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Mayor Meeting 
Public Meeting Agenda 

**REVISED** 

Friday, February 20, 2015 10:00 A.M. 
THE MEETING WILL BE HELD AT SALT LAKE COUNTY GOVERNMENT CENTER  

2001 SOUTH STATE STREET, NORTH BUILDING, ROOM N2003 

ANY QUESTIONS, CALL (385) 468-6700 

REASONABLE ACCOMMODATIONS FOR QUALIFIED INDIVIDUALS MAY BE PROVIDED 

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

WENDY GURR AT 385-468-6707. TTY USERS SHOULD CALL 711. 

The purpose of the Mayor’s Meeting is to allow the Mayor’s Office to hear applicant and public 

comment, as well as agency and staff recommendations, prior to making a decision on land use 

applications filed with Salt Lake County. The Mayor’s Office also hears business license related 

issues.  
 

PUBLIC HEARINGS 

28980 – Richard Beckstrand is requesting preliminary plat approval of a 2 lot subdivision. The 

applicant is proposing to divide the existing property at the subject location to create an 

additional lot. Location: 3809 East Thousand Oaks Circle Zone: R-1-10 (Single Family 

Residential) Planner: Spencer W. Brimley 

 

29142 – Andrew Quist is requesting an exception to County roadway standards regarding the 

installation of Curb Gutter and Sidewalk. Location: 3940 South Hale Drive. Zone: R-1-21. 

Planner: Todd A. Draper. 

 
 

BUSINESS MEETING 

 

1) Approval of Minutes from the December 19, 2014 meeting. 

2) Other Business Items (as needed) 

 

ADJOURN 
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Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 

STAFF REPORT

Executive Summary

Hearing Body: Salt Lake County Mayor's Meeting
Meeting Date and Time: Friday, February 20, 2015 10:00 AM File No: 2 8 9 8 0
Applicant Name: Richard Beckstrand Request: Subdivision
Description: 2 lot standard subdivision
Location: 3809 E. Thousand Oaks Dr.
Zone: R-1-10 Residential Single-Family Any Zoning Conditions?         Yes No ✔

Planning Commission Rec: Approval with Conditions
Staff Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

Planner: Spencer W. Brimley

1.0 BACKGROUND

1.1 Summary

The applicant is requesting to subdivide an existing parcel into 2 lots. Up until 2002 this property was 
historically 2 lots but was combined by a previous property owner. For the subsequent 12 years this has 
been a single lot containing a single family dwelling that, according to information received from County 
archives, contained a garage in 2002 when the property was combined from two lots to one lot. This 
proposal is to keep the existing home on the property and subdivide a portion of the property to allow for 
the future construction on the proposed lot.  

Since the Planning Commission meeting in November of 2014, staff has worked to answer the questions 
and concerns of the planning commission.  The Planning Commission asked staff to clarify whether 
columns, pillars, and chimneys that protrude beyond the walls of the existing home should be included in 
the lot coverage determination.  In response to this request, the County Zoning Administrator has revised 
his previous determination regarding the lot coverage definition, a copy of which is attached to this report, 
and portions of which will be discussed hereafter in this report.  The Zoning Administrator was in 
attendance at the February Planning Commission meeting to answer questions or provide clarification 
regarding his revised determination and will be in attendance at the Mayor's Meeting to do the same.  The 
planning commission did not request any additional information or clarification from the Zoning 
Administrator in the meeting.   Per Planning Commission directive, there has been no additional 
information considered related to application #28980. Staff has reviewed the information provided by the 
applicant and the community and sought to address the concerns presented as they apply to this 
application.  
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The Millcreek Township Planning Commission approved the preliminary plat, with conditions.   The 
Commission required that the home be brought into compliance with the rear yard setback.  The Commission 
required that the applicant comply with the staff recommendations included below and that construction of a 
garage or carport be completed prior to final plat approval being granted for the subdivision.  The planning 
commission has approved the preliminary plat, but since the proposal would amend an existing subdivision, 
by adding a lot, it is required that the Mayor or designee approve the plat amendment. 

1.2 Hearing Body Action

 This item is on the agenda for section 608 hearing requesting approval to amend an existing subdivision plat.

1.3 Neighborhood Response

Input from the community on this matter has been included for consideration at the Mayor's meeting.  The 
community presented two objections in connection with this application.  Community objections were 
presented at the November 2014 Millcreek Township Planning Commission Meeting and are summarized in 
following manner.  First, the current single family residence on the property exceeds the allowable lot 
coverage percentage of 31% for the R-1-10 zone for properties that fall with in the Residential Compatibility 
Overlay Zone (RCOZ).   Second, the residence currently has a 15 foot setback from the rear property line, 
and a 30' setback is required unless there is a garage (which the home currently does not have).  The 
subdivision should not be permitted to move forward until such time that the rear yard setback is brought 
into compliance.   
Staff also received a letter from a member of the community who opposed the Zoning Administrator's 
determination for the calculation of lot coverage.  This information was not presented to the Planning 
Commission due to the fact that the hearing had been closed and no additional information was to be 
considered for that meeting, unless determined otherwise by the Planning Commission.  That letter has been 
included in this packet of information.  Staff also received several emails from a neighbor, which have also 
been included in this packet as well.  These emails suggest that the front porch, which was not included in 
the lot coverage calculation must be included to properly address the question of whether or not the existing 
home meets the lot coverage requirement of 31%. 

1.4 Community Council Response

The Mt. Olympus Community Council is aware of the application for a 2-lot subdivision.  This item was 
mentioned at their meeting held on 10/7/2014. However because of the nature of the application as a 
standard subdivision it is not an application type that receives recommendation from the community council.

2.0 ANALYSIS

2.1 Applicable Ordinances

The subdivision would be subject to compliance with Title 18-Subdivisions. 

As a standard subdivision being a use by right, the applicant is responsible to show that the proposed lots 
meet requirements of the applicable zone (R-1-10 and RCOZ). 

If given preliminary approval by the planning commission a preliminary and final plat approval from staff, 
together with Mayor approval of an amended plat, will be required prior to recording the completed 
subdivision. 

19.14.040 Lot areas and widths. 

R-1-10 10,000 square feet 80 feet at a distance 30 feet back from the front lot line. 
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Any construction proposed on the lots would be subject to the applicable zoning already in place over that 
property. The property is regulated by the R-1-10 zone and Residential Compatibility Overlay Zone (RCOZ). 

19.80.035 - Parking in R-1 and R-2 Residential Zones. 

A. Driveways. A driveway shall be provided for vehicular access from the street or right-of-way to the 
required parking spaces of any dwelling in an R-1 or R-2 zone. The driveway shall be constructed of a 
durable, hard surface such as: concrete (including permeable concrete), asphalt (including permeable 
asphalt), brick, pavers, stone, or block. The number, location, and width of driveways shall comply with the 
specifications set forth in sections 14.12.110 and 14.36.060 of the County Code of Ordinances. Driveways 
over one hundred fifty feet in length are subject to approval by the fire authority. The area within the front 
yard of any single- or two-family dwelling not occupied by a driveway or parking surface set forth above 
shall be landscaped in compliance with the applicable provisions of this title regulating landscaping. 

B. Private vehicles. Private vehicles parked on residential property in any R-1 or R-2 zone shall comply with 
the following: 

1. If parked or stored on a paved surface in compliance with section 19.80.030.C or 19.83.035.A, a
private vehicle may be located in the front yard, side yard, or rear yard of a dwelling.

2.3 Other Agency Recommendations or Requirements

1) Reviews completed by Traffic and Unified Fire indicate that there is sufficient access to the lots as
proposed.  
2) The urban hydrologist has also given preliminary approval of the subdivision as proposed.
3) Geology does not have any concerns at this time.  Based on previous subdivision applications it is
planning staff's opinion that the property can be considered safe for the proposed lots.  
4) Final approval will be subject to receiving a final approval from geology for soils, and slope issues as
well as an in depth review by all regulatory agencies.

2.4 Other Issues

Issues to be addressed: 

       For the accomplishment of this proposal the applicant must show that they comply with the following       
items: 

1. Lot coverage ratio as stated in the Residential Compatibility Overlay zone, R-1 zoning regulations.

2. Comply with any and all applicable subdivision regulations and ordinance requirements.

The issues that need to be considered at this time, related to the subdivision are whether or not it conforms to 
all required ordinances and regulations.  As proposed the new subdivision must not create any non-
compliance items or violations related to height, setback or lot coverage with the existing home, or the 
proposed lot.  The proposed subdivision does not create any such violations that cannot be resolved. 

Lot Coverage Analysis: 

 For the purposes of this analysis the lot coverage in a R-1-10 zone is not to exceed 31%. The current 
property is approximately 29,521 SF or 0.68 acres. The applicant is requesting to subdivide off 10,000 SF for 
an additional lot, which would meet minimum requirements for development. The remaining SF would be 
maintained around the existing home and contain 19,521 SF. The remaining SF would be required to 
conform to the RCOZ regulations of the Salt Lake County Ordinance, including no more than 31% lot 
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coverage.  Per the Salt Lake County Zoning Administrator's determination related to lot coverage, the areas 
that are not to be included in the lot coverage calculation are outlined in the following manner: 

“…The recent questions have focused on what is considered "occupied" by a building, and what is meant by 
"patios," "decks," and "open porches," which are specifically excluded from lot coverage. In looking at the 
commonly used definitions of these terms, the one structural element that contains a roof by definition is a 
porch. Using the definition of porch in the current Merriam-Webster on-line dictionary as a reference, a 
porch is "a structure attached to the entrance of a building that has a roof and that may or may not have 
walls." Because a porch has a roof but may or may not have walls, the logical conclusion is that an "open 
porch" refers to a covered entrance that does not have walls. 

Since the other elements on the exemptions list are flat surfaced structures, considered "outdoor" amenities, I 
would conclude that any portion of the lot over which there is finished interior floor space, including 
enclosed garage, is "occupied" by the home, and counts towards the coverage calculation. Because the issue 
is coverage, the outside measurement of walls (rather than interior floor square footage) should be used to 
calculate this area. In harmony with the "measurement of intensity" language, I would not include roof 
overhang or decorative elements such as wing walls or extended pillars in the measurement. They are merely 
decorative appendages, and the amount they add to or subtract from the "measurement of intensity" of a 
given building is debatable.” 

Per this determination staff would not include in the calculation for lot coverage, the above stated items.  
Specifically, the pillars, columns, and chimneys protruding beyond the walls of the home would not be 
included in lot coverage, nor would the porch, roof overhangs, or wing walls.  It is therefore staff's 
conclusion that the applicant would conform with the RCOZ lot coverage requirements, having a lot 
coverage ratio of 29%, which would leave an additional 423.51 SF that could be developed on this parcel. 

 Compliance with applicable Ordinances 
However, relative to the existing home on lot one of the proposed subdivisions; it would seem that the 
current 15' rear set back is out of compliance with the required setback for this zoning designation, which 
only allows a 15' rear setback if there is a garage (otherwise, a 30' rear setback is required).   Per County 
records, the previous property owner showed a garage on the western side of the property. This Garage 
existed in 2002, when the lot was combined from two lots into one which resulted in the current 
configuration . Staff has requested building permit information related to some of the remodeling that has 
taken place on the property, but from archived records, staff was unable to see when the garage was 
enclosed. Based on staff's review of the limited information that was available in County archives, staff 
infers that the 15' rear setback was originally approved based on the assumption that the applicant would 
have an attached garage on the property, and that the garage did exist and was filled in during the various 
remodeling projects at the residence that have occurred in the past 12 years. County archives showed that the 
previous owner requested a reduction in the rear setback from 15 feet to 12 feet, which was denied.    
Therefore, the applicant would be required to comply with the 15 foot allowed setback, which requires a 
garage. 

If the amended plat is approved by the Mayor, the applicant will need to provide appropriate documentation 
showing that the subdivided lot with the existing home can comply with the existing rear yard setback. The 
applicant would be able to comply with the rear yard setback by building a single car garage or carport with 
the 423 square feet of developable space still allowed under lot coverage limitations, plus a one car 
driveway. Staff would not be able to issue final plat approval until this issue has been resolved. This review 
would make sure that all applicable ordinances and regulations are complied with and followed prior to any 
final approval being issued for this project.  

Alternatively, Applicant could file, for the existing home, an application for determination of a 
noncomplying structure under County Ordinance section 19.88.150.  The Mayor could similarly approve the  
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plat amendment, subject to or pending the Applicant obtaining such a determination. 

3.0 STAFF RECOMMENDATION

3.1 Staff recommends APPROVAL of the proposed Subdivision with the following conditions:

1 )The Millcreek Township Planning Commission has recommended approval of the preliminary plat 
and has required that final plat not be granted until the applicant has constructed a garage or carport 
for at least one vehicle.

3.2 Reasons for Recommendation

1 ) Rear yard setback could be brought into compliance through installation of a new single car garage 
with a driveway, or alternatively, applying for determination of a noncomplying structure.  The Mayor 
could approve a plat amendment, subject to or pending the Director approving one of these options 
before final plat approval.  

2 ) Lot coverage calculation, based on determination by zoning administrator, is in compliance with lot 
coverage restrictions for the RCOZ ordinance. 

3 ) The proposed subdivision meets the requirements of the R-1-10 zone and has demonstrated ability to 
comply with all applicable ordinances and standards to verify safe development.
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AMENDING LOT 1517A, MT. OLYMPUS HILLS NO. 15 AMENDED SUBDIVISION

MT. OLYMPUS HILLS NO. 15 (3) AMENDED

SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE

OWNER'S DEDICATION

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

DATE

LOT 1517A, MT. OLYMPUS HILLS NO. 15, AMENDED SUBDIVISION, ACCORDING TO THE OFFICIAL PLAT THEREOF, FILED IN BOOK "2003P" OF PLATS, AT
PAGE 232 OF THE OFFICIAL RECORDS OF THE SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER, BEING MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SAID LOT 1517A, MT OLYMPUS HEIGHTS, SAID LOT CORNER ALSO BEING EAST 1936.34 FEET (1938.51') AND
NORTH 1429.36 FEET (1429.88') FROM THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 1, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
AND RUNNING THENCE NORTH 64Á00'00" EAST 125.12 FEET; THENCE NORTH 37Á30'00" EAST 120.53 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 51Á00'00" EAST 126.34 FEET;
THENCE SOUTH 39Á00'00" WEST 14.99 FEET TO A POINT ON A 360.72 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT; THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG SAID CURVE
267.57 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 42Á30'00" (CHORD BEARS SOUTH 60Á15'00" WEST 261.48 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 81Á30'00" WEST 36.63 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 08Á30'00" WEST 76.70 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINS: 29,521 SQUARE FEET, OR 0.678 ACRES, IN 2 LOTS

I, DENNIS K. WITHERS,  DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND THAT I HOLD LICENSE NO. 6135190, AS
PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH. I FURTHER CERTIFY THAT BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, I HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE
TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED BELOW, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS AND STREETS HEREAFTER TO
BE KNOWN AS:

AND THAT THE SAME HAS BEEN CORRECTLY SURVEYED AND STAKED ON THE GROUND AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT.

DENNIS K. WITHERS
L.S. LICENSE NO. 6135190

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT ________, THE ______ UNDERSIGNED OWNER(    ) OF THE ABOVE DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND, HAVING
CAUSED SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED INTO LOTS, STREETS AND EASEMENTS TO BE HEREAFTER KNOWN AS THE:

DO HEREBY DEDICATE FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC, ALL PARCELS OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AS INTENDED FOR PUBLIC USE. IN WITNESS
WHEREBY ________ HAVE HEREUNTO SET ________________________ THIS _________________ DAY OF _____________________ A.D., 20____.

AMENDING LOT 1517A, MT. OLYMPUS HILLS NO. 15 AMENDED SUBDIVISION

INDIVIDUAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF UTAH

ON THE __________ DAY OF _______________ A.D., 20____, PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE  IN SAID STATE OF UTAH, THE SIGNER(    ) OF THE ABOVE OWNER'S DEDICATION, ______ IN NUMBER, WHO DULY ACKNOWLEDGED
TO ME THAT ________ SIGNED IT FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY AND FOR THE USES AND PURPOSES THEREIN MENTIONED.

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: __________________________ ___________________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC
RESIDING IN SALT LAKE COUNTY

S.S.

SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER
RECORD NO. ______________________________.

STATE OF UTAH, COUNTY OF SALT LAKE, RECORDED AND FILED AT THE REQUEST OF ____________________________________________________________

DATE: _________________________________ TIME: ____________________________ BOOK: __________________________ PAGE: _________________________

FEE $ SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER

OF

SHEET

1

1
PREPARED BY:

SALT LAKE COUNTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY

CHAIR, MILLCREEK TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION

PLANNING COMMISSION HEALTH

SALT LAKE VALLEY HEALTH DEPT.

PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DIVISION

 DATE                                ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR

MAYOR

MAYOR, OR DESIGNEE

APPROVAL AS TO FORM

CHECKED FOR ZONING COMPLIANCE

UTILITIES,  STREET AND ADDRESS

 DATE                             SIGNED

Date                                           Signature

FRONTAGE APPROVED
PRESENTED TO THE SALT LAKE COUNTY MAYOR
THIS ___________ DAY OF ___________________ A.D.,
20______, AT WHICH TIME THIS SUBDIVISION WAS
APPROVED AND ACCEPTED.

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS ______________ DAY
OF __________________ A.D. 20_____

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS OFFICE HAS EXAMINED THIS PLAT AND
IT IS CORRECT IN ACCORDANCE WITH INFORMATION ON FILE IN THIS
OFFICE.

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS ______________ DAY OF
__________________ A.D. 20_____

APPROVED THIS __________________ DAY OF _____________ A.D., 20__
BY THE MILLCREEK TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION.

UNIFIED FIRE AUTHORITY

UNIFIED FIRE AUTHORITY

APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS ______________ DAY
OF __________________ A.D. 20_____

RECORD OF SURVEY
A RECORD OF SURVEY HAS BEEN FILED AS #
S2013-09-0365 IN THE OFFICE OF THE SALT LAKE
COUNTY SURVEYOR.

MT. OLYMPUS HILLS NO. 15 (3) AMENDED

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 01,
TOWNSHIP 1 SOUTH, RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

AMENDING LOT 1517A, MT. OLYMPUS HILLS NO. 15 AMENDED SUBDIVISION

MT. OLYMPUS HILLS NO. 15 (3) AMENDED
AMENDING LOT 1517A, MT. OLYMPUS HILLS NO. 15 AMENDED SUBDIVISION

ZONE:________________  LOT AREA: _______________

LOT WIDTH:___________  FRONT YARD:_____________

SIDE YARD:___________  REAR YARD:______________

INDIVIDUAL ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF UTAH
COUNTY OF UTAH

ON THE __________ DAY OF _______________ A.D., 20____, PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME, THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE  IN SAID STATE OF UTAH, THE SIGNER(    ) OF THE ABOVE OWNER'S DEDICATION, ______ IN NUMBER, WHO DULY ACKNOWLEDGED
TO ME THAT ________ SIGNED IT FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY AND FOR THE USES AND PURPOSES THEREIN MENTIONED.

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES: __________________________ ___________________________________________
NOTARY PUBLIC
RESIDING IN SALT LAKE COUNTY

S.S.

GENERAL NOTES:
1. THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS SURVEY IS NORTH 22Á30'00" EAST, ALONG THE LONG CHORD OF PC. & PT. MONUMENTS FOUND IN JUPITER

DRIVE, AS SHOWN HEREON.
2. COURSES AND DISTANCES SHOWN ON THIS MAP ARE MEASURED DIMENSIONS TAKEN FROM ACTUAL FIELD MEASUREMENTS, UNLESS

CONTAINED WITHIN PARENTHESIS INDICATING A RECORD COURSE OR DISTANCE. RECORD INFORMATION IS TAKEN FROM MAPS, PLATS, DEEDS
OF RECORD, OR OTHER SOURCES OF RECORD INFORMATION.

3. PROPERTY CORNERS NOT FOUND WERE MONUMENTED WITH A 5/8" REBAR AND RED NYLON CAP STAMPED "McNEIL ENG.", OR A NAIL & WASHER
BEARING THE SAME INSIGNIA, UNLESS OTHERWISE NOTED HEREON.

4. THE BOUNDS OF THIS SUBDIVISION WAS ESTABLISHED BASED UPON THAT CERTAIN RECORD OF SURVEY, FILED AS S2013-09-0365, ON FILE WITH
THE SALT LAKE COUNTY SURVEYOR'S OFFICE.  (SEE NARRATIVE SHOWN THEREON.)

5. EXISTING EASEMENTS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT ARE BASED UPON THE EASEMENTS CITED IN THE COMMITMENT FOR TILE INSURANCE PREPARED
BY LANDMARK TITLE COMPANY TITLE COMPANY, ORDER NUMBER 54532, HAVING AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF MAY 06 , 2014 AT 6:59 AM

6. THE SUBJECT PARCEL IS LOCATED WITHIN ZONE 'X', AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE ANNUAL 2% CHANCE OF 100 YEAR FLOOD, PER
FEMA MAP NO. 4903.5C0316G

REVISIONS
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2.
3.
4.
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MARK DAlE REVISION 

1648 EAST 3300 SOUTH 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT. 84106 
FAX LINE: 801-485-6969 
OFFICE: 801-466-1 250 
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PROPERTY 

• 

PRO..ECT NAME 

RESIDENCE 
ADDITION 

PROJECT AODRESS 

3809 E 
THOUSAND OAKS DR. 

SALT LAKE CITY 

SHEET TITLE 

SITE 

PROJ. NO. 
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SCALE 
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PLAN 

PROJ. DAlE 
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PLOT DAlE 

09-08-14 

SHEET NO. 

AS1 

SBRIMLEY
Length Measurement
14 ft

SBRIMLEY
Length Measurement
67 ft

SBRIMLEY
Length Measurement
14 ft

SBRIMLEY
Pen

SBRIMLEY
Callout
853 SF

SBRIMLEY
Callout
4673 SF

SBRIMLEY
Callout
Square footage not counted against lot coverage.

SBRIMLEY
Callout
Square footage not counted against lot coverage.

SBRIMLEY
Callout
Square footage not counted against lot coverage.



Exhibit "A": November 5, 2014 on site laser measurements by Salt Lake County Assessor 

44 

2 

Parcel ID: 22-01-332-020-0000 

Label 

L/B/B 
v 
p 
U/U 
LH 

Perimeter 

344 
76 
56 
172 
46 

Area 

4673 
333 
180 
853 
102 

23 

L/B/B 

4673 sqft 

22 

13 

67 

17 

333 sqft 

23 

18 p 16 

180 sqft 

10 

13 

U/U 

853 sqft 

27 

27 

2 

SBRIMLEY
Polygon

SBRIMLEY
Polygon

SBRIMLEY
Polygon

SBRIMLEY
Polygon

SBRIMLEY
PolyLine

SBRIMLEY
PolyLine

SBRIMLEY
Polygon

SBRIMLEY
Text Box
   Lot Coverage SF                                                             6051.51      Total SF                                                                           5628            Lot Coverage                                                                       28.83%    





Ben McAdams 
Mayor 

Nicole Dunn 
Deputy Mayor 

Patrick W. Leary 
Township Executive 

DATE: December 26, 2014 

TO: Spencer Brimley 

FROM: Curtis Woodward 

RE: RCOZ "Lot coverage" definition 

sm~~i~i!fi 
TOWNSHIPS 

Scott R. Baird, P.E., Director 
Engineering Services 

Rolen Yoshinaga, Director 
Planning & Development Services 

Brigham Mellor 
Economic Development 

It has come to my attention that more questions have arisen regarding the definition of "lot coverage" in section 19. 71.060 
of the Residential Compatibility Overlay Zone (RCOZ). For reference, the definition in the code is: "Lot coverage" means 
the measurement of land use intensity that represents the portion of the site occupied by the principal building and all 
accessory buildings, but excluding all other impervious improvements such as sidewalks, driveways, patios, decks and 
open porches. The only terms within this definition which are specifically defined within the zoning ordinance are: 
"intensity" and "building:" 

"Intensity" means the concentration of activity, such as a combination of the number of people, cars, visitors, 
customers, hours of operation, outdoor advertising, etc.; also, the size of buildings or structures, the most-intense 
being higher, longer and/or wider. 

"Building" means any structure having a roof supported by columns or walls, for the housing or enclosure of 
persons, animals or chattels. 

The recent questions have focused on what is considered "occupied" by a building, and what is meant by "patios," 
"decks," and "open porches," which are specifically excluded from lot coverage. In looking at the commonly used 
definitions of these terms, the one structural element that contains a roof by definition is a porch. Using the definition of 
porch in the current Merriam-Webster on-line dictionary as a reference, a porch is "a structure attached to the entrance of 
a building that has a roof and that may or may not have walls." Because a porch has a roof but may or may not have 
walls, the logical conclusion is that an "open porch" refers to a covered entrance that does not have walls. 

Since the other elements on the exemptions list are flat surfaced structures, considered "outdoor" amenities, I would 
conclude that any portion of the lot over which there is finished interior floor space, including enclosed garage, is 
"occupied" by the home, and counts towards the coverage calculation. Because the issue is coverage, the outside 
measurement of walls (rather than interior floor square footage) should be used to calculate this area. In harmony with 
the "measurement of intensity" language, I would not include roof overhang or decorative elements such as wing walls or 
extended pillars in the measurement. They are merely decorative appendages, and the amount they add to or subtract 
from the "measurement of intensity" of a given building is debatable. 

Office of Township Services • 2001 South State Street • Salt Lake City, Utah 84190 
www.slco.org/townships 



Community Letters, Emails and informaiton 
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From: Sheila Gelman
To: Spencer W. Brimley; David Baird; Jemina Keller; Steve Sullivan; Curtis Woodward; George Flint
Subject: Application # 28980 3809 East Thousand Oaks Circle
Date: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 10:22:22 AM

Dear Mr. Brimley,
I realize that the neighbors are not permitted to speak at the Millcreek Community Planning meeting tomorrow.
However, considering the administration has ruled that the front porch is not considered in the lot coverage I feel
 that we should have the
opportunity to at least share the picture of the front porch which you are not  including as part of the lot coverage
 on the ROCZ. This porch needs to be included in the lot coverage.
It is an integral part of the home. The roof skylight and roof is part of the home. The skylight runs from the middle
 of the home into almost all of the porch roof. This is a solid stone porch with an artificial copper metal roof and
 glass side walls.  It is a definite part of the design of the home.
Since the rear covered porch is part of the house then this also needs to be included. When the home was
 remodeled the porch required a variance.  Mr. McWillis ignored the rules and  the building code did not enforce it. 
 The front pillars are also in violation.
The neighbors question your decision  that the front porch is not part of the lot coverage. 
We hope that you will reconsider your decision.
Thank you very much.
Sheila and Martin Gelman
3858 East Thousand Oaks Circle
Salt Lake City, Utah 84124
801-272-2522 or mobile 801-230-0993

mailto:sheilagelman@yahoo.com
mailto:SBrimley@slco.org
mailto:davidbaird70@yahoo.com
mailto:jeminakeller@gmail.com
mailto:ssullivan@robertdebry.com
mailto:CWoodward@slco.org
mailto:gflint@gmail.com


From: Sheila Gelman
To: Spencer W. Brimley
Cc: Curtis Woodward
Subject: Thousand Oaks
Date: Tuesday, February 10, 2015 4:40:09 PM

Dear Spencer,

Thank you for all the time that you have spent on this project.

I just reread your October  10, 2014 memo from Curtis Woodward and I have a question.

It states: it is therefore my conclusion that a roof over a deck(measured as the area within the support post or

 columns of the roof)

must be included in the square footage of the principal building for purposes of lot coverage in the residential

 compatibility overlay

zone. Building means any structure having a roof supported by columns or wall, for the housing or enclosure of

 persons, animals, or chattels. 

This front entry is big enough to house many animals.

I  cannot understand why the front of this home does not meet this requirement.  It is the same roof as the main

 dwelling, it shares the

skylight of the middle of the main home and has glass and metal walls and is supported with huge columns. It also

 has the tile/marble

floors that are also in the interior. It is not a deck. In this case the front entry

is an integral part of the home.

Once again could you please explain to me the reason that this front entry is not included in lot coverage.

It is obvious that I do not understand the language of the zoning ordinance.

Is there any chance that your committee could review this??

Thank you,

Sheila Gelman

mailto:sheilagelman@yahoo.com
mailto:SBrimley@slco.org
mailto:CWoodward@slco.org


JEFFREY L. SILVESTRINI 
3400 South Crestwood Dr. 

Millcreek Township, Utah  84109 
 

 
February 10, 2015 

Via E-mail 
 
John Janson, Chair 
  j_janson@comcast.net 
Millcreek Township Planning Commission 
Salt Lake County Planning & Development Services 
2001 S. State Street, #3600 
Salt Lake City, UT  84190-3050 
 
 Re:    Application No. 28980: Interpretation of The RCOZ Ordinance Generally  
 
Dear Honorable Planning Commission Members: 
 
 I write in my capacity as a private citizen, although at relevant times I was Chair of the 
Mount Olympus Community Council and the Millcreek Township Council, and I participated in 
the public process which resulted in the enactment by the Salt Lake County Council of the 
Residential Compatibility Overlay Zone ordinance (RCOZ).  I have become aware of two 
opinions of Curtis Woodward, Zoning Administrator, respecting the lot coverage concept 
contained in the ordinance, and specifically whether “porches” are counted for lot coverage like 
“covered decks.”   
 
 At the time that this ordinance was roundly debated in our community and ultimately 
adopted by the Salt Lake County Council upon the recommendation of the Planning 
Commission, the principal concern the ordinance was compatibility of the mass of infill 
development with that of other structures in existing neighborhoods.  To that end, the concept of 
lot coverage was studied and utilized in the ordinance to attempt to regulate compatibility of 
mass.  Included in the calculation of what was occupied by a building in the concept of lot 
coverage ratio were appurtenances to a structure covered with roofs.  I believe this is because 
areas covered with roofs contribute to the mass of a structure, as distinguished from uncovered 
decks or porches which do not have roofs. 
 
 The two opinions of the Zoning Administrator which address interpretation of the 
ordinance utilize the dictionary definition of “porch” to conclude that porches are, by definition, 
covered by roofs.  Therefore, the opinions reason, because the ordinance excluded “open 
porches” from the lot coverage calculation, all porches, covered or not covered, must be so 
excluded.  Given that decks are included in the lot coverage calculation only if they are covered, 
I believe that the Zoning Administrator’s opinions are inconsistent with the intent of the 
ordinance and erroneous. 
 
 It makes sense to consider “covered decks” in the lot coverage calculation because the 
roof over the deck constitutes part of the mass of the structure.  To the same end, covered 
porches constitute part of the mass of the structure.  “Open porches” should be interpreted by the 
Planning Commission to constitute porches without roofs, which would be consistent with 
basing lot coverage on the mass of the roof structure.  I believe this was the intent of the 

mailto:j_janson@comcast.net


 
John Janson, Chair 
Millcreek Township Planning Commission 
October 13, 2014 
Page 2 
 
 
Planning Commission and certainly it is consistent with the intent of the ordinance to consider 
the mass of a structure in attempting to ensure its compatibility with existing structures in a 
neighborhood in Millcreek Township.  If “open porch” is considered to have a roof, why is an 
“enclosed porch” not just another room in the dwelling line a foyer or entryway?  “Open porch” 
necessarily was intended to refer to an uncovered porch without a roof, like a front deck.  Such 
an interpretation is the only logical way to respect the intent of the ordinance to regulate mass. 
 
 Based upon this inconsistency inherent in the Zoning Administrator’s opinions, which 
exclude all porches in lot coverage calculations whether or not they have roofs, while decks are 
included only if they have roofs, I believe the Planning Commission should reject the Zoning 
Administrator’s opinions in connection with the referenced application and for all other purposes 
in interpreting the RCOZ ordinance. 
 
      Very truly yours, 
   
 
  
      Jeffrey L. Silvestrini 
 
     
4817-2990-2881, v.  1 
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STAFF SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION 

Public Body: Salt Lake County Mayor File Number: 
29142 

Meeting Date: 2/20/2015 

Request: Exception or Modification of Roadway Standards 

Zone: R-1-21 (Single Family Residiential) 

Property 
Address: 3940 South Hale Drive 

Applicant: Andrew Quist 

Planner: Todd A. Draper 

Project Description: 
 The Applicant is requesting approval for an exception or modification to roadway 
standards as they apply to a recent subdivision proposal (#29043).  There is no curb, 
gutter or sidewalk along hale drive  

Site and Vicinity Description (see attached map):  
Property is located along Hale Drive in the Mount Olympus area.  Land use is 
predominantly single-family residential on larger lots.. 

Salt Lake County Office of Townships 
2001 S State Street #N3-600, Salt Lake City, UT 84190 – 4050 

Phone 385-468-6700    FAX: 385-468-6674 
Visit our web site: slco.org/townships 

1 



Zoning Considerations: 

Requirement Standard Proposed Compliance 
Verified 

Height n/a n/a  Yes 

Front Yard Setback n/a  n/a  Yes 

Side Yard Setbacks n/a  n/a  Yes 

Rear Yard Setback n/a  n/a  Yes 

Lot Width n/a  n/a  Yes 

Lot Area n/a  n/a  Yes 

Parking n/a  n/a  Yes 

Compatibility with existing buildings in terms of size, scale and 
height. 

Yes 

Compliance with Landscaping Requirements. Yes 

Compliance with the General Plan. Yes 

Issues of Concern / Proposed Mitigation: 

Issue of Concern: Drainage:  There are obvious drainage issues in the neighborhood as 
each individual property has installed some kind of “non-standard” asphalt berm, swale, 
wall, or other device at the edge of the pavement to control runoff and prevent it from 
entering the property. Staff recommends that rather than a complete exception to the 
installation of off-site improvements that curb and gutter be installed at a minimum near 
the edge of the existing pavement.  This would be consistent with plans submitted by the 
applicant.  

Proposed Mitigation: Install curb and gutter in line with existing pavement and 
improvised drainage improvements abutting neighboring properties. 

2 



Issue of Concern: Sidewalk: Installation of typical off-site improvements, including 
sidewalk, would necessitate a narrowing of the existing pavement as the existing roadway 
is not installed along the deeded centerline of the road. This would present a traffic safety 
hazard. 

Proposed Mitigation: Granting of an exception to the installation of sidewalk. 

Neighborhood Response:  
Most all neighbors that have commented regarding the issue at hand are in agreement that 
sidewalk should not be required in their neighborhood. One neighbor did comment 
generally that they did not want any exceptions granted to this development.     

Community Council Response:  
Exception requests of this nature are not sent for review to the Community Council 

Reviewing Agencies: 
The agencies/professionals listed below have been consulted regarding this request. In 
some cases the agency cannot complete a final review/approval until the Planning 
Commission has rendered a decision regarding the proposed use and site plan.  

SLCO Engineering(Survey and Boundary Review) 
Approved 
Review waived. Traffic Engineer will make recommendation on this exception request. 

SLCO Engineering(Urban Hydrology) - Storm Drainage, Flood Control 
Under Review 
Provide curb and gutter as recommended by the traffic engineer. This will help alleviate 
drainage issues encountered at this location.  

SWPPP Supervisor - Natural Hazards, Soil and Slope Conditions, Liquifaction, Grading, 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Under Review 

Traffic Engineer- Traffic Safety 
Approved 
The location of the roadway in relation to the right of way provides no room for 
installation of sidewalk without narrowing the roadway.  Installation of sidewalk may be 
possible with some realignment, but given the location and some of the community 
member's expressed desire for roads in the area to maintain a "rural" feel, I recommend 
approval of the exception to roadway standards.

Unified Fire Authority- Fire Safety 
Approved 

3 



Compliance with current building, construction, engineering, fire, health and safety 
standards will be verified prior to final approval.  

Staff Recommendation: 
“In cases where unusual topographical, aesthetic, or other exceptional conditions or 
circumstances exist, variations or exceptions to the requirements or this chapter may be 
approved by the mayor after receiving recommendations from the planning commission 
and the public works engineer; provided, that the variations or exceptions are not 
detrimental to the public safety or welfare” [14.12.150] 

Staff has reviewed this request for an exception to the standards for roadway 
development as set forth in the Salt Lake County Highway, Sidewalks, and Public Places 
Ordinance (Title 14) and recommends that the Millcreek Township Planning Commission 
make a recommendation to the Salt Lake County Mayor that the following modification 
to those standards be approved:  

• The installation of sidewalk shall not be required
• The installation of curb and gutter shall be required. Plans and details regarding the

location of the curb and gutter to be approved by the County Traffic Engineer and
Urban Hydrologist.

4 

Planning Commission Recomendation:
This item is scheduled to be heard at the February 11, 2015 meeting of the Millcreek 
Township Planning Commission for recomendation to the Mayor's Meeting.  The 
recomendation of the commission as well as any issues identified at the Planning 
Commission Meeting will be presented directly at the Mayor's meeting on February 20, 
2015.
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SITE PLAN
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909 EAST 4500 SOUTH SUITE C
 SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH
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HALE STONE SUBDIVISION
ANDREW  QUIST

3940 &3950 S HALE DRIVE
SALT LAKE CITY, UT

INSTALL TYPE A CURB AND GUTTER

INSTALL TYPE A CURB AND GUTTER

INSTALL TYPE A CURB AND GUTTER

REMOVE EXISTING CONCRETE

12'

16'

13'

60'

80'

56'

20'

1. INSTALL IMPROVEMENTS TO SALT LAKE COUNTY STANDARDS.
2. MAINTAIN A MINIMAL 10' DISTANCE BETWEEN WATER AND SEWER

LINE.
3. A MINIMAL 18" OF CLEARANCE IS REQUIRED WHERE SEWER & WATER

CROSS.
4. A MINIMAL 12" OF CLEARANCE IS REQUIRED WHERE CROSSING

EXISTING GAS LINE.
5. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY LOCATIONS AND INVERT

ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING MANHOLES AND OTHER UTILITIES BEFORE
STAKING OR CONSTRUCTING ANY NEW UTILITY LINES.

6. A MINIMUM OF FOUR FEET OF COVER REQUIRED OVER ALL WATER
LINES.

7. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING SALT LAKE COUNTY
STANDARDS AND APWA 2012 CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS. SALT
LAKE CITY SHALL TAKE PRIORITY OVER APWA WHERE IT IS PROVIDED.

8. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY TO VERIFY CIVIL SITE PLAN AND
BUILDING DIMENSIONS MATCH BUILDING PLANS BEFORE STARTING
CONSTRUCTION.

9. ALL SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUCTION SHALL COMPLY WITH MT
OLYMPUS SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT STANDARDS AND
CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATIONS.

10. ALL CATCH BASINS AND MANHOLES TO BE INSTALLED PER APWA
2012 OR SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITY STANDARDS.

11. ALL UTILITY LINES SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH SELECT GRANULAR FILL
AS PER SALT LAKE CITY OR APWA 2012 STANDARDS.

12. ALL STORM DRAIN PIPING TO BE CUT OFF FLUSH WITH INSIDE  WALL
OF DRAINAGE BOX.INSIDE WALL TO BE GROUTED SMOOTH WITH A
NON-SHRINK GROUT.

13. CONTRACTOR IS TO REPLACE ANY AREAS AROUND CONSTRUCTION
SITE THAT IS DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION.

14. ADDITIONAL FIRE HYDRANTS MAY BE REQUIRED BASED ON BUILDING
SIZE.

15. NO PARKING ON PRIVATE LANE/FIRE ACCESS.
16. REFER TO SLCDPU STANDARDS AND PRACTICES FOR WATERLINE

DEVIATIONS FROM APWA STDS.

17'

16'

91'

80'

95'

71'



Fcoz Site  Grading &
Drainage Plan
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909 EAST 4500 SOUTH SUITE C
 SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

PHONE (801) 859-1862   FAX (801) 495-2547

  1. Soil: all disturbed areas will have large rocks removed and be
hand grated to match existing soil grades. slopes will be contoured at
a slope no greater than 2 feet horizontal to 1 foot vertical.

  2. Seed: seed will be spread on all disturbed areas at a rate of  20
pounds per acre . the seed mixture will consist or equivalent of:

    slender wheat grass 25%
    sheet fescue 5%
    sandberg blue grass 5%
    bluebunch wheat grass 30%
    western wheat grass 35%

  3. Erosion control: slopes steeper than 2 foot horizontal, 1 foot
vertical will be covered by straw erosion Control blankets pinned to
the soil with staples at three foot intervals.

4. Maintain a wildlife urban interface of  30 foot defendable space
around any structure.

AFTER CONSTRUCTION RE-VEGETATION AND

RECLAMATION PLAN

   





Fcoz Notes

The owner shall grade this property in accordance

with the approved site grading and lot drainage

plan so as not to discharge any additional storm

water onto adjacent properties.



SECTION A-A

HALE STONE SUBDIVISION
ANDREW  QUIST

3940 &3950 S HALE DRIVE
SALT LAKE CITY, UT

BUILDING PAD
ELEV = 5010.00'

BUILDING PAD
ELEV = 5011.00'

TYPICAL DRAINAGE SWALE

N.T.S.

THE SWALE IS DESIGNED TO CAPTURE NATURAL STORM
WATER RUNOFF AND DIRECT STORM WATER AWAY FROM
PROPOSED STRUCTURE. THE INTENT IS TO LEAVE NATURAL
DRAINAGE PATTERNS INTACT AND ONLY ALTER WHERE
DEEMED NECESSARY TO PROTECT STRUCTURES.

CROSS SECTION A-A

10' WIDE

LANDSCAPED

SWALE

0.5' TO 1' DEPTH

1. INSTALL IMPROVEMENTS TO SALT LAKE COUNTY STANDARDS.
2. MAINTAIN A MINIMAL 10' DISTANCE BETWEEN WATER AND SEWER

LINE.
3. A MINIMAL 18" OF CLEARANCE IS REQUIRED WHERE SEWER & WATER

CROSS.
4. A MINIMAL 12" OF CLEARANCE IS REQUIRED WHERE CROSSING

EXISTING GAS LINE.
5. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY LOCATIONS AND INVERT

ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING MANHOLES AND OTHER UTILITIES BEFORE
STAKING OR CONSTRUCTING ANY NEW UTILITY LINES.

6. A MINIMUM OF FOUR FEET OF COVER REQUIRED OVER ALL WATER
LINES.

7. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING SALT LAKE COUNTY
STANDARDS AND APWA 2012 CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS. SALT
LAKE CITY SHALL TAKE PRIORITY OVER APWA WHERE IT IS PROVIDED.

8. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY TO VERIFY CIVIL SITE PLAN AND
BUILDING DIMENSIONS MATCH BUILDING PLANS BEFORE STARTING
CONSTRUCTION.

9. ALL SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUCTION SHALL COMPLY WITH MT
OLYMPUS SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT STANDARDS AND
CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATIONS.

10. ALL CATCH BASINS AND MANHOLES TO BE INSTALLED PER APWA
2012 OR SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITY STANDARDS.

11. ALL UTILITY LINES SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH SELECT GRANULAR FILL
AS PER SALT LAKE CITY OR APWA 2012 STANDARDS.

12. ALL STORM DRAIN PIPING TO BE CUT OFF FLUSH WITH INSIDE  WALL
OF DRAINAGE BOX.INSIDE WALL TO BE GROUTED SMOOTH WITH A
NON-SHRINK GROUT.

13. CONTRACTOR IS TO REPLACE ANY AREAS AROUND CONSTRUCTION
SITE THAT IS DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION.

14. ADDITIONAL FIRE HYDRANTS MAY BE REQUIRED BASED ON BUILDING
SIZE.

15. NO PARKING ON PRIVATE LANE/FIRE ACCESS.
16. REFER TO SLCDPU STANDARDS AND PRACTICES FOR WATERLINE

DEVIATIONS FROM APWA STDS.

SECTION A-A

SECTION A-A



ROAD IMPROVEMENT
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909 EAST 4500 SOUTH SUITE C
 SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH
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HALE STONE SUBDIVISION
ANDREW  QUIST

3940 &3950 S HALE DRIVE
SALT LAKE CITY, UT

HALE DRIVE IMPROVEMENTS

HORIZONTAL SCALE 1" = 20 FEET

HALE DRIVE PLAN AND PROFILE
IMPROVEMENTS

SAW CUT EXISTING ASPHALT
AND MATCH EXISTING ELEVATION

SAW CUT EXISTING ASPHALT
AND MATCH EXISTING ELEVATION

HALE DRIVE
CENTERLINE

40'

38'











HALE  DRIVE CROSS SECTION N.T.S



INSTALL ASPHALT
SECTION AGAINST SAW
CUT EDGE

1. INSTALL IMPROVEMENTS TO SALT LAKE COUNTY STANDARDS.
2. MAINTAIN A MINIMAL 10' DISTANCE BETWEEN WATER AND SEWER

LINE.
3. A MINIMAL 18" OF CLEARANCE IS REQUIRED WHERE SEWER & WATER

CROSS.
4. A MINIMAL 12" OF CLEARANCE IS REQUIRED WHERE CROSSING

EXISTING GAS LINE.
5. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY LOCATIONS AND INVERT

ELEVATIONS OF EXISTING MANHOLES AND OTHER UTILITIES BEFORE
STAKING OR CONSTRUCTING ANY NEW UTILITY LINES.

6. A MINIMUM OF FOUR FEET OF COVER REQUIRED OVER ALL WATER
LINES.

7. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING SALT LAKE COUNTY
STANDARDS AND APWA 2012 CONSTRUCTION STANDARDS. SALT
LAKE CITY SHALL TAKE PRIORITY OVER APWA WHERE IT IS PROVIDED.

8. CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBILITY TO VERIFY CIVIL SITE PLAN AND
BUILDING DIMENSIONS MATCH BUILDING PLANS BEFORE STARTING
CONSTRUCTION.

9. ALL SANITARY SEWER CONSTRUCTION SHALL COMPLY WITH MT
OLYMPUS SEWER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT STANDARDS AND
CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATIONS.

10. ALL CATCH BASINS AND MANHOLES TO BE INSTALLED PER APWA
2012 OR SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITY STANDARDS.

11. ALL UTILITY LINES SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH SELECT GRANULAR FILL
AS PER SALT LAKE CITY OR APWA 2012 STANDARDS.

12. ALL STORM DRAIN PIPING TO BE CUT OFF FLUSH WITH INSIDE  WALL
OF DRAINAGE BOX.INSIDE WALL TO BE GROUTED SMOOTH WITH A
NON-SHRINK GROUT.

13. CONTRACTOR IS TO REPLACE ANY AREAS AROUND CONSTRUCTION
SITE THAT IS DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION.

14. ADDITIONAL FIRE HYDRANTS MAY BE REQUIRED BASED ON BUILDING
SIZE.

15. NO PARKING ON PRIVATE LANE/FIRE ACCESS.
16. REFER TO SLCDPU STANDARDS AND PRACTICES FOR WATERLINE

DEVIATIONS FROM APWA STDS.
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