologist and/or geotechnical engineer (if applicable) designated by the City, an 
engineering geologist and/or geotechnical engineer (if applicable) designated by the 
applicant, and an engineering geologist and/or geotechnical engineer (if applicable) 
designated by the City’s and the applicant’s designated engineering geologists and/or 
geotechnical engineers (if applicable). If the City’s and the applicant’s designated 
engineering geologists and/or geotechnical engineers cannot reach a consensus on the 
third engineering geologist and/or geotechnical engineer within thirty days, the City 
shall select the third engineering geologist and/or geotechnical engineer.  

The costs of the appeal process shall be paid by the applicant. Decisions of the appeal 
panel will be binding and based on the majority decision of the appeal panel. Before 
commencement of appeal panel activities, the City will issue a scope of work outlining 
the specific purpose and goals of the appeal panel. 

 

10-7-120: DISCLOSURE WHEN A GEOLOGIC HAZARDS STUDY REPORT IS REQUIRED: 

A. Form of Disclosure: Whenever a geologic hazards study report is required under this 
chapter, the owner of the parcel shall record a notice running with the land in a form 
satisfactory to the City before the approval of any development or subdivision of such 
parcel.  Disclosure shall include signing a Disclosure and Acknowledgment Form provided 
by the City, which includes: 

1. Notice the parcel is located within a City geologic hazard special study area as shown 
on the geologic hazards special study area maps or as otherwise defined in this 
chapter. 

2. Notice a geologic hazards study report was prepared and is available for public review 
in the City’s files. 

B. Additional Notification on Plat: Where geologic hazards and related setbacks are 
delineated in a subdivision, the applicant shall also place additional notification on the 
plat stating the above information, prior to final approval of the plat. 

 

10-7-130: WARNING AND DISCLAIMER: 

The geologic hazards special study area maps, which may be viewed at the City online map 
portal via the geologic information application, represent only those potentially hazardous 
areas known to the City and should not be construed to include all possible potential hazard 
areas. The City geologic hazards ordinance and the geologic hazards special study area maps 
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may be amended as new information becomes available. The provisions of this chapter do 
not in any way assure or imply areas outside the geologic hazards special study area maps 
boundaries are free from the possible adverse effects of geologic hazards.  This chapter shall 
not create any liability on the part of the City, any City officer, City consultants, or City 
employee thereof for any damages from geologic hazards that result from reliance on this 
chapter, or any administrative requirement or decision lawfully made hereunder.  

 

10-7-140: CHANGE OF USE: 

No change in use that results in the conversion of a building or structure from one not used 
for human occupancy to one that is so used shall be permitted unless the building or 
structure complies with the provisions of this chapter.  

 

10-7-150: CONFLICTING REGULATIONS: 

In cases of conflict between the provisions of existing zoning classifications, building code, 
subdivision ordinance, or any other ordinance of the City and the geologic hazards ordinance 
codified in this chapter, the most restrictive provision shall apply. 

 

10-7-160: CRITICAL FACILITIES AND RISK CATEGORIES III AND IV STRUCTURES: 

Critical Facilities means essential, hazardous, special occupancy facilities, and Risk Categories 
III and IV as defined in the currently adopted International Building Code, and lifelines such 
as major utility, transportation, and communication facilities and their connections to critical 
facilities. 

In the event of failure, the following buildings and structures represent a substantial hazard 
to human life: 

1. Those where more than 300 people congregate in one area. 

2. Elementary schools, secondary schools, or daycare facilities with an occupancy 
greater than 250. 

3.  Colleges or adult education facilities with an occupancy greater than 500. 

4. Health-care facilities with an occupancy greater than 50 or more resident patients but 
not having surgery or emergency treatment facilities. 

5. Jails and detention facilities. 

6. Any structure with an occupancy greater than 1,000. 
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7. Power-generating stations, water treatment or storage for potable water, wastewater 
treatment facilities, and other public utility facilities. 

8. Those facilities containing toxic or explosive substances that would be dangerous to 
the public if released. 

The following buildings and structures are designated as essential facilities, including but not 
limited to: 

1. Hospitals and other care facilities having surgery or emergency treatment facilities. 

2. Fire, rescue, and police stations and emergency vehicle garages and fueling facilities. 

3. Designated emergency shelters. 

4. Designated emergency preparedness, communications, operation centers, and other 
facilities required for emergency response. 

5. Power-generating stations and other public utility facilities required as emergency 
backup facilities for facilities and structures. 

6. Structures containing highly toxic materials as defined by the most recently adopted 
version of the International Building Code. 

7. Aviation control towers, air traffic centers, and emergency aircraft hangars. 

8. Buildings and other structures having critical national defense functions. 

9. Water treatment and storage facilities which are required to maintain water pressure 
for fire suppression. 

… 

TITLE 17 
LAND DEVELOPMENT 

… 

17-4-030: FINAL PLAT; PREPARATION AND REQUIRED INFORMATION:  

… 

S.   The final plat shall show geologic-restricted areas as defined in Section 10-7-20 of this 
code. 

… 
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TITLE 18 
LAND DISTURBANCE 

… 

18-2-010: LAND DISTURBANCE PERMIT REQUIRED: 

… 

B.   Manufacturing, Commercial, Or Institutional Properties: 

1.   Except for preliminary geological and geotechnical activities as described in section 9-
19-070 Section 10-7-070 of this code, no land disturbance permit shall be issued for any 
site or project in a manufacturing, commercial or institutional zone within the slope 
stability study area, as shown on the Geologic Hazards Study Area Map, which may be 
viewed at the City online map portal via the geologic information application, of the Draper 
City geologic hazards ordinance plate A-3 zone or sensitive lands overlay until and unless a 
final site plan or subdivision plat has been approved and recorded for the site or project. 

2.   Land disturbance permit applications to improve, construct, disturb or otherwise 
modify land in manufacturing, commercial or institutional zones not subject to either the 
slope stability study area, as shown on the Geologic Hazards Study Area Map, which may 
be viewed at the City online map portal via the geologic information application, of the 
Draper City geologic hazards ordinance plate A-3 or a sensitive lands overlay zoning, where 
the modifications do not require site plan or subdivision plat approval, as determined by 
the zoning administrator and city engineer, and where the cuts and fills do not exceed 
thirteen feet (13'), shall be reviewed and processed in accordance with the provisions of 
this title by the city engineer. 

C.   Residential And Agricultural Properties: 

1.   Except for preliminary geological and geotechnical activities described in section 9-19-
070 Section 10-7-070 of this code, or for city engineer approved placement of excavated 
material generated by other city approved applications, no land disturbance permit shall 
be issued for any site or project in a residential or agricultural zone within the slope 
stability study area, as shown on the Geologic Hazards Study Area Map, which may be 
viewed at the City online map portal via the geologic information application, of the Draper 
City geologic hazards ordinance plate A-3 zone until and unless a final site plan or 
subdivision plat has been approved and recorded for the site or project. 

2.   Land disturbance permit applications to improve, construct, disturb or otherwise 
modify land in residential and agricultural zones not subject to the slope stability study 
area, as shown on the Geologic Hazards Study Area Map, which may be viewed at the City 
online map portal via the geologic information application of the Draper City geologic 
hazards ordinance plate A-3, a sensitive lands overlay zoning, and where the modifications 
do not require site plan or subdivision plat approval, as determined by the zoning 
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administrator and city engineer, shall be reviewed and processed in accordance with the 
provisions of this title by the city engineer. In this particular circumstance, applicants may 
not submit a subdivision plat or site plan application for at least three (3) months from the 
date of approval of the land disturbance permit. 

3.   Land disturbance permit applications to improve, construct, disturb or otherwise 
modify land in residential and agricultural zones subject to the slope stability study area, as 
shown on the Geologic Hazards Study Area Map, which may be viewed at the City online 
map portal via the geologic information application, of the Draper City geologic hazards 
ordinance plate A-3 where the modifications do not require site plan or subdivision plat 
approval, as determined by the zoning administrator and city engineer, shall be denied 
unless the disturbance is associated with the completion of a condition of subdivision plat 
approval previously rendered by the Draper City council. In this particular circumstance, 
applications shall satisfy all provisions of this code. 

… 
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MEMO
 
To: Planning Commission
From:
Date: 2025-12-11
Re: Annual Planning Commissioner Training by City Staff

 
Comments:
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