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HYDE PARK CITY
PLANNING COMMISSION
April 15, 2020
Minutes

PZ Meeting (conducted via Zoom.us) began at 7:00 pm, and was conducted by Chairwoman Tiffany Atkinson. 

MEMBERS PRESENT
Chairman Tiffany Atkinson, Mark Lynne, Derek Grange, Trent Hagman and Rachel Erickson

OTHERS PRESENT
Mayor Flint, Council Member Brandon Buck, PZ Secretary Melinda Lee, Steve Taylor, Geraldine and Gavin Niederhauser, Reed Elder, Joy Sadler, Chad and Chelsea DeVries, Jeff and Paula Purser, Ian and Teri Chase-Dunn, Cathrine Barnes, Stephanie Allred, Travis Hoopes, Cam and Shalese Amott, Terry Thain, Jamie Lewis, John Lee, John and Marilyn Brady, Neal and Brenda Christiansen, Alan and Susan Balls, and Glen Huber (Note: Melinda failed to check the ‘chat box’ for additional names.)

PRAYER OR THOUGHT – Tiffany Atkinson
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE – Mark Lynne

APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 4, 2020
Derek Grange made a motion to approve the Minutes as presented from the Planning Commission meeting held March 4, 2020. Trent Hagman seconded the motion. Tiffany Atkinson, Rachel Erickson, Mark Lynne, Derek Grange and Trent Hagman voted in favor.  

BUILDING PERMIT REPORT
Home               	Sierra Homebuilders, LLC     	695 North 800 East
Home              	Brandon McBride                  	839 South 50 East
Commercial	Co-Ax Enterprises                 	260 East 4000 North
Home            	Michael Bullen                       	15 North 1100 East
Solar            	Kathryn Anderson                 	285 West 400 South
Solar            	Karinne Wagoner                   	380 South 350 West
Plumbing       	Regan & Amy Grandy            	383 South 100 West
Solar                	Chris Lyman                       	131 West 300 South
Home             	LOCOS Properties LLC            	1043 East Center
Home          	Sierra Homes Construction 	868 East 630 North
Home           	Steven Hibbard                    	927 East 630 North
Plumbing    	Dale and Alice Hooper         	458 North 350 East

CITY COUNCIL REPORT – 3 Meetings
Council Member Brandon Buck reported on the City Council Meetings.
March 11, 2020
1. Approved rezone request from A-1 to RE-20 for Mountain Gate Phase 5.

March 25, 2020
1. Passed Resolution to hold electronic meetings.
2. Held Public Hearing for and approved Ordinance amendment to align our Senior PUD ordinance with HOPA (federal guidelines), allowing 80% of occupants to be 55 and older (not 100%).
3. Held Public Hearing for and approved Planning Commission Ordinance to reduce the PZ members from 7 to 5.
4. Passed City Council consideration of Water Revenue Bond – for city to consider, not pass. Now will postpone Public Hearing until meeting can be held ‘in-person’.
5. Approved amending Juniper Ridge PUE setback in one lot.
6. Approved Rachel Erickson as new PZ Member. WELCOME RACHEL!
7. Held a preliminary Budget Workshop.

April 1, 2020
1. Held short electronic meeting to ratify everything from the prior meeting. 

HELD PUBLIC HEARING FOR PINE MEADOWS RETIREMENT COMMUNITY PRELIMINARY PLAT (Administrative)
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· Property address: 460 North 100 East
· Parcel ID: 04-004-0060 
· Approximately 6 acres 
· Residential (RE-20) zone
· Application submitted by Co-Ax Enterprises (owner Reed Elder)
· Senior PUD (age 55+) 
· Propose 19 lots 


Tiffany opened the Public Hearing.

Derek Grange asked what would happen to the existing home on the property. Reed indicated it would remain and become one of the lots.

Teri Chase-Dunn read document she submitted earlier containing 9 Issues of concern (attached).

Paula Purser has horses. They have seen it change and evolve, but with that many homes, that many people complaining about the dust and the flies.. “It’s just like trying to cram a bunch of marbles in a can – It’s just absurd.”

Joy Sadler lives directly to the south. She appreciated Teri’s work and presentation. This is “just not a fit”.

Stephanie Allred concerned along with Chase-Dunns. This project “does not fit the surrounding zoning at all”. She referenced a seemingly similar issue in the Greystone Subdivision where they felt it should fit the surrounding zone, and not detract.

Reed Elder responded to voiced concerns thus far:
PUDs are allowed anywhere in the city. They “fit” if it meets ordinance. Smaller lots are allowed. The private road will be maintained by the HOA. The only place HOAs work well is in retirement communities. His experience shows these communities have well-manicured lawns and less traffic (“older people don’t travel”) than ordinary subdivisions. He already has 4 people who desire lots in this subdivision, 3 of which are current Hyde Park residents who wish to remain in Hyde Park.

Bonus Density does not apply to PUDs. Open Space covers much of the area, including green space in each lot. It will have ‘limited common space’, with a walking trail and be completely fenced off. He has projects near dairies (that are worse for smell and flies) and they have not had any complaints. He cannot say there will not be complaints, but so far in 6 projects, he has had none.

Snow removal on the private road will be totally maintained by the HOA. If there is too much in a year (as in some years), the extra snow will be trucked out. We understand irrigation water limits. We know priority goes to farmers. We know that remains as it has always been.

He urged all to please look at this as the ordinance allows. It is not a ‘Minor Subdivision’. The City, in their good judgment, has already allowed for these to be spread out throughout the city, not in a single area. Each home pays water and sewer without maintaining roads so the City benefits. Residents understand and are happy to pay the HOA fees. He has not heard of any problems from neighbors about either of his other 2 Senior communities.

Travis Hoopes is not against retirement communities, just not in an existing neighborhood. According to the signatures, almost all nearby neighbors are against this. The others seem to have begun on the ‘outskirt’, not in the middle, so residents know what they are getting into before buying. He is also worried about sensitivity to noise (night games, bike rides). There may be more tendencies to have complaints due to the existing neighborhood.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Teri Chase-Dunn asked Reed about the PUD “being close to public transportation”. This is not according to ordinance. Also, the economic demographics indicate these PUD units will not be filled by seniors in the future. Hyde Park City will have to look at redoing the age requirements in the future and these will likely become rentals, thus transient. 

(unknown) There are animals (chickens, pheasants, dogs) in the neighborhood. They are already hard to control. We do the best we can, but this increases danger and problems already existing with animals. Pets in each unit only add to the problem. This person had not understood private lawns were considered “open space”.

Reed Elder answered ‘public transportation’ also refers to other kinds (besides CVTD). Other buses will still have access to pick up residents at their door.

Reed did not know how to respond to horses. He knows you were there first. Most people enjoy watching horses. The residents want to become good neighbors. He does not know of any complaints of current residents. He believes his are well-made and will remain in high demand, thus retaining its quality.

Paula Purser agrees with Travis about building outside existing neighborhoods. She has horses. At some point, just like dogs, they get loose. It’s easier to manage in open fields than in neatly manicured yards. 

Reed – the other two were built in existing neighborhoods, not ‘on the outskirts’. All of these neighbor responses don’t surprise him. Most people don’t want new things ‘in their backyard’.

Cathrine Barnes built roughly 2 years ago. One reason they went with their lot was because they were bigger lots, family oriented. They have teenagers who will be out with friends, making noise. Their family chose this area over Juniper Ridge because they wanted a kid-friendly neighborhood. When they received the letter, they felt like someone gets to change it just to make more money. She understands he has 4 people waiting. If he subdivides (into larger, fewer lots), there will not be a problem selling lots.

Jeff Purser believes after the retirement community comes in, the value of neighboring real estate will be reduced.

Trent Hagman wondered about the existing home. Does it meet setbacks? Tiffany asked him to hold off for next agenda item.

Shalese Amott built to be near young families. This would change the feel of what they currently have and what they anticipated this lot would become.

Huber lives across the street. This changes the dynamic of the community dramatically. Is there even a chance of changing this outcome? Tiffany responded the purpose of this meeting is to see if the proposal meets the current city ordinance.

Chad DeVries indicated they are transplants from the west side of Logan, where higher density exists. He saw that it drives it down. He knows a retirement community is different, but he saw parking on streets and things ‘run-down’. Higher density ends up being ‘run-down’. Growth in Logan City not the same feel as here in Hyde Park.

Kevin Blotter lives in Stone Ridge Subdivision. There are too many homes in that subdivision to be a nice place. His main concern is the road. Current roads are not sufficient for current traffic. Already 100 East is not sufficient – people have to pull over to let others pass. He disagrees with Reed that traffic from this equals about 7 average homes.

Teri Chase-Dunn  asked about the process. Will City Council be involved?

Mark Lynne noted this first has to meet ordinance. We do not need to go any further than that at this point.

Someone asked, “Who will be on the committee approving this development? Is Reed on that committee?” (Tiffany answered the five members, Reed not among them.)

Stephanie asked about the process. Tiffany related the next steps if it passes, or not.

Derek  assured attendants, “We have your concerns. They will be considered.” If it meets, we must approve.

Huber asked, “Is it possible for City Council to change the ordinance?” Tiffany could not answer.

Tiffany closed the Public Hearing.

CONSIDER PINE MEADOWS RETIREMENT COMMUNITY PRELIMINARY PLAT (Administrative)
Consider Preliminary Plat as described above, including the “Conditional Use” (HPC 12.250.030).

Derek 
1. PUD must have 50’ ROW. The current road seems to be deficient.
2. Parking – 2 spaces in the garage plus 2 addition spaces, plus extra parking. (Rachel noted 10 spaces in the common area.) Derek agreed.
3. If putting an HOA around an existing house, Derek has problem with parcel being zoned RE-20 that gives assumption that rest of parcel would be built RE-20.
Rachel questioned the common area, the “weird strip behind lot 7”.
Trent said the setback needs to be 18’. This does not seem to meet that.
Tiffany asked about the planned walking trail. 
Reed indicated, “That’s part of that ‘weird space’ behind lot 7. The pink dotted area is a ROW (right of way) now, and will become a walking area. In PUDs, you have ‘limited space’ and ‘common limited space’. No homes will go all the way to the back fence creating a private back yard. Reed informed them that a PUD does not require a 50’ road. You have to have access to ingress/egress, but the code is not written as mandatory. This will not be a public street.

Mark Lynne informed Reed, “While you were on your mission, PZ re-wrote the ordinance for all PUDs to have public roads.” Mark Lynne put a timeline of ordinance changes into box. com. He noted PZ downsized the streets to 50’ wide and made them fully public. Secondly, the Trail Ordinance was passed and the City needs an 8’ dedicated trail. The ordinance requires a gravel trail to be installed and the trail must be open for public use. Reed had no problem doing that.

Regarding the “private road”, Reed noted the ordinance says you “may” have a 50’ road. Derek read from the ordinance and said it “can be developed to 50’ ROW (instead of 66’) as long as..” Reed pointed out the word  “can” not “must/shall”. Mark Lynne said past Meeting Minutes prove the intent of public streets. Derek remembered going back on this for “many, many meetings in a row”. Reed does not understand why the City would create an ordinance for a ‘smaller subdivision’. With those amendments, you really just created a smaller subdivision, not a PUD (Public Unit Development). Mark said the City saw too many examples (nationwide) of these small PUDs ‘going under’ and roads defaulting to the city anyway. We want the roads to be to city standards to begin with. Reed believes the City is mistaken in what they want. It is legal question. We can work through it. You are calling it a “PUD”, but it’s really just a small subdivision.

As to dimensions of the proposed road, Reed said it is 29’ from top/back of curb to top/back of curb. We do not create frontage in a PUD. He again emphasized the current ordinance does not seem to create a “PUD”. He has a different interpretation of public/private road and its dimensions.

Mark still questions the existing Fotheringham home. What about setback issues for RE-20. Reed said the home becomes a lot within the PUD, not subject to RE-20 requirements. Right now, it has an 18’ setback, in accordance with ordinance. Tiffany asked for clarification: Will the existing home follow the CCRs of the HOA? Reed: Yes. This is a common practice. Their lawns would also be maintained by the HOA. He made their back yard a common area for everyone in PUD.

Reed also noted the 450 North and 100 East will be completed per ordinance. (Mark clarified just the east half. The other half is someone else’s property.) Reed indicated the road will be wider than the current width (Hoopes are likely improving/widening the road in front of their property as well), making it better for passing vehicles.

Derek and Trent were still hung up with the size of the PUD road and the setbacks of the existing home. Rachel agreed with the concerns voiced. We need to agree on roads. She feels it would be a better fit to demolish the house, but admitted that may not be our jurisdiction. Tiffany agreed.

Mark did his own overlay of the project, but with a 50’ road and put it in box.com under “Reference material”. It changes the parcel to 16 lots, creates more open space, and has some lots fronting 450 North, not being part of the PUD. He added he would vote against the plat at this point.

Derek made a motion to not approve the Preliminary Plat at this time, based on the submitted proposal. Mark Lynne seconded the motion. He added it does not show the appropriate size of road, and the existing road does not comply with the existing setbacks. Tiffany Atkinson, Mark Lynne, Derek Grange, Trent Hagman and Rachel Erickson voted in favor of the motion to NOT approve the Plat at this time.

Reed thanked PZ for their time, and requested Mark’s drawing. Reed will consider the ordinances as written, not as interpreted.

PUBLIC HEARING FOR NIEDERHAUSER COMMERCIAL SUBDIVISION PRELIMINARY PLAT (Administrative)
· 
· Property address: 3300 North Hwy 91 (west side)
· Parcel IDs: 04-030-0056, 04-030-0028,             04-030-0009, 04-030-0055, and 04-030-0060
· 
Approximately 15 acres 
· Commercial zone
· Application submitted by Steven C. Taylor
· Propose 11 lots 


Tiffany opened Public Hearing.

Steve Taylor – The road discussed is not the road on our plat. It does not have anything to do with our road. When Mark Lynne asked if Lee Stevens has an issue with the road on his property, Steve replied he did not know. He had not talked to him. Steve said they would adjust the road off of Lee Stevens property if needed. Steve already spoke to UDOT and has an okay to build a temporary road. If Lee does not agree, they will temporarily adjust the road until Lee develops his property. Steve is not here to irritate Lee Stevens at all. When asked for clarification, Steve noted when Lee develops, he would have to put in “about 9/10 of the road”, if he does not consent at this point. Steve is waiting for this approval before wrestling with Lee Stevens, but he is really going with the approval from UDOT (Utah Department of Transportation).

Terry Thain said that was his concern. Otherwise, he is okay with the development.

Tiffany closed Public Hearing.

CONSIDER NIEDERHAUSER COMMERCIAL SUBDIVISION PRELIMINARY PLAT (Administrative)
Consider Preliminary Plat as described above.

Mark’s chief concern had been how the road tied in. It seems Steve has it covered with an alternate. Mark is unsure how to state the approval. Speaking to Craig Earl’s (Heart to Heart Foods) concern about the currently poor condition of 3200 North, Mark felt the City should step forward and fill the big holes with gravel to make for better road conditions. As long as this road ties into the Moonlight Diesel road across highway it seems okay.

Mark and Derek verified storm water retention ponds now and ultimately, each lot having its own retention pond as it is developed and parking is installed. Mark assumes Public Works is okay with the water and sewer expansion and said, “Looks good.”

Rachel, as “the new kid on block”, is unsure how the whole road is not there yet. Steve pointed out the road across the street. They have developed a half road into Moonlight Diesel. Rachel asked how long it would be a ‘half road’. We should determine how many businesses can go in before getting full width road. Steve reiterated the fact no one can force Lee Stevens to take part, now or later. Derek asked Steve if he had talked to Mr. Stevens. Doing the full road now seems to only benefit Mr. Stevens. Steve said Mr. Stevens is not agreeable thus far, he will approach him again upon PZ approval of the plat.

Terry Thain helped answer Rachel. UDOT wants to limit the number of accesses off highway 91. Mark related a past occasion where one owner owned the entire road and blocked other businesses access from their side. The Utah Legislature fixed that years ago. Mark added, “It is too expensive for cities to build roads.”

Trent was still concerned that Lee Stevens may not want to develop his property with a road on south side of property. Steve, it can happen one of 2 ways: We can build the whole road then charge access to Lee, but the fairest way is to go down the property line. Lee may never develop. It could sit as is for 100 years. Eventually there would be cost to share at a later date. Steve indicated the road is usually 50/50. Steve believes Lee will see the benefit, even if he does not develop at this time. We understand property rights. We are not taking anything away.

Separate issue is a billboard in the way. Lee likely collects money on the billboard and will not want to move/remove it. Steve wanted this approval before sitting down with Lee. Steve said the billboard issue needs to go before City Council.

Rachel questioned how long will this half road would be adequate. Steve and Derek both explained it will be 30’ wide, plenty wide for vehicles to pass each other.

Derek feels Niederhausers are being ‘nice’, but echoes Mark’s hesitation to appropriately word the approval. Mark suggested approving the plat with temporary access, until Stevens’ property is developed to align with UDOT’s recommendations. “UDOT carries a big stick. They shut down the trailer court in North Logan because they did not have proper access.”

Tiffany disclosed that Steve Taylor is her father.

Mark made a motion to approve this Preliminary Plat with the knowledge there may be a temporary deviation to the south until the adjacent property owner participates in the alignment of UDOT’s direction. A new drawing will come with Final Plat.

Derek asked about including a deadline. Mark said no, the City cannot impose such. Lee will not be around forever. Mark believes something will likely happen within 10 years.

Derek seconded the motion. Mark Lynne, Derek Grange, Trent Hagman and Rachel Erickson voted in favor. Tiffany abstained.

CONSIDER CLARIFYING SETBACKS IN 12.250 AND 12.260 PUDs (Legislative)
There has been some question as to allowed side setbacks on corner lots in Senior PUDs. The ordinance does not specify. Consider adding a side setback for corner lots to both PUD ordinances. Visionary Homes believes they could have zero setbacks on corner lots in PUDs. Both Derek and Rachel live on corner lots and have to abide by “2 fronts” and setbacks accordingly. Mark believes the City made a mistake in approving Memory Lane corner lots and allowing that plat to be recorded as such. The new Highland Cove seems to have at least 18’ setbacks on corner lots. The Cove at Hyde Park, Phase 3 already has 18’ setbacks on corner lots on their recorded plats. All agreed. Tiffany asked if they need to clarify so in the ordinance. Melinda related she and Susan believe the City should. Mark has no problem adding clarification. He wondered why the Cove at Hyde Park is requesting a change from their recorded plat. Nothing was prepared. They agreed to amend the ordinance and vote next meeting.

BACK TO THOUGHTS AND COMMENTS ON REED ELDER’S SENIOR PUD
Rachel disagreed with Reed Elder’s subdivision that only seniors want that sort of home/HOA arrangement. As a realtor, she argues there are many who want that. 

Chase-Dunns questioned the ‘need’ for more 55+ communities. Mark looked up data from BRAG:

	Year
	Population
	Increase
	Population age 55+

	2010
	3833
	
	645 or 17% (16.8%)

	2020
	5000 (1400 households)
	30%
	Calculated at 17%: 840



If we extrapolate the projected growth, 17% of 2020 population means HPC will most likely have 840 people age 55+. Dividing by 2 (as in 2/household), means HPC needs 420 households for residents age 55+ today. HPC currently has 110 units available, of presumably the 420 needed. Our zoning map allows possibly 5 more. The average PUD = 22 homes x 10 possible PUDs. Most possible units = 220 in town. Right now, we need 420 households. Mark does not see that need going down. Yes, old people die, but middle-age people become old.

Regarding the “Public Transit” issue, numerous City Councils have asked us (PZ) to disperse PUDs among town. We cannot determine location of PUDs by ‘mass transit’, all along one corridor. We want them dispersed among the community.

Rachel – If you look at the aerial, residents claimed it was “mostly horse property”, but the aerial tells a different story. PUDs cannot happen only on the outskirts. People are interested in these types of housing. Our city needs more smaller units for buyers.

Mark – we all know that growth is happening. We eat up the land faster with large lots than small lots. Many love horses, but cannot afford that anymore.


Meeting adjourned at 9:45 P.M.

_____________________________
Melinda Lee, Secretary	


Attachment:
Statement Submitted to the Hyde Park Planning and Zoning Commission, April 14, 2020
Copied to Mayor Flint
RE:  Proposed Pine Meadows Retirement Community
Introduction
Thank you for the opportunity to address the proposed Pine Meadows Retirement Community (parcel ID 04-004-0060) on property adjacent to or near ours.  After reviewing the sketch plan, city department minutes as posted on the web site and several of the city ordinances we have identified several questions and concerns regarding the proposal.  Admittedly, we may not be as versed in the interpretation of the ordinances but trust we can be afforded the opportunity to enter into a reasonable dialogue outlining our concerns which constitute our opposition to the proposal.
As we all know, Hyde Park is a very desirable town to live in based on its location and friendly neighborhoods.  We all love being close to the city but enjoy having a rural feel around us. Knowing this, we were all incredibly surprised to learn that a retirement community with high density lots was being proposed on the land adjacent to or near our properties.  This land was only recently annexed into Hyde Park a few years ago and was then zoned RE-20 for larger family lots.  We were all looking forward to this neighborhood being developed and know people who were interested in buying one of these lots.

It seems like a total switch to now have a proposal to develop this land with lots less than half of what the land is currently zoned for.  Hyde Park is not supposed to have lots this small.  A retirement community is the only way for a developer to get away with such small lots.  Hyde Park does not allow apartment complexes, townhomes or flag lots without a Conditional Use Permit, per 12.30.130 to be developed so that we can keep our current community feel.

Residents of the Stone Ridge Cul-de-sac on 150 East have expressed concern that the mistakes made in their development, which is south of the parcel 04-004-0060 are being repeated.  The original plan design and the final development demonstrate the challenges of cumbersome ingress, egress, snow removal and lots that were minimized in order to increase the return on investment.  Of note; this development has been cited during Planning and Zoning meetings as an example of what not to do.

We noted in the March 11, 2020 minutes that City Council members were concerned about the revenue/income base as a priority in a recent rezone.  “Council member Wheeler explained that it is more cost effective to have closer infrastructure. Larger lots require the same number of roads with less money in impact fees and property taxes coming in. Council member Wheeler referenced a presentation ‘Strong Towns’.  They recommend that you do not build a town that can’t afford to maintain its infrastructure due to insufficient income.  In this case two lots bring in 2 times the impact fees. For example; two homes costing $500k on two lots bring in more taxes that one $800k - $900k home on an acre lot. “  We trust that city income will not be the sole factor that drives decisions regarding the planning aspects of our community.  

Note, the issues identified are not in any specific priority.
Issue #1
We are concerned with adding another retirement community to Hyde Park.  We currently have four, two that are completed and two that are currently being developed.  We have a 5th community right on the border between North Logan and Hyde Park.  With the size of Hyde Park, do we really need another?  When you look at baby boomer statistics, all baby boomers are now 55 and older. The peak of the retirement bubble is predicted to hit between 2025 and 2030. Those of retirement age will begin to decrease after this time.  What happens to these communities in 10-15 years when the demand decreases?  If homeowners can’t find 55+ individuals to sell houses to, then the bylaws will have to change and these will start to become high density housing for families.  This then creates neighborhoods in Hyde Park that don’t fit within the current city plan. 
Issue #2
We are concerned with the size of the homes that are planned in this neighborhood.  When we talked with Reed Elder, the developer, he is planning to build houses between 1100 -2000 square feet.  If you look at the 2 other retirement communities, he has built in Hyde Park they all seem to be on the lower end of this spectrum.  When these neighborhoods begin to transition to family neighborhoods in 10-15 years these will be small homes that will become transient or rentals.  This detracts from the neighborhood aesthetic we want to have.


Issue #3
12.120.010
“The major purpose of the RE-20 Zone (current zoning of said property and adjacent property) is to provide and protect residential development at a low density in a semi-agricultural or rural environment.  It is also to provide for certain rural amenities, on larger minimum lots, in conjunction with the primary residential nature of the zone.”
Currently there are two property owners to the north, one to the south and one to the west all of whom have larger lots (1.61 acres up to 4.64 acres).  Our utilization has been and is intended to continue to be for semi-agricultural or rural environmental activities.  Currently there is a small alfalfa production, an orchard, pheasant and chicken farming, and equine stables.  
Additionally, other parcels in the neighborhood; Parcel ID 04-007-0021, 04-004-0114, 04-004-0103 are also semi-agricultural and currently there are angus, horses, small barnyard animals and an alfalfa production.  
The lots east of the proposed community are .33 and .52 acres. Lots south of the eastern portion of the proposed community are .99, .51, .37 acres.
Issue #4
Bonus Density Option-An option available to the developer at the City’s discretion, allowing the developer to reduce or eliminate open space in a Planned Residential Subdivision. This allows for the purchase of designated open space in the City instead of providing open space within a Planned Residential Subdivision, thereby creating an additional building lot(s) in said subdivision.
13.20 Definitions: Open Space- Any land, public or private, that remains generally free from development uses, that respect natural environmental characteristics and are open to the sky. Open Space, for the purpose of this ordinance, will be classified into two subcategories; undevelopable open space and usable open space. 
Undevelopable Open Space- Any land, private or public, that is determined to be sensitive lands consistent with lands to be preserved by the developer. Undevelopable open space may contain: sensitive lands; drainage ways; conservation easements and retention ponds. Undevelopable open space shall not be included in the calculation for the maximum number of lots allowed in the development. 
Usable Open Space- A single, contiguous, publicly accessible area no less than 70,000 square feet in size, or six percent (6%) of the total development, whichever is greater, and may include increased setbacks on arterial or collector roads or approved entryways. The Usable Open Space must be fully developed by the developer and maintained by a homeowners association or at the option of the City it may be maintained by the City. Usable open space shall not contain any land that is included in the minimum lot area requirements. Trails or walkways, may be considered as usable open space.
The final classification and determination of open space shall be subject to the City Council approval based on the recommendation of the DRC and the Planning Commission
It is assumed the bonus density option has been or will be exercised for this development as the open space listed on the sketch plan indicates 3.75 acres or 63.76% as designated open space.  It is assumed this includes the road development, per 13.20 Definitions, but we are not certain as the ordinance does not specifically identify roads.  The lot acreage indicated on the plan totals 4.55 acres – thus bringing the total community planned acreage to 8.30 acres on legal acreage of 5.81.  If the developer were using the 30% threshold for open space per 12.260.060.G.1, the sketch plan as currently proposed would require 6.32 acres exceeding the legal acreage of 5.81.
We have concerns regarding the wisdom of a bonus density option given the current neighborhood and zoning.  Even if we were in favor of the proposed community, which we are not, the density proposed should require substantially more open space within the development, given the existing RE-20 acreage adjacent to the proposed plan.  It appears there is no real consideration for open space as it relates to the aesthetic nature of the surrounding environment as defined by 12.260.060.G.  It would seem reasonable to also provide drainage ways for said proposal, which are not included.
Issue #5
12.260.060 Standards and Conditions
G. Open Space. Functional and aesthetic usable open spaces for use by the homeowners are deemed essential to and must be included within a PUD in accordance with the following:
1. There shall be a minimum of usable open space of thirty (30) percent of the total gross area of the PUD, including all walkways, sidewalks and green ways.
2. Open space needs to be identified as an area to facilitate snow retention during the winter months. 
Given that we have been managing snow removal for more than 25 years, based upon our experience without our additional agricultural land it would have been difficult to identify locations where the snow could be retained.  We have long driveways (up to 900 feet) and the proposed road would be slightly longer but without sufficient space for snow retention.  
Issue #6
12.260.040 Location
In making decisions and/or recommendations as to the approval of a senior citizen PUD, the DRC, Planning Commission and City Council shall apply the following standards for location:
1. The concept of the PUD is an important factor in the implementation of the City's General Plan
2. The PUD should be so located with respect to streets and public ways as to provide easy access to the homeowners, their visitors and public transportation
With regard to #2 above – the closest public transportation (bus stop) is on Center Street – The senior development that Mr. Elder constructed by the post office is not even a block away from public transportation.  This proposal does not provide for easy access to public transportation assuming easy access is defined as; accessible, convenient, easy to reach, practicable.
We spoke with Jody Kimball, Operations Director for CVTD, he indicated routes 15 & 16 currently serving Hyde Park, according to rider statistics are sufficient.  The county sprawl is a challenge in setting bus routes, and he does not anticipate adding another route to meet Hyde Park’s ordinance, as currently written, in the near future.
Issue #7
13.40 Minor Subdivision Requirements and Procedures
13.40.010 The City recognizes based on current ordinances, that many smaller parcels of land exist within the residential areas of Hyde Park City that have adequate road frontage and acreage to potentially be split into additional building lots. This section allows the subdivision of smaller parcels of land into four (4) building lots or less, with the existing residence to be located on one (1) of the lots.
This code appears to be especially applicable to Parcel 04-004-0060, as there are two existing roads adjacent to the property.  


Issue #8
Secondary Water Usage
We have not been provided with information regarding secondary water usage for the proposal.  Assuming secondary water is part of the landscaping maintenance plan, it is important to note at times when secondary water is scarce utilization is prioritized by the Cache Highline Water Association, and the adjacent semi-agricultural and nearby full agricultural endeavors would receive water prior to the proposed community.
Issue #9
Proposed Road
Half or more of the proposed road is located parallel to a private driveway and residence.  A review of the ordinances failed to identify specific guidelines for the proposed road.  Placing the road as proposed adds to the concern regarding snow removal and maintaining the integrity of the RE-20 existing zoning for those properties adjacent to the proposed community.  We own a good portion of the ditch, in most cases the majority and the pheasant population are dependent upon the coverage it provides.  Encroachment of a road, and increased traffic would impact the current rural balance as provided by the current zoning and as used by the current residents adjacent to the parcel in question.
The parcel of land in question (ID 04-004-0060) is situated between two family neighborhoods.  450 North the road that connects them backs this proposed development.  The neighborhood kids use this road to visit each other.  It feels that it would be more fitting for these lots to have family homes that connect these 2 neighborhoods rather than a retirement community that shuts the neighborhood out.
Additionally, residents desire clarification regarding developing 100 East given several were told, to widen the road Hyde Park City would utilize land on the west side of the road, yet recently surveyors informed residents they were surveying land on the east side of 100 East for road expansion.
Summary
We have outlined our concerns regarding the proposal which in turn demonstrate sound reasoning for not approving the proposed retirement or senior community.  Clearly Hyde Park City officers have created ordinances which protect the low-density option most of the city’s residents prefer.  For the reasons cited above, those of us in the neighborhood request the proposal submitted to the Planning and Zoning Commission not be approved.
Respectfully submitted, Hyde Park neighborhood residents: 

(Signed by the following)
[bookmark: _Hlk37584163][bookmark: _Hlk37583705]Ian & Teri Chase-Dunn, Travis & Liesl Hoopes, Jeff & Paula Purser, Steven & Joy Sadler, Chad & Chelsea DeVries, Ryan & Melissa Jacobson, Cathrine Barnes, Cameron & Shalese Amott, Dixie Eskelson, Neal & Brenda Christiansen, Chris & Merinda Larson, Roger & Jill Mann, Marvin & Jamie Lewis, Angela & David Hansen, Jordan & Mandi Pitcher, Glen & Emily Huber, Janet & Chad Richardson, and Rachel Merkley. (Signatures submitted separately)
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