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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE CITY SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE     16.24.060: STREET IMPROVEMENTS: (new wording is underlined)     A. All streets within the city shall be improved with streetlights and pavements bounded by integral  concrete curbs, gutters and sidewalks.     B. All streets shall be designed in accordance with the city design standards, AASHTO, or other  approved standards.     C. The arrangement of streets in new subdivisions shall make provision for the continuation of the  streets in adjoining areas insofar as  such continuation of access is determined necessary by the  city. All access roads leading to the subdivision shall be improved as required by the city council.  Wherever feasible ,  l ocal streets shall be laid out to  discourage through traffic  provide   connectivity to adjoining residential areas.   Do we need this highlighted item removed from our ordinance??   D. The owner shall provide traffic control and street name signs, conforming to the city's design  specifications and approved by the city.     E. All su bdivision lots shall have frontage on a dedicated public street improved to city standards  unless the lot is approved as a flag lot under the city's flag lot ordinance, or is approved by the  city council under some other provision. Private streets, alleys,   or ways shall not be approved  except as may be approved as a part of a planned development project under the city planned  development ordinance or when because of hazardous slopes, soils, floodplains, or other  conditions that are determined by the city co uncil as to not being in the best interest of the city.  The technical review committee (TRC), or the planning commission may recommend to the city  council that private roadways, utility improvements, or other improvements be approved. In any  event, private   streets and any utility construction will conform to the construction standards  required for dedicated streets and utilities regarding quality of construction whether dedicated or  not.     F. The arrangement of streets shall provide for the continuation of p rincipal streets between adjacent  properties when such continuation is necessary for convenient movement of traffic, effective fire  protection, for efficient provision of utilities and where such continuation is in accordance with the  general plan. If the  adjacent property is undeveloped and the street must be a temporary dead  end street, the right of way shall be extended to the property line and a temporary turnaround  shall be provided. All permanently dead ended streets shall end in an approved cul - de - sa c or  other improved turnaround unless otherwise approved by the city council.  
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PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE CITY SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE
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A. All streets within the city shall be improved with streetlights and pavements bounded by integral concrete curbs, gutters and sidewalks.



B. All streets shall be designed in accordance with the city design standards, AASHTO, or other approved standards.



C. The arrangement of streets in new subdivisions shall make provision for the continuation of the streets in adjoining areas insofar as such continuation of access is determined necessary by the city. All access roads leading to the subdivision shall be improved as required by the city council. Wherever feasible, local streets shall be laid out to discourage through traffic provide connectivity to adjoining residential areas.

Do we need this highlighted item removed from our ordinance??

D. The owner shall provide traffic control and street name signs, conforming to the city's design specifications and approved by the city.



E. All subdivision lots shall have frontage on a dedicated public street improved to city standards unless the lot is approved as a flag lot under the city's flag lot ordinance, or is approved by the city council under some other provision. Private streets, alleys, or ways shall not be approved except as may be approved as a part of a planned development project under the city planned development ordinance or when because of hazardous slopes, soils, floodplains, or other conditions that are determined by the city council as to not being in the best interest of the city. The technical review committee (TRC), or the planning commission may recommend to the city council that private roadways, utility improvements, or other improvements be approved. In any event, private streets and any utility construction will conform to the construction standards required for dedicated streets and utilities regarding quality of construction whether dedicated or not.



F. The arrangement of streets shall provide for the continuation of principal streets between adjacent properties when such continuation is necessary for convenient movement of traffic, effective fire protection, for efficient provision of utilities and where such continuation is in accordance with the general plan. If the adjacent property is undeveloped and the street must be a temporary dead end street, the right of way shall be extended to the property line and a temporary turnaround shall be provided. All permanently dead ended streets shall end in an approved cul-de-sac or other improved turnaround unless otherwise approved by the city council.



G. Intersections shall be designed in conformance with AASHTO standards to provide adequate sight distance and other performance and safety needs as approved by the city.



H. No subdivision shall be approved which does not have access to an improved and dedicated city street. Where a subdivision obtains access from a street which does not meet minimum city standards, the access road shall be improved to a minimum width of twenty five feet (25').



I. Where a subdivision abuts a master planned road, utility or drainage system, the owner shall complete their portion of such improvements the full length of their project in conformance with the official city master plan unless otherwise approved by the city council.
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Cit y Council agenda report for 7/27 /16;  Consider an appeal of the Planning  Commission approval of a   Conditional Use Permit request for placement of a  Cell Tower on parcel #SC - 6 - 2 - 22 - 3130 near the south end of Lava Flow Drive and  Malaga Avenue.    Jared White, applicant.     On 6/14/16 the PC approved placement of a 100’ cell monopole (tower) and  associated   support equipment on the Nick Frei property (parcel # noted above).    Resident(s) in the Sunbrook subdivision located to the south of the subject site  have filed an appeal of that decision with the City Council, objecting specifically  to the location of t he proposed cell tower.   Request   from Applicant :   To place a 100   ft tall Verizon wireless cell tower and  related equipment near the south end of Lava Flow Drive and Malaga Avenue in a  Residential - Agricultural (RA) Zone.   Background :    The applicant seeks app roval to place a 100’ monopole cell tower on  the north side of the Santa Clara River in Nick Frei’s farm field which is zoned  Residential - Agriculture (RA).    Since the request falls under a Conditional Use  Permit, notices have been sent to property owners   within 300’ of the proposed  tower.   There are no residents within close proximity and the patio homes in the  Wailea Falls subdivision   or on the south side of the Santa Clara River   (in St  George) seem to be the closest residents .     The applicant proposes  to provide a  galvanized steel monopole but has provided photo simulations showing both a  galvanized (gray color) pole and a brown pole.   The galvanized gray pole is likely  to be no more noticeable than another color, but the applicant appears open to  s ugg estion from the PC.        PC Action:   The PC considered this request on Ju ne 14, 2016 and heard from  some   concerned residents (both Santa Clara & St George residents) regarding  the proposed location of the cell tower.    The applicant reviewed the various  s teps he had taken to decide on the proposed location at the south end of Nick  Frei’s farm field.     Due to the difficulty in crossing four separate properties  along Lava Flow Drive to the Hans Hafen property, the applicant changed the  original site to the   Nick Frei property where only the one property  owner  had to  be dealt with.   Residents in the Sunbrook development on the south side of the  Santa Clara River objected to the site saying it interferes with their view of the  red hills.    After considera ble   discussion the PC approved   the CUP request with  the monopole being a galvanized gray color.  
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[bookmark: _GoBack]City Council agenda report for 7/27/16; Consider an appeal of the Planning Commission approval of a Conditional Use Permit request for placement of a Cell Tower on parcel #SC-6-2-22-3130 near the south end of Lava Flow Drive and Malaga Avenue.    Jared White, applicant.



On 6/14/16 the PC approved placement of a 100’ cell monopole (tower) and associated support equipment on the Nick Frei property (parcel # noted above).   Resident(s) in the Sunbrook subdivision located to the south of the subject site have filed an appeal of that decision with the City Council, objecting specifically to the location of the proposed cell tower.

Request from Applicant:   To place a 100 ft tall Verizon wireless cell tower and related equipment near the south end of Lava Flow Drive and Malaga Avenue in a Residential-Agricultural (RA) Zone.

Background:  The applicant seeks approval to place a 100’ monopole cell tower on the north side of the Santa Clara River in Nick Frei’s farm field which is zoned Residential-Agriculture (RA).    Since the request falls under a Conditional Use Permit, notices have been sent to property owners within 300’ of the proposed tower.   There are no residents within close proximity and the patio homes in the Wailea Falls subdivision or on the south side of the Santa Clara River (in St George) seem to be the closest residents.   The applicant proposes to provide a galvanized steel monopole but has provided photo simulations showing both a galvanized (gray color) pole and a brown pole.   The galvanized gray pole is likely to be no more noticeable than another color, but the applicant appears open to suggestion from the PC.   



PC Action:   The PC considered this request on June 14, 2016 and heard from some concerned residents (both Santa Clara & St George residents) regarding the proposed location of the cell tower.    The applicant reviewed the various steps he had taken to decide on the proposed location at the south end of Nick Frei’s farm field.     Due to the difficulty in crossing four separate properties along Lava Flow Drive to the Hans Hafen property, the applicant changed the original site to the Nick Frei property where only the one property owner had to be dealt with.   Residents in the Sunbrook development on the south side of the Santa Clara River objected to the site saying it interferes with their view of the red hills.    After considerable discussion the PC approved the CUP request with the monopole being a galvanized gray color.
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  From: Mary Sposi [mailto:sposiorders@gmail.com]    Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 4:55 PM   To: rickr@racivil.com; Edward Dickie   Subject: Verizon Cell Tower approval     Dear Mayor Rosenberg,   We respectfully request an appeal of the City of Santa Clara Planning Commission's decision at its  meeting on June 14th, 2016 regarding the approval of the conditional use permit request for  construction of a new Verizon wireless cellular tower facility. W e request this appeal for the reasons  stated in our earlier email to you on this date.  Affected residents were not given sufficient due process  because our request for a hearing was denied.   Further, we argue that Verizon has not shown that a  reasonable  effort was made to place the tower in a location which best minimizes the impact on all  residential communities. Nor has Verizon shown that it has performed any impact studies on the Santa  Clara river and the migratory bird community.     We are in the proces s of forming a coalition of residential owners who are opposed to this cell tower.   There are a number of neighbors who are in agreement on this issue.  We plan on submitting to you a  signed protest letter in the near future.       Thank you for your consider ation of our request.     Mary Beth and Bruce Sposi   286 Lost Crk Dr   St Geoge, Utah 84770   cell: 720 - 272 - 8986     
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From: Mary Sposi [mailto:sposiorders@gmail.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2016 4:55 PM

To: rickr@racivil.com; Edward Dickie

Subject: Verizon Cell Tower approval



Dear Mayor Rosenberg,

We respectfully request an appeal of the City of Santa Clara Planning Commission's decision at its meeting on June 14th, 2016 regarding the approval of the conditional use permit request for construction of a new Verizon wireless cellular tower facility. We request this appeal for the reasons stated in our earlier email to you on this date.  Affected residents were not given sufficient due process because our request for a hearing was denied.   Further, we argue that Verizon has not shown that a reasonable effort was made to place the tower in a location which best minimizes the impact on all residential communities. Nor has Verizon shown that it has performed any impact studies on the Santa Clara river and the migratory bird community.



We are in the process of forming a coalition of residential owners who are opposed to this cell tower.  There are a number of neighbors who are in agreement on this issue.  We plan on submitting to you a signed protest letter in the near future.  



Thank you for your consideration of our request.



Mary Beth and Bruce Sposi

286 Lost Crk Dr

St Geoge, Utah 84770

[bookmark: _GoBack]cell: 720-272-8986   


image7.emf

17.16.050: APPEALING A LAND USE AUTHORITY'S DECISION: ¥ (=1

Any person adversely affected by the land use authority's decision in administering or interpreting a
land use ordinance may appeal that decision to the city council by alleging that there is an error in
any order, requirement, decision, or determination made by the land use authority in the
administration or interpretation of the land use ordinance. In addition, the city council shall hear and
decide appeals from administrative decisions in applying the zoning or subdivision ordinance,
including appeals from: a) building pemit denials based upon a failure to comply with a zoning or
subdivision ordinance; and/or b) administrative decisions related to subdivision plat requirements.
(Ord. 2006-02)

17.16.060: PROCEDURE FOR REQUESTING A VARIANCE OR APPEAL: ¥ (=7

A. Procedure, Time Limit: A request for a variance, or a notice of appeal must be commenced within
ten (10) calendar days of the adverse order, requirement, decision or determination by filing a
written notice of a request for a variance, or notice of appeal with the Santa Clara building official
at the Santa Clara city building department office. The notice must indicate the decision
appealed from, and identify the parties making the appeal. Any notice of appeal or request for
variance must include a list containing the names and addresses of adjoining property owners.
Adjoining property owners include all owners of property within a five hundred foot (500') radius
of the property affected by the appeal or request for variance as shown on the tax rolls of
Washington County. The Santa Clara building official shall notify the appropriate appeal authority
of the request for a variance or a notice of appeal within seven (7) working days.

B. Fee: A request for a variance, or a notice of appeal shall be accompanied by a fee established by
the Santa Clara city council, which amount shall be used to defray the cost of administering the
request for a variance, or appeal, including, but not limited to, costs of mailing and publishing
notice.

C. Hearing To Be Scheduled; Notice: When a request for a variance or a notice of appeal is filed, the
appeal authority of the adverse order, requirement, decision or determination shall schedule a
meeting for a hearing within fifteen (15) working days, unless such time is extended for good
cause or stipulation of the parties. Notice of the time, place and subject matter of the meeting
shall be given to the person making the appeal, the land use authority or official who issued the
adverse order, requirement, decision or determination, and all parties in interest, including
adjoining property owners within a five hundred foot (500") radius of the property affected by the
request for variance or appeal. The appeal authority may require such written briefs or
memorandum of the parties, as the appeal authority deems advisable. At the hearing, the
appellant shall appear in person or by agent or attorney.

D. Stay Of Proceedings: An appeal stays all proceedings in furtherance of the action appealed from,
unless the official from whom the appeal is taken, after receiving notice of appeal, certifies in
writing with specificity to the appeal authority the reasons why a stay would cause imminent peril





EXHIBIT A

Development Fee Schedule
For Santa Clara City

Fees may be reviewed annually by the City Council and are subject to change to accurately cover City costs.

Category of Fee

Description

Fees

Annexation

$500

Board of Adjustment

Variances & Appeals

$100 + 1.00 per notice to be sent

Conditional Use Permits

Per 17.40 of City's Zoning Code-
including Home Occupations.

$50 Home Occ Conditional Use Permit
$200 C.U.P. for Zoning ($150 for Public
Hearing Notice and $50 for Administrative
Costs).

Sign Permit

$2 per square foot

General Plan Amendment

Includes amendments to
Transportation Map and General Plan
Document.

$500 + Acreage Fee

Less than 1 acre: No charge
1 - 100 acres: $50 per acre
101 - 500 acres: $25 per acre
Over 500 acres: $10 per acre

Hillside Review

Compliance review with City's Hillside
Protection Overlay Zone Ordinance.

$500 plus hourly cost of $120 for every hour
of review exceeding initial 2 hours of review
time.

Lot Line Adjustment / Easement

Includes action associated with lot line
adjustment and corresponding lot line
easement.

$200 ($150 For Public Hearing Notice and
$50 for Administrative Costs)

Plat Amendment $300 + certified mailing costs
Fence Permit $5

City Standards Manual Copy $40

Zoning Ordinance Copy $40

General Plan Copy $40

Cell Tower Application Fee

Per 17.42.130 and 17.42.150

*Application Use Permit fee: $200
*Review Fee: All costs of review (legal,
engineering, city staff)

Zoning Ordinance Text Change

Request for change(s) to City's Zoning
or Subdivision Ordinances.

$150 per requested change

Extension of Time Request for extension of time for $75
completion of improvements or
completing platting requirements.

Additional Dwelling Unit Filing Fee Process additional dwelling unit $100

occupancy permit applications in R1-

10 & RA zoning designations






6/20/2016 Sterling Codifiers, Inc.

17.42.340: APPEAL: &

Any person who disagrees with a ruling or interpretation of the city regarding this chapter may appeal the matter
to the land use authority. Such appeal shall be made in writing and filed with the city recorder within fourteen (14)
calendar days of the ruling or interpretation. The city recorder will then transmit the appeal to the city manager,
who will cause the matter to be placed on the agenda of the land use authority. If no appeal is made within that
time, the ruling or interpretation shall be final. The appeal shall be addressed to the city recorder and shall set
forth in writing the grounds for the appeal and the relief sought by the appellant. The hearing shall be scheduled
within two (2) regularly scheduled meetings. The city shall notify in writing all persons who have demonstrated
their interest in this matter of the time and place of the meeting on the appeal at least ten (10) calendar days prior
to the meeting. The city shall transmit the application and all exhibits therewith to the land use authority for
consideration. For the purposes of this section, a ruling is a discretionary action, e.g., a minor conditional use
permit or a site plan and architectural review; and, an interpretation refers to the determination of the intent and
application of provisions of this chapter. Application or enforcement of provisions of this chapter shall not be
considered interpretations or rulings and are not subject to appeal. Notwithstanding this section, an individual may
file for an exception from the provisions of this chapter pursuant to section 17.42.310 of this chapter. (Ord. 2006-
02: Ord. 99-26 § 1)

http:/iwww.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=507
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; ECEIVE
June 20, 2016 JUN 17 2016

To the Santa Clara City Council, BY: @lé& grd/(.cﬁ/

The undersigned protest the approval by the Santa Clara Planning Commission of a proposed new Verizon cell
tower to be located on parcel SC-6-2-22-3130 in the City of Santa Clara. We request that the City Council
appeal the decision by the Planning Commission. We oppose this project for the following reasons:

The adversely impacted residents, the majority of whom reside in the City of St. George, have not been given
due process in this matter. The City of Santa Clara has to-date denied requests for a public hearing. Verizon
has proposed a unique location wherein the majority of the residents affected by this tower reside in the
neighboring city of St. George and have no representation in the City of Santa Clara. There are no Santa Clara
residents within 300 ft. of the proposed location. There will be a significant visual impact of this cell tower on
the residential areas surrounding it and the City of Santa Clara should be held accountable for ensuring that
this project is fully vetted with a public hearing and full disclosure to all residential areas impacted regardless
of the city in which the neighborhoods reside. This has not been done. The Planning Commission in its
deliberation to approve this project, deliberately terminated questioning and comments by residents in
attendance at the meeting.

The Santa Clara zoning laws require that the only projects which can be approved must be “judged by the
planning commission to be in harmony with the intent and purpose of the zone”. The proposed cell tower
location is zoned residential and agricultural. We contend that the City bears the responsibility as part of its
duty to assure “harmony with the intent and purpose of the zone”, to do the following: (1) minimize the total
number of towers throughout the community, (2) strongly encourage

the joint use of new and existing tower sites as a primary option rather than construction of additional single
use towers, (3) encourage users of towers and antennas to locate them, to the extent possible, in areas where
the adverse impact on the community is minimal, (4) encourage users of towers and antennas to configure
them in a way that minimizes the adverse visual impact of the towers and antennas through careful design and
(4) consider the public health and safety of communication towers.

Verizon has not shown that any of these goals were considered in its siting work and the Planning Commission
did not thoroughly discuss any of these goals in its decision to approve the project.

Many of us who live near the proposed cell tower location are Verizon customers. We have no phone service
issues. There is no benefit to us in the placement of a tower in our neighborhood. Verizon has not provided
information to support the need for a tower in this location. Verizon has not shown that other more
commercial areas were considered. Verizon choose a location where the approval process is in one municipal
government but the adverse impact falls on an adjoining municipality where there is no representation.
Verizon has not met any burden of proof demonstrating why this is the correct location.

The proposed cell tower has an adverse impact on the residential neighborhoods surrounding it. The real
estate values in these neighborhoods are highly dependent on the beautiful views. A cell tower will have an
adverse impact on those views and as a result is likely to decrease home and lot values. An overwhelming 94
percent of home buyers and renters surveyed by the National Institute for Science, Law & Public Policy say
they are less interested and would pay less for a property located near a cell tower or antenna. What's more,
of the 1,000 survey respondents, 79 percent said that under no circumstances would they ever purchase or
rent a property within a few blocks of a cell tower or antennas, and almost 90 percent said they were
concerned about the increasing number of cell towers and antennas in their residential neighborhood. United
States Court of Appeals for the 11th Circuit upheld a denial of a Cell Tower application based upon testimony
of residents and a real estate broker, that the Tower would reduce the values of property which were in close
proximity to the Tower.





Despite this impact on our residential home values and the degradation of our views, Verizon has not proved
that any consideration was given to finding a site location that was in a less residentially impacted area.
Granted, Verizon's proposed location is in a farm field which shows minimal residential impact within Santa .
Clara city limits. The proposed location is at the end of a narrow tongue of land within the Santa Clara city
limits. This land is surrounded on three sides by the City of St. George. Siting of the tower here allows Santa
Clara to impose most of the negative impacts of the tower on the adjoining city residents without their
representation. Verizon and the Planning commission ignore the fact that this has a very large residential
impact on the adjacent city of St George.

The Verizon representative called us NIMBYs (not in my backyard) in its meeting before the Planning
Commission. This demonstrates the lack of respect and empathy this organization has for its impact in the
community. The Verizon representative argued that we were “just NIMBYs” and did not deserve any further
consideration. All citizens have the legal right to be heard at public hearings. All citizens also have the right to
submit opposition to Cell Tower applications, under the 1st Amendment to the United States Constitution,
which guarantees our right to petition government for the redress of grievances. Is the City of Santa Clara not
being a NIMBY by approving a location that primarily affects its neighboring city?

Another matter of concern which has been ignored by the Planning Commission is health impact. There is
strong growing evidence that the continued exposure to the RF radiation from Cell Towers can cause adverse
health impacts such as cancer and leukemia, among others. Unlike when a person voluntarily exposes
themselves to RF emissions by temporarily using their cell phone, when a Cell Tower is placed near a
residential area the residents are involuntarily exposed to continuous and prolonged RF emissions for many
hours every day. Further, the segment of the population which is most susceptible to the dangers of such
adverse health impacts, are children. This tower is within close proximity to an elementary school. We
contend that the City of Santa Clara should not ignore the growing evidence regarding these health impacts on
its citizens and must make every effort to minimize this impact by minimizing the number of cell towers and
locating cell towers in less residentially impacted areas.

Finally, Verizon showed no indication that they performed any environment studies regarding the migratory
impact or other impact on the bird life along the Santa Clara river. This cell tower will be located next to the
river.

For these reasons stated above, we oppose the approval of this cell tower project by the Planning Commission.
We request that the City of Santa Clara hold a public hearing to further investigate in more thorough detail
these issues. We understand after review of other state and federal legal cases, that cell tower construction
has been denied based upon these issues that we have raised.

We respectfully appreciate your consideration of this matter.
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ECEIVE
June 17, 2016 JUN 17 2016

By:ﬁzﬁa@;
To: Corey Bundy f

City Building Official
Re: Notice of Appeal of Santa Clara Planning Commission’s Decision to Approve Verizon Cell Tower

We submit a notice of appeal to the Santa Clara City Council and the Santa Clara land use authority of
the Planning Commission’s June 14, 2016 decision to approve the cell tower proposed by Verizon
(Applicant). We believe that the Applicant did not comply with various city codes regarding cellular
towers nor did the Planning Commission present any reasons to exempt the applicant from these city
codes.

Following is a listing of these non-compliance matters:

1. City code 17.42.280 requires that a visual analysis, which may include photo montage, field mock up,
or other techniques shall be prepared by or on behalf of the applicant which identifies the potential
visual impacts, at design capacity, of the proposed facility to the satisfaction of the city. Consideration
shall be given to views from public areas as well as from private residences. The analysis shall assess the
cumulative impacts of the proposed facility and other existing and foreseeable telecommunication
facilities in the area, and shall identify and include all feasible mitigation measures consistent with the
technological requirements of the proposed telecommunication service. All costs for the visual analysis,
and applicable administrative costs, shall be borne by the applicant. Petitioner contends that there was
no discussion or presentation of this type of analysis by the Applicant or the Planning Commission at the
June 14" meeting. The Planning Commission offered no evidence as to what might constitute
satisfactory analysis and whether or not that standard was met. Petitioner contends that given the
draconian impact of this tower, Applicant must be required to provide all of this visual analysis before a
reasonable assessment of the project can be made by the City and the surrounding residents.

2. City code 17.42.160 requires that any telecommunication tower located at a distance of less than one
hundred percent (100%) of its height from a property line shall be designed and maintained to
withstand without failure the maximum forces expected from wind and earthquakes when the tower is
fully loaded with antennas, transmitters and other equipment, and camouflaging. The Petitioner
understands that the proposed tower is located at a distance of less than 100% of its height from a
property line. Neither the Applicant nor the Planning Committee provided any proof that this
requirement has been met.

3. City code 17.42.130 states that the city is explicitly authorized at their discretion to employ on behalf
of the city an independent technical expert to review any technical materials submitted including, but
not limited to, those required under this section and in those cases where a technical demonstration of
unavoidable need or unavailability of alternatives is required. The Applicant shall pay all the costs of said
review, including any administrative costs incurred by the city. The significant impact of this proposed
tower on the real estate values and the aesthetic nature of the area should require the city to employ an
independent technical expert to review this project.

4. City code 17.42.170 state that all telecommunication facilities shall be designed to blend into the
surrounding environment to the greatest extent feasible. The ordinances state that the city may hire
experts to study this issue on the city’s behalf and at the expense of the Applicant. This proposed 100 ft.





tower has a significant visual impact on the surrounding neighborhoods yet there was no evidence
presented by neither the Applicant nor the Planning Commission that any effort was made to meet this
design standard. In fact, Petitioner specifically requested at the meeting that the Applicant be required
to meet with surrounding residents to determine if there were minor relocations that could be
considered to aid in the blending in of the tower with adjacent cottonwood trees. This request was
ignored.

5. City code 17.42.19 states that no telecommunication facility shall be installed where readily visible
from an outdoor recreation area unless it blends with the surrounding existing natural and manmade
environment in such a manner as to be effectively unnoticeable and a finding is made that no other
location is technically feasible. This tower is in sight of a golf course which is an outdoor recreation area.
The tower will be blatantly noticeable out in the middle of a farm field adjacent to the golf course. No
finding was made or discussed at the meeting regarding the compliance with this law. Applicant only
made general statements with no supporting facts or analysis that this location was determined to be a
good location for the Applicant.

Petitioner is a Verizon customer. Petitioner has no phone service issues in this area of the proposed
location. There is no benefit to Petitioner or the surrounding neighborhoods in the placement of a
tower in this location. Applicant has not provided information to support the need for a tower in this
location. Applicant has not shown that other more commercial areas or areas that would be less visuatly
impacted were considered. Applicant choose a location where the approval process is in one municipal
government but the adverse impact falls on an adjoining municipality where there is no representation.
Verizon has not met any burden of proof demonstrating why this is the correct location.

5. City code 17.42.19 states that no telecommunication facility that is readily visible from offsite shall be
installed on a site that is not already developed with telecommunication facilities or other public or
guasi-public uses unless it blends with the surrounding existing natural and manmade environment in
such a manner so as to be effectively unnoticeable or technical evidence acceptable to the city, as
appropriate, is submitted showing a clear need for this facility and the infeasibility of collocating it on
one of these former sites. Further, City ordinances require that facility structures and equipment shall
be located, designed and screened to blend with the existing natural or built surroundings so as to
reduce visual impacts to the extent feasible considering the technological requirements of the proposed
telecommunication service and the need to be compatible with neighboring residences and the
character of the community.

The proposed tower is readily visible from neighboring residential areas on all four sides of the farm
field as well as from the adjacent golf course. As previously stated, it is blatantly noticeable and in no
way blends in with the surrounding existing natural and manmade environment. Nor did the Applicant
or the Planning Commission present any technical evidence showing a clear need for this facility or the
infeasibility of collocating it.

The proposed cell tower has an adverse impact on the residential neighborhoods surrounding it. The
real estate values in these neighborhoods are highly dependent on the beautiful views. A cell tower will
have an adverse impact on those views and as a result is likely to decrease home and lot values. An
overwhelming 94 percent of home buyers and renters surveyed by the National Institute for Science,
Law & Public Policy say they are less interested and would pay less for a property located near a cell
tower or antenna. What's more, of the 1,000 survey respondents, 79 percent said that under no
circumstances would they ever purchase or rent a property within a few blocks of a cell tower or





antennas, and almost 90 percent said they were concerned about the increasing number of cell towers
and antennas in their residential neighborhood. United States Court of Appeals for the 11th Circuit
upheld a denial of a Cell Tower application based upon testimony of residents and a real estate broker,
that the Tower would reduce the values of property which were in close proximity to the Tower.

Despite this impact on residential home values and the degradation of views, Applicant has not proved
that any consideration was given to finding a site location that was in a less residentially impacted area.
Granted, Applicant's proposed location is in a farm field which shows minimal residential impact within
Santa Clara city limits. The proposed location is at the end of a narrow tongue of land within the Santa
Clara city limits. This land is surrounded on three sides by the City of St. George. Siting of the tower
here allows Santa Clara to impose most of the negative impacts of the tower on the adjoining city
residents without their representation. Applicant and the Planning commission ignore the fact that this
has a very large residential impact on the adjacent city of St George.

6. City code 17.42.260 requires that no telecommunication facility shalt be sited such that its presence
threatens the health or safety of migratory birds. The proposed location of this tower would be within
200 feet of the Santa Clara River. There are a variety of birds that habitat this river channel. More
specifically, The Bald Eagle and the Mexican Spotted Owl which are threatened species and the
Peregrine Falcon and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher which are endangered species are known to
migrate into Utah. There was no evidence provided or discussion held by the Applicant or the Planning
Commission to show that the health or safety of migratory birds was considered in any way.

7. City code 17.42.010 states that the City shall apply its regulations to specifically accomplish the
protection of the inhabitants of Santa Clara from the possible adverse health effects associated with
exposure to high levels of NIER {nonionizing electromagnetic radiation). There was no discussion of
health impact at the Planning Commission meeting.

There is strong growing evidence that the continued exposure to the RF radiation from Cell Towers can
cause adverse health impacts such as cancer and leukemia, among others. Unlike when a person
voluntarily exposes themselves to RF emissions by temporarily using their cell phone, when a Cell Tower
is placed near a residential area the residents are involuntarily exposed to continuous and prolonged RF
emissions for many hours every day. There are homes within 500 ft of the proposed tower. Further, the
segment of the population which is most susceptible to the dangers of such adverse health impacts, are
children. This tower is within close proximity to an elementary school. We contend that the City of
Santa Clara should not ignore the growing evidence regarding these health impacts on its citizens and
must make every effort to minimize this impact by minimizing the number of cell towers and locating
cell towers in less residentially impacted areas.

If this tower is built, there will be a proposal placed before neighboring residents to participate in a
cancer study as a result of the cell tower. Any results from this study showing correlation between
cancer rates and this tower will likely result in legal action against all parties involved in the approval
and construction of this tower.

8. The copy of the Planning Commission June 14 meeting agenda which, to the best of my understanding
only three houses received prior to the meeting, listed the location of this cell tower as closest to the
south end of Lava Flow Drive and Malaga Avenue. This location description is misleading and
inaccurate. Although Malaga Dr is the closest cross street, the proposed location is not anywhere near
the actual location of the cell tower. The location is at the other end of the field from Malaga Dr. This





inexact and inaccurate description was misleading to those few homeowners who were sent the
meeting agenda. Homeowners could not be properly prepared to present their positions at the Planning
Commission meeting because they did not understand the closeness of the project to their home or the
immediate visual impact.

9. There is significant public concern and opposition to this project which the City should not ignore.
Attached is a protest signed by concerned citizens living within sight of the proposed tower location.
The signatures gathered to-date represent only a small portion of the total number of residents opposed
to this project. The shortness of time in which to prepare this Appeal has limited the ability to gather
more signatures in time for this filing but additional signatures are being gathered and will be provided
to the City.

The Petitioner respectfully requests that the Santa Clara City Council reverse the decision made by the
Planning Commission at its June 14 meeting and require the Planning Commission to address all of the
concerns listed above in a public hearing forum in which all affected parties can have a fair opportunity
to be heard. The impact of this proposed 100 ft. tower is too draconian for the City to allow it to be
constructed without full vetting of its impact.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

Bruce and Mary Beth Sposi (Petitioner) M 37 /?01"’
~

286 Lost Crk Dr
St George, UT 84770
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APPLICATION FOR A (ACin @
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT

AS PROVIDED BY THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA, UTAH, ZONING ORDINANCE

Hearing Date: 2™ Tuesday at 6:00 p.m. Application MUST BE SUBMITTED 7 DAYS PRIOR
to hearing date. Filing Fee: $200.00 Additional Dwelling Unit Filing Fee $100.00

TO THE PLANNING COMMISION
SANTA CLARA, UTAH DATE: _ 03/09/16

The undersigned applicant is the owner of the following legally described property: (Give exact
legal description to include Section, Township, Range, Lot Subdivision, Street Address, Business
Name):

See Attached

Attach a plot plan, drawn to scale, of the property involved showing the following information:
Prepare site plans and elevations;

Show existing and proposed buildings, fences and general landscape layout;

Show parking, loading areas, and automobile circulation;

Show any existing and proposed signs, lighting;

Show vicinity map (major/minor streets, intersections, neighboring subdivisions and
relative location within the city), drainage plan and topography of irregular land;

6. Include any other pertinent information.

L o=

Are there any deed restrictions affecting the use of the property involved? Give the expiration
date of these restrictions:

No

Would the proposed use be materially detrimental to the surrounding property?:
No

The undersigned property owner requests a CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT as permitted in the
Santa Clara City Zoning Ordinances to use the above-described property for the following
purposes (attach additional sheets if necessary):
Verizon wireless is seeking a conditional use permit to
construct a new cellular facility

thi 1 Tl . {144 11 i 1ud 100" ]
well as supporting ground

equipment as show in the included drawings.

Page 1 of 2 Revised 11/06





WHEN A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IS GRANTED SUBJECT TO CONDITIONS, SAID
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT DOES NOT BECOME EFFECTIVE UNTIL SUCH TIME AS
THOSE CONDITIONS HAVE BEEN MET.

NOTE: A CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT DOES NOT ELIMINATE THE NECESSITY OF
OBTAINING A BUILDING PERMIT. A PERMIT IS REQUIRED FOR CONSTRUCTION
OF ALL BUILDINGS IN THE PROJECT.

A Conditional Use Permit shall be good for one (1) year after final approval, or as otherwise
determined by the Santa Clara Planning Commission. If at the end of one (1) year construction
has not been commenced, the Permit shall become null and void unless a request is made with
the Planning Commission for an extension. Extensions may be granted for a period of time not
toe exceed six (6) months.

If use is discontinued for a period of six (6) months, or if property is sold or developed by
someone other than applicant, the conditional use is null and void.

The filing fee for this CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT is $50.00. The fee is payable to the City
of Santa Clara, Utah and such fee shall not be refundable in whole or in part, even though the
application may be withdrawn or denied.

o . -
" o . Uso &
Signature of Applicant N A /_\, LY U0 S "?
* Address of Applicant
= Joa npﬂ \/\)\f\\\—& - - :
Printed Name of Applicant Phone number of Applic

Note: It is desirable to contact all property owners within 300 feet adjacent to property. Attacha
sheet using the following outline:

We, the undersigned owners of property adjacent to the property legally described in the
APPLICATION FOR CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT hereby notify that we have been
contacted and informed of the property owner’s Conditional Use Permit application and the date
the Planning Commission will hear the issue.

Windy Peak LC 1670 Desert DAWN D, Saniy Caia, UT
Printed Name of Property Owner Address of Property Owner QU765

M (trustee)
Slgnature of Prope wner

Page 2 of 2 Revised 11/06





EXHIBITA
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

The land referred to herein is situated in the County of Washington, State of Utah, and is described as follows:

Part of Section 22 Township 42 South Range 16 West beginning at Southwest corner of the Northeast Quarter of the
Southwest Quarter of Section 22 Township 42 South Range 16 West Salt Lake Meridian and running thence North 1,120
feet more or less to St. George Santa Clara Field Canal thence Southeasterly along Canal to South boundary of
Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 22 thence West 320 feet to beginning.

Less and Excepting:

Beginning at the Southwest Corner of the Northeast Quarter of the Southwest Quarter of Section 22, Township 42 South,
Range 16 West, Salt Lake Base and Meridian, said point being North 89°32'15" East 1,337.75 feet along the Section line
and North 0°51'15" West 1,329.19 feet along the 1/16 line from the Southwest Corner of said Section 22; and running
thence North 0°51'14" West 87.79 feet to a point on an old fence line; thence along an old fence line as follows: North 60°
41' East 61.55 feet; thence South 44°05'30" East 141.40 feet; thence South 80°54' East 26.70 feet; thence North 71°20
East 78.95 feet; thence North 31°32'30" East 30.83 feet; thence North 0°45' West 91.70 feet; thence North 9°16' East
15.94 feet, thence North 43°10'34" East 33.00 feet to a point on a curve to the left in the centerline of an existing
Roadway, the radius a point of which is North 43°10'34" East 250.00 feet; thence Southeasterly 5.86 feet along the arc of
said curve and said centerline of Roadway; thence South 48°10' East 232.32 feet along said centerline of Roadway to a
point of a 463.00 foot radius curve to the right; thence Southeasterly 44.85 feet along the arc of said curve and said
centerline of Roadway to a point on the 1/16 line; thence South 89°27'15" West 501.34 feet along the 1/16 line to the point
of beginning.

Tax ID: SC-6-2-22-3130

Copyright 2006-2009 American Land 'I-’.itle Association. All rights reserved.

—
The use of this Form is restricted to ALTA licensees and ALTA members in good standing as of the date of use. AMERICAN
All other uses are prohibited. Reprinted under license from the American Land Title A iation. A

ABMCIAIEIN

File No. 01459-17318 Page20f2  STEWART TITLE
UT STG ALTA Commitment Sch A BSF GUARANTY COMPANY > (=
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(N) VZW 15" WIDE ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT (SUBJECT
TO CHANGE DUE TO FUTURE SUBDMSION), VZW WILL INSTALL
A POWER AND FIBER CONDUIT WITHIN THIS EASEMENT
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ELEVATION = 2687.42'

(E) 1°-0" SITE CONTOURS ~
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RAMONA & ARLO HAFEN

§G-6-2-22-3131

KEYED NOTES

VZW EQUIPMENT CABINETS ARE TO BE INSTALLED UPON A
9'-6" X 12' STEEL PLATFORM THAT WiLL ST UPON (4)
2'-6"0 CONCRETE PIERS. THE VZW CONTRACTOR WILL BE
REQUIRED TO INTERCONNECT THE EQUIPMENT CABINETS AS
REQ'D BY ATTACHING SEAL MGHT CONDUITS BENEATH THE
PLATFORM, AND POWER THE CABINETS BY INSTALLING G.R.C.
CONDUITS FROM THE WC CABINET AS REQ'D. SEE C301/1
FOR EQUIPMENT LAYOUT AND S-SHEETS FOR PLATFORM
CONSTRUCTION DETAILS AND FOUNDATIONS.

VZW SD030 30KW EXTERNAL DIESEL GENERATOR (8'-3"T)
WITH A LEVEL 2 SOUND ENCLOSURE TO BE INSTALLED UPON
A 6' X 9'-6" CONCRETE FOUNDATION, SEE C302/2. THE
VZW CONTRACTOR WILL NEED TO RUN A 3/4" AND 2°
CONDUIT FROM THE ILC CABINET TO THE GENERATOR FOR
ALARMS AND POWER, SEE E202/1. THE CONTRACTOR WILL
ALSO NEED TO INSTALL A SHIELDED ALARM CABLE FROM THE
GENERATOR TO THE ILC CABINET (3/4" CONDUIT), THEN
ONTO THE ALARM BLOCK IN THE BBU CABINET.

@ VZW ICE BRIDGE, SEE C300/3 AND E200.

VZW GPS ANTENNA TO BE MOUNTED TO ONE OF THE SOLAR
SHIELD SUPPORT LEGS, SEE C300/1 AND E200.

Amv VZW UTILITY RACK, SEE C302/1.

EXISTING AND FINISHED
ELEVATION = 2687.13'

VZW T0 FINISH THE SITE WITH 6" OF 3/4" CLEAN WASHED
8> CRUSHED ROCK WITH NO FINES, SEE C300/2 AND 'STTE
WORK NOTES' ON C303.

VZW 6' TALL CHAINUNK FENCING WITH BARBED WIRE, SEE
C302/3.

VZW 12' WIDE SITE ACCESS, (2) 6’ WIDE CHANLINK GATES
WITH BARBED WIRE, SEE C302/4.

O
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VZW 100" TALL MONOPOLE WITH CONCRETE FOUNDATION, SEE
TOWER MANUFACTURER DRAWINGS FOR DESIGN AND
SPECIFICATIONS.

VZW 8' TALL ANTENNAS, (4) PER SECTOR (16 TOTAL) AT A
96" CENTERLNE WITH (16) RRH'S AND (3) RAYCAP OVP
BOXES TO BE MOUNTED TO THE ANTENNA MOUNTS, REFER
TO VZW RF CONFIGURATION SHEET.

VZW CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL (2) 6 MICROWAVE DISHES
(HEIGHT, AND AZIMUTH TO BE DETERMINED DURING
CONSTRUCTION).

RMP TO INSTALL A NEW TRANSFORMER AT THIS LOCATION,
AND THE VZW CONTRACTOR WILL BE REQUIRED TO INSTALL

EXISTING AND FINISHED »
ELEVATION = 2686.34' _mwvn .N CONDUTS FROM THE TRANSFORMER TO THE UTILITY
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KEYED NOTES

VZW EQUIPMENT CABINETS ARE TO BE INSTALLED UPON A
9'-6" X 12° STEEL PLATFORM, SEE C101 FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION.

VZW SD0O30 30KW EXTERNAL DIESEL GENERATOR (8'-3T)
WITH A LEVEL 2 SOUND ENCLOSURE, SEE C101 FOR
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION.

VZW 6' TALL CHANLINK FENCING WITH BARBED WIRE, SEE
€302/3.

VIW 12 WIDE SITE ACCESS, (2) 6' WIDE CHAINLINK GATES
WITH BARBED WIRE, SEE C302/4.

VZW 100' TALL MONOPOLE WITH CONCRETE FOUNDATON, SEE
TOWER MANUFACTURER DRAWINGS FOR DESIGN AND
SPECIFICATIONS.

VZW 8' TALL ANTENNAS, (4) PER SECTOR (16 TOTAL) AT A

8> 96 CONTERUNE WITH (16) RRH'S AND (3) RATCAP OVP
BOXES TO BE MOUNTED TO THE ANTENNA MOUNTS, REFER
TO VZW RF CONFIGURATION SHEET.

VZW CONTRACTOR TO INSTALL (2) 6'¢ MICROWAVE DISHES
(HEIGHT, AND AZIMUTH TO BE DETERMINED DURING
CONSTRUCTION).
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		Verizon Wireless  building permit plans- CUP request
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NOTICE OF AGENDA
SANTA CLARA CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
Tuesday, June 14, 2016
2603 Santa Clara Drive
Time: 6:00 PM

NOTICE is hereby given that the Santa Clara City will hold a Planning Commission meeting on the 14th day of
May at the Santa Clara Town Hall located at 2603 Santa Clara Drive, which meeting will begin at 6:00 PM. The
agenda for the meeting is as follows:

1. Call to Order

2. Opening Ceremony

- Pledge of Allegiance: Leina Mathis
- Opening Comments: (Invocation): Leina Mathis

3. Communications and Appearances

A. General Citizen Communication

4. Working Agenda

A. Public Hearing(s):

1. Hearing to receive public input for request of zone change from Planned Development
Residential- 8 units/acre to Planned Development Residential 8.9 units/acre on 9.74
acres located to the northeast corner area of Tuscany Drive and 400 East. Dennis Garr
and Tim Lyle, Applicants. Allen Hall, Rosenberg & Associates, representing.

2. Hearing to receive public input for amending the ordinance, Title 17, Section 17.20.270

Long Term Residential Rental Property, Section 17.44.130, Temporary or Short Term
Signs.

B. General Business:

1. Recommendation to City Council for request of a zone change from Planned
Development Residential- 8 units/acre to Planned Development Residential 8.9
units/acre on 9.74 acres located to the northeast corner area of Tuscany Drive and

400 East. Dennis Garr and Tim Lyle, Applicants. Allen Hall, Rosenberg & Associates,
representing.





™

Recommendation to City Council for request of a Preliminary Plat for a minor
subdivision located at 1311 Vernon Street. Tentatively named Andrew’s Garden. Marv
Blosh, Applicant, Allen Hall with Rosenberg & Associates, representing.

3. Recommendation to City Council of a Preliminary Plat for Snow Canyon Estates, Phase 2,
located at Lava Cove Drive and Little League Drive. Kent Frei, Applicant. Allen Hall,
Rosenberg & Associates, representing.

4. Recommendation to City Council for amending a Final Plat for Pioneer Crossing, Phase 2.
Santa Clara Development, Applicant, Allen Hall with Rosenberg & Associates,
representing.

5. Conditional Use Permit request for construction of a new Verizon Wireless cellular
tower facility, located on parcel SC-6-2-22-3130, which is closest to the south end of
Lava Flow Drive and Malaga Avenue. Jared White, Technology Associates,
representing.

6. Recommendation to City Council for amending the ordinance, Title 17, Section
17.20.270 Long Term Residential Rental Property, Section 17.44.130, Temporary or
Short Term Signs. Title 16, Section 16.32.060, Owner/Builder/Developer.

5. Discussion ltems
None.

6. Approval of Minutes

A. Request Approval of May 10, 2016, Regular Meeting minutes.

7. Adjournment

Note: In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodation
during this meeting should notify the City at least 24 hours in advance of the meeting by calling (435) 673-
6712.

Posted this 9t day of June, 2016.

Corey Bundy-Community Development Director





COOPER KIMBERLY CORENE & JERRY
SG-PAS-1-2

264 EMERAUD DR

SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770-1830

HAFEN RAMONA C & ARLO J TRS
SC-6-2-22-3131

1401 CHAPEL ST

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

J CLAUD FREI & SONS
8G-6-2-22-341

2357 SANTA CLARA DR
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

RITCHIE WALLACE R & JENNIE E
SC-VY-2-20

417 ROBERT CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

HAFEN RAMONA C & ARLO J TRS
8G-6-2-22-324

1401 CHAPEL ST

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

HAFEN PRESTON LTD, ET AL
§G-6-2-22-31001

2133 JACOB DRIVE

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

HUNT STEVEN ARTHUR & RANDI LEE
SC-VY-2-21

461 ROBERT CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5617

PEACOCK DIANA SHERMAN
S$G-6-2-22-3101

58 LIGHTHOUSE CT

NAPA, CA 94559-4814

WHITEHEAD DAVID A & CARA L
SC-VY-3-1

400 CLAUDE DR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

GREEN DAVIDR& LEAH J
SC-VY-2-15

2464 CATAWBA CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5613

(Y\alM w(\\\(ﬂ

CRENSHAW PHILLIP J & CINTHANIE R TRS

SC-VY-9-1
1041 SHADOW POINTE DR
SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770

CERVI BLANCA ROSA
SC-VBM-2-4

2433 MALAGA AVE
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

MAGNESEN STEVEN & ADRIENNE
SC-VY-3-8

355 LEGRANDE CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

STRONG MIKE
SC-VY-3-9

2498 MALAGA AVE
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

CHANDLER MICHAEL A & JANICEM

SC-VY-2-14
2482 CATAWBA CIR
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5613

J CLAUD FREI & SONS
§G-6-2-22-343

2357 SANTA CLARA DR
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

ANDERSON JUSTIN & BRITTNEY
SC-VY-2-22

499 ROBERT CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5617

GREEN STEVEN RAY & SHELLY
SC-VY-3-7

265 LE GRANDE CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5630

WINDY PEAK LC
SC-219-A

1670 DESERT DAWN DR
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

SUBURBAN LAND RESERVE INC
§G-6-2-22-347

PO BOX 511196

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84151-1196

HILLSTEAD ROBERT D & SHERYL L
SC-VY-2-6

2485 CATAWBA CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5613

ST GEORGE CITY
5G-6-2-27-4180

175 E200 N

SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770-2845

OLMSTEAD SHARILEE G TR
SC-vY-2-7

2487 CATAWBA CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

SUBURBAN LAND RESERVE INC
§G-6-2-22-3341

PO BOX 511196

SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84151-1196

GONZALEZ BYRON A TEO & MERLIN A
SC-vY-2-4

2471 CATAWBA CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

WINDY PEAKLC
S§C-226-B

1670 DESERT DAWN DR
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

HAFEN RAMONA C & ARLO J TRS
8§G-6-2-22-320

1401 CHAPEL ST

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

STEWART STACY TR, ET AL
SC-VY-3-10

202 N 3500 W

VERNAL, UT 84078

WINDY PEAK LC
SC-226-A

1670 DESERT DAWN DR
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

ROSSBACH FRANCIS X & GEORGINA
SG-PAS-1-1

252 N EMERAUD DR

SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770-1830





ALLRED JOSHUA W & K PAIGE TRS
SC-VY-2-1

2480 MALAGA AVE

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

TYCAMLLC

SC-VY-3-11

2524 MALAGA AVE
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

DAME MATTHEW & CODY LYNN
SC-VY-2-2

501 S HALL ST

GRANGEVILLE, ID 83530

HEATON RUBY LEE HAFEN TR
SC-VBM-2-2

491 E 840 SOUTH CIR

SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770

HENRY THOMAS E & JOAN A
SG-PAS-1-4

298 LOST CRK

SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770-5562

LARSEN ROSALIND & DAVID
SC-VY-2-19

2448 MALAGA AVE

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5534

SHAKESPEARE SCOTT & MELISSA
SC-VY-2-3

2463 CATAWBA CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

SPOSI BRUCE & MARY BETH
SG-PAS-1-3

286 N LOST CREEK DR
SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770

HAFEN PRESTON LTD
SC-VBM-2-1

2133 JACOB DRIVE
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

BILLS LAUREL
SC-VBM-2-3

1809 E 1815 N
LOGAN, UT 84341

BUEHNER JEFF & JONI
SC-VY-8-1

350 CLAUDE DR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

MARTIN BRUCE E & KOELLE H TRS
SC-VY-2-18

488 RIESLING AVE

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

COOMBS INVESTMENT PROPERTIES LLC
SG-6-2-22-325

144 W BRIGHAM RD STE §

SAINT GEORGE, UT 84790

PATTERSON CRAIG E & DEBORAH A
SC-VY-2-5

2477 CATAWBA CIR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5613

WINDY PEAK LC
S§C-6-2-22-3130

1670 DESERT DAWN DR
SANTA CLARA, UT 84765

TRUSSELL ORIN V & MELINDA A TRS
SG-PAS-1-5

312 NLOST CREEK DR

SAINT GEORGE, UT 84770

SPENCER HOWARD A & BARBARA A TRS
SC-VY-2-13

2435 W 14400 S8

RIVERTON, UT 84065

WEST KYLE A & MEGAN
SC-vY-2-17

2991 SWISS DR

SANTA CLARA, UT 84765-5171
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Legend
7] Parcels
Type

Bureau of Land Management
Municipally Owned
National Park Service
School Distnict
Shivwits Reservation
[7] StatePark
State of Utah
U. S. Forest Service
Utah Division of Transportation
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
Washington County
Water Conservation District

. Wildemess Area

Notes

1,504.7 3 75§.34 1,504.7 Feet

WGS_1984_Web_Mercator_Auxiliary_Sphere

DISCLAIMER: The information shown on this map was compiled from different GIS sources. The land base and facility information on this map is for
display purposes only and should not be relied upon without independent verification as to its accuracy. Washington County, Utah will not be held
responsible for any claims, losses or damages resulting from the use of this map
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display purposes only and should not be relied upon without independent verification as to its accuracy. Washington County, Utah will not be held
responsible for any claims. losses or damages resulting from the use of this map
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City Council agenda item for July 27, 2016:  Consider approval of a   p roposed amendment to the  Santa Clara City Zoning Regulations   to correct the PD zone change procedure to state that  the Planning Commission holds the public hearing, and the City Council considers the  recommendation from the Planning Commission.   Section 17.68.110:   Application Procedures and Requirements (for a PD  zone project):   17.68.110:B      (new wording is   in bold and   underlined)   2. Rezoning Application: In addition, the applicant shall provide a complete rezoning application and a  cover letter requesting review of the project plan. The project plan shall be revi ewed by staff and  discussed in an informal meeting with the applicant to examine potential areas of nonconformity.  Staff, upon review of the plan, will determine whether the project meets the intent of the district and  includes the required elements. If th e project does not meet with the intent or lacks required  elements, staff may reject the project plan and notify developer of where deficiencies exist so  corrections may be made. However, should the plan meet the intent and contain the required  elements, s taff will accept the project plan and provide the applicant with suggestions for changes  and modifications, if any that will prepare the applicant for the submittal of phase plans. While the  applicant may ask for more than one project plan review, at least   one review is mandatory.   3. Review Of Project Plan By Planning Commission: After staff officially accepts the project plan  (completed application submitted and full review by staff completed), the plan will be placed on the  planning commission agenda prov ided that the date the plan is officially accepted by staff is two (2)  full weeks (14 days) prior to the planning commission meeting. The planning commission shall  hold   a public hearing on the proposed plan   review the project plan   and make a recommendation on  the plan and the rezoning of the property. The planning commission shall review the plan for the  following elements: how the proposed project meets the purpose of a planned development as  provided in section  17.68.010   of this chapter; how the proposed project meets the purpose of the  specific planned development district; the overall project density as well as the density of land use  c omponents; land use mix and percentages; general vehicular and pedestrian circulation including  the location and capacity of the facilities and connections internally and externally; and open space  type, amount and location. Other site and project design c riteria shall be reviewed at the phase plan  stage.   4. Review Of Project Plan By City Council: Upon receiving a recommendation from the planning  commission and before enacting an amendment to the zoning ordinance, the city council shall  hold a   public hearin g thereon   make a determination that the requested rezoning and project plan is   in  the public interest considering the community as a whole .     If approved, the rezoning becomes  effective and the project plan becomes the official plan of the district, which  will determine how  phase plans are developed.    
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[bookmark: _GoBack]City Council agenda item for July 27, 2016:  Consider approval of a proposed amendment to the Santa Clara City Zoning Regulations to correct the PD zone change procedure to state that the Planning Commission holds the public hearing, and the City Council considers the recommendation from the Planning Commission.

Section 17.68.110:   Application Procedures and Requirements (for a PD zone project):

17.68.110:B    (new wording is in bold and underlined)

2. Rezoning Application: In addition, the applicant shall provide a complete rezoning application and a cover letter requesting review of the project plan. The project plan shall be reviewed by staff and discussed in an informal meeting with the applicant to examine potential areas of nonconformity. Staff, upon review of the plan, will determine whether the project meets the intent of the district and includes the required elements. If the project does not meet with the intent or lacks required elements, staff may reject the project plan and notify developer of where deficiencies exist so corrections may be made. However, should the plan meet the intent and contain the required elements, staff will accept the project plan and provide the applicant with suggestions for changes and modifications, if any that will prepare the applicant for the submittal of phase plans. While the applicant may ask for more than one project plan review, at least one review is mandatory.

3. Review Of Project Plan By Planning Commission: After staff officially accepts the project plan (completed application submitted and full review by staff completed), the plan will be placed on the planning commission agenda provided that the date the plan is officially accepted by staff is two (2) full weeks (14 days) prior to the planning commission meeting. The planning commission shall hold a public hearing on the proposed plan review the project plan and make a recommendation on the plan and the rezoning of the property. The planning commission shall review the plan for the following elements: how the proposed project meets the purpose of a planned development as provided in section 17.68.010 of this chapter; how the proposed project meets the purpose of the specific planned development district; the overall project density as well as the density of land use components; land use mix and percentages; general vehicular and pedestrian circulation including the location and capacity of the facilities and connections internally and externally; and open space type, amount and location. Other site and project design criteria shall be reviewed at the phase plan stage.

4. Review Of Project Plan By City Council: Upon receiving a recommendation from the planning commission and before enacting an amendment to the zoning ordinance, the city council shall hold a public hearing thereon make a determination that the requested rezoning and project plan is in the public interest considering the community as a whole.   If approved, the rezoning becomes effective and the project plan becomes the official plan of the district, which will determine how phase plans are developed.
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City Council   Agenda Repo rt for 7/27/16:  Final   Plat for Snow Canyon Estates  Subdivision , phase 2  with 6 lots  located at the NE corner of Lava Cove Drive and  Little League Drive .      Kent Frei, applicant.       Background:   The applicant,    Mr.   Kent Frei, property owner, has decided to plat 6 single  family lots at the NE corner of Lava Cove Drive and Little League Drive, rather than pursue  townhome units as previously proposed.    The property is zoned R - 1 - 10 and all lots meet the  10,000 sq ft m inimum lot size requirement.     Hillside Review Board Recommendation .      The rear portion of the lots have an uphill slope and  these lots were part of the Hillside Board consideration when the entire project was considered  by the Board in 2015.    The develop er, Mr Frei will need to provide   a   storm drainage  solution  similar to the phase 1 subdivision to prevent uphill lots from draining water onto the lower  lots.   This may require a retaining wall along the rear property line of the 6 lots in this  proposed ph ase 2 .       Storm Drainage :   See the separate  report on storm water drainage  for the phase 1 area  prepared by Todd Olsen , Bowen & Collins Engineers, and contract City Engineer.     Other Issues :    Per PC & CC recommendation, the remnant   property along Little League Drive  has  be en   includ ed in Lot #1.   Also, the street improvements (curb,   gutter,& sidewalk) are shown   along the north side of  Little League Drive to the city boundary with St George City.     PC Action:   PC recommends approval of  the Final Plat as presented.  
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[bookmark: _GoBack]City Council Agenda Report for 7/27/16:  Final Plat for Snow Canyon Estates Subdivision, phase 2 with 6 lots located at the NE corner of Lava Cove Drive and Little League Drive.    Kent Frei, applicant.





Background:  The applicant,  Mr. Kent Frei, property owner, has decided to plat 6 single family lots at the NE corner of Lava Cove Drive and Little League Drive, rather than pursue townhome units as previously proposed.    The property is zoned R-1-10 and all lots meet the 10,000 sq ft minimum lot size requirement.



Hillside Review Board Recommendation.    The rear portion of the lots have an uphill slope and these lots were part of the Hillside Board consideration when the entire project was considered by the Board in 2015.   The developer, Mr Frei will need to provide a storm drainage solution similar to the phase 1 subdivision to prevent uphill lots from draining water onto the lower lots.   This may require a retaining wall along the rear property line of the 6 lots in this proposed phase 2.

	

Storm Drainage:   See the separate report on storm water drainage for the phase 1 area prepared by Todd Olsen, Bowen & Collins Engineers, and contract City Engineer.



Other Issues:   Per PC & CC recommendation, the remnant property along Little League Drive has been included in Lot #1.

Also, the street improvements (curb, gutter,& sidewalk) are shown along the north side of Little League Drive to the city boundary with St George City.



PC Action:   PC recommends approval of the Final Plat as presented.
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City Council agenda report for 7/27/16 :   Final   plat for S ycamores @ Santa Clara,  a single family subdivision located on the east side of Gates Lane and on the  south side of the Santa Clara River in an R - 1 - 10 zone.     Project:    Final   Plat for t he Sycamores @   Santa Clara, a 36   lot single family subdivision  on 27.4 acres  in a  R - 1 - 10 zone located east of Gates Lane, south of the Santa Clara River, and generally between the  hillside to the south and the Santa Clara River to the north.     Applicant:   Clara Developm ent LLC,  Kyle Hafen, Rep.     Projec t Engineer:   Rosenberg Associate s,  Allen Hall, rep.     Total Area:  27.4 acres,   with 36   proposed lots.    (density of 1.3   lots per acre)     The Gubler property along the Santa Clara River has been added to this proposed sub division bringing  the total number of lots to 36.     The proposed subdivision extends from the Santa Clara River floodplain on the north to the hillside on  the south.    Most of the property has slopes u nder 15%, but lots 31 thru 36   extend up the hill and h ave  slopes between 25 - 40%.      A wash exists between lots 34 and 35   and extends southward up the slopes.     The wash is a significant drainage area and the applicant proposes to create a detention basin  just south  of lot 34 .   From the detention basin storm   water will be piped underground along the public street to  near the Santa Clara River where the storm water will enter the river.     Other Issues :    T o protect the subdivision against  flooding and  erosion the developer will be required   to  place rip - rap   alo ng the back of lots 1 thru 9.    FEMA’s 100 - yr floodplain line runs through lots 3  - 9, and  the developer proposes to   place   fill  on  those lots in order to remove them from the 100 - yr floodplain.     That fill proposal must be   sub ject to review & approval of  the city and by consulting engineer   Todd  Olsen, PE, Bowen & Collins Engineers (acting as the City Engineer).      Also, the developer is required to  place the necessary rock rip rap for erosion protection along the river.    An easement for river  maintenance   ( flood control maintenance ) and trails  is shown   along the south side of t he Santa Clara  River .    Also landscaping (trees, etc) should be placed along the frontage with Gates Lane, either by the  developer (preferably) or by each individual home owner as  each home is built.     PC Action:    The PC recommends approval of the Final Plat for Sycamores @ Santa Clara.  
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City Council agenda report for 7/27/16:  Final plat for Sycamores @ Santa Clara, a single family subdivision located on the east side of Gates Lane and on the south side of the Santa Clara River in an R-1-10 zone.



Project:  Final Plat for the Sycamores @ Santa Clara, a 36 lot single family subdivision on 27.4 acres in a R-1-10 zone located east of Gates Lane, south of the Santa Clara River, and generally between the hillside to the south and the Santa Clara River to the north.



Applicant:   Clara Development LLC,  Kyle Hafen, Rep.



Project Engineer:   Rosenberg Associates,  Allen Hall, rep.



Total Area:  27.4 acres,   with 36 proposed lots.   (density of 1.3 lots per acre)



The Gubler property along the Santa Clara River has been added to this proposed subdivision bringing the total number of lots to 36.  

The proposed subdivision extends from the Santa Clara River floodplain on the north to the hillside on the south.    Most of the property has slopes under 15%, but lots 31 thru 36 extend up the hill and have slopes between 25-40%.    A wash exists between lots 34 and 35 and extends southward up the slopes.    The wash is a significant drainage area and the applicant proposes to create a detention basin just south of lot 34.   From the detention basin storm water will be piped underground along the public street to near the Santa Clara River where the storm water will enter the river.



[bookmark: _GoBack]Other Issues:    To protect the subdivision against flooding and erosion the developer will be required to place rip-rap along the back of lots 1 thru 9.    FEMA’s 100-yr floodplain line runs through lots 3 -9, and the developer proposes to place fill on those lots in order to remove them from the 100-yr floodplain.    That fill proposal must be subject to review & approval of the city and by consulting engineer Todd Olsen, PE, Bowen & Collins Engineers (acting as the City Engineer).    Also, the developer is required to place the necessary rock rip rap for erosion protection along the river.    An easement for river maintenance ( flood control maintenance) and trails is shown along the south side of the Santa Clara River.    Also landscaping (trees, etc) should be placed along the frontage with Gates Lane, either by the developer (preferably) or by each individual home owner as each home is built.



PC Action:    The PC recommends approval of the Final Plat for Sycamores @ Santa Clara.


image3.emf
  City Council agenda report for 7/27/16:   Final   plat for a 3 - lot  Subdivision  located at 1311 Vernon Street.  Marv Blosch, applicant       Project:   The proposed project would create a 3   lot single f a mily subdivision   called Andrea ’s Garden in  the   R - 1 - 10/ Historic District   zone located north   of the Santa Clara  River on the   west  side of   Vernon  Street.    The 3 - lot subdivision   i ncludes a flag lot to access a rear   lot off Vernon Street.     Applica nt:  Marv Blosch     Project Engineer:    Rosenberg Associates , Allan Hall , PE     The proposed 3 - lot   subdivision would crea te one flag lot (lot #2)   located to the rear    of lot #1 which  fronts on Vernon Street.   Proposed lot #3 also fronts on Vernon Street and is a deep lot with an   existing  single family ho me.   The fl ag lot is proposed with a  25’ wide access ‘stem’   which meets the city  requirement  of 25’ width  (section 16.24.080 of   the Subdivision Ordinance ) .      All three lots exceed the  minimum lot size requirement of 10,000 sq ft.    The flag lot appears to be a rea sonable access solution  for the rear property behind lot #1.         Staff recommends approval of the proposed 3 lot subdivision.     PC Action:   PC recommends approval of the 3 - lot subdivision as proposed with lot #2 being a flag lot.    The final plat is the s ame as the approved preliminary plat.  
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City Council agenda report for 7/27/16:   Final plat for a 3-lot Subdivision located at 1311 Vernon Street.  Marv Blosch, applicant





Project:  The proposed project would create a 3 lot single family subdivision called Andrea’s Garden in the R-1-10/ Historic District zone located north of the Santa Clara River on the west side of Vernon Street.    The 3-lot subdivision includes a flag lot to access a rear lot off Vernon Street.



Applicant:  Marv Blosch



Project Engineer:  Rosenberg Associates, Allan Hall, PE



The proposed 3-lot subdivision would create one flag lot (lot #2) located to the rear  of lot #1 which fronts on Vernon Street.   Proposed lot #3 also fronts on Vernon Street and is a deep lot with an existing single family home.   The flag lot is proposed with a  25’ wide access ‘stem’ which meets the city requirement of 25’ width (section 16.24.080 of the Subdivision Ordinance).    All three lots exceed the minimum lot size requirement of 10,000 sq ft.    The flag lot appears to be a reasonable access solution for the rear property behind lot #1.    



Staff recommends approval of the proposed 3 lot subdivision.



[bookmark: _GoBack]PC Action:   PC recommends approval of the 3-lot subdivision as proposed with lot #2 being a flag lot.   The final plat is the same as the approved preliminary plat.


