


From:
To: hideoututah
Subject: Zoning Map for Town of Hideout
Date: Monday, August 9, 2021 5:27:45 PM

If we are reading the map correctly, it looks like lower shoreline was zoned for single family homes...how
is it possible that you built townhouses instead?



From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: Objections to Proposed Zoning Maps
Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2021 4:29:39 PM
Attachments: OBJECTION TO MAPS - FINAL VERSION.pdf

Phil:

In so far as the Proposed Zoning Maps appear to depict a "road" (as opposed to a 6 foot wide path as
previously approved for the Deer Waters Subdivision in 2020) we file the attached objections. We most
respectfully request that the Town revise the map legend on the 
Proposed Zoning Maps to reflect that the path running south from Shoreline Dr. along the Jordanelle
State park down towards the Shoreline subdivision be correctly labeled as something other than a "road".
We respectfully make this request so as to avoid any explicit or implicit approval, recognition and/or
endorsement of an unlawful "road" in violation of Title 11. Please see the attached.

As always, we welcome open dialogue on this matter. 

Thank you,

Jonathan S. Gunn













From:
To:
Cc:
Subject: FW: Hideout zoning map
Date: Thursday, September 16, 2021 2:35:08 PM

Alicia – Please include the following for public comment on the zoning matter.  Thanks, Polly
 

From: Jared Fields  
Sent: Tuesday, September 14, 2021 3:42 PM

Subject: RE: Hideout zoning map
 
Polly, thanks for your email.  Please consider this email to be written comment on behalf of Mustang
Development regarding the proposed map.  The map that is now proposed for this week’s Planning
Commission wasn’t with the original notice published and mailed out before the August 9 meeting. 
According to the state public notice website, that map was appended to the public meeting notice
about an hour and a half before the 8/9 meeting.  Our previous written comments prior to that
meeting related only to the map that was published with the notice.  (We provided those extensive
comments the day after your August 4 email, and we considered that to be a response to your
request for input).
 
As an initial matter, as far as I have seen, no mailing of the revised map pursuant to UCA 10-9a-
205(2)(a) or (4) has been sent out.  I believe there was a hard copy notice published and mailed to
property owners in the Town before the 8/9 meeting, but that only included the earlier map.  In fact,
there is still no public notice posted for this week’s meeting.  This means the new map has not been
properly noticed for consideration at this week’s Planning Commission meeting.  Relatedly, the
existing meeting notice (from 8/9) is quite unclear.  It states that the proposal at the meetings is to
“ratify and adopt the Zoning Map which is currently in use,” but now two maps are attached to the
electronic posting of that notice.  One is labeled the “Zoning Map,” and the other is labeled
“proposed Zoning Map.” 
 
Notice issues aside, Mustang disagrees with the premise that an appropriate zoning map has not
already been adopted, at least with respect to the MDA property.  Under state law, a zoning map is
simply a map “adopted as part of a land use ordinance, that depicts land use zones, overlays, or
districts.”  As I noted in my earlier written comments, the zoning applicable to the MDA property is
RSPA.  See, e.g., MDA Sec. 4.1 (“The Project is currently zoned RSPA and the Town has approved the
RSPA Zoning Map.”).  The area of the RSPA zone was approved on March 11, 2010.  This approval
satisfied the requirements set forth in the statutes you cite that require legislative body approval of
zoning districts.
 
Within the RSPA zone, the Town Code and the MDA permit various density pods.  However, density
pods are not defined by state statute and are not the same as zoning districts.  The statutory
provisions cited in your email do not require any kind of formal map of density pods showing
particular uses within a zone.  As it happens, Mustang over the years coordinated with the Town and
during various development applications submitted updates to the proposed density pods.  But



those updates were not zoning changes, and no zoning change was required (as evident from the
approvals of RSPA areas like Reflection Lane, Forevermore, and portions of Rustler, Shoreline,
Soaring Hawk and Golden Eagle without zoning changes).  There is also no reason those density pods
could not have been ratified in the Town’s general plan, and in fact they were in the zoning map in
that plan approved in 2019.  Adjustments of density pods within the RSPA does not require a zoning
change, particularly because the MDA provided a limit on the overall developed density throughout
the RSPA area.
 
If the Town disregards the above notice issues and proceeds to consider adoption of the proposed
new map, Mustang opposes the map.  The newly proposed map (which I believe is this map) is
problematic for some of the same reasons as the earlier map, and some different reasons.  Mustang
will dispute the application of such map to the MDA property as being contrary to the MDA’s terms.
 
First, the new map purports to give density pods the same treatment as zoning, effectively limiting
the intended flexibility of the zoning pods provided by the MDA.  This is further evident by the
statement on the map key that “density is assigned to the following density pods.”  This statement
implies that density is not available in the other areas of the RSPA, which is not accurate under the
MDA.  Adoption of the map as such would ostensibly require Mustang to apply for a zoning change
in order to develop much of its remaining property, which is contrary to the terms of the MDA and
years of prior approvals. 
 
Second, the new map is not a “ratification” of any existing zoning or density pod plans, and it seems
implausible that anyone at the Town actually intends it as such.  If the intent were simply
“ratification,” the proposal would be to approve (and designate as the zoning map) the map included
in the approved General Plan.  Mustang and other parties have, after all, been relying on that map
for more than two and a half years.  The proposed map is based on some selective determination of
what density pods are considered to be approved.  Even just compared to the last map the Town
proposed, this map strips the parcel northwest of Soaring Hawk (parcel 20-8168) of any density pod
designation.  That parcel was designated RVHD in the 2010 MDA map, and RMD in the General
Plan’s map.  The new map also omits any kind of Resort Village designation for Shoreline Village,
which is contrary to the Town Council’s approval of RVMD for all of the Shoreline Village area in
December 2016. 
 
Third, the new map imposes arbitrarily selected density pod designations and zoning districts to
several areas.  Reflection Lane is designated RSPA RSF, which in a way is fine, but the only source
from which that designation could be made is the 2019 map in the General Plan.  It is bizarre that
the Town would use that map for Reflection Lane but not other areas.  It assigns RSPA Neighborhood
Commercial designation to two parcels previously designated RVHD despite a lack of any prior
approval of that designation by the Council.  It alters the existing density pods within the Golden
Eagle and Soaring Hawk areas.  Other areas outside the RSPA are zoned RMD (the Todd Hollow
apartments) and Neighborhood Commercial (a strip south of Deer Springs).
 
That’s a long way of saying there are material errors in the proposed map, which in any event has
not been properly noticed for consideration.  But all of this is unnecessary.  If the Town wants to
adopt a correct zoning map, it can recommend a map displaying the entire RSPA area as zoned





From:
To:
Subject: FW: Town Council Meeting
Date: Thursday, September 9, 2021 6:33:42 PM

 
 

From: Allison McKinnon  
Sent: Thursday, September 9, 2021 1:27 PM
To: hideoututah <hideoututah@hideoututah.gov>
Cc: Rich Denness ; CJ Peters >; Susan Geyer

; Greg Geyer ; Andrew Marlow ;
; Jorge Toledo  Jody Schneider

 Ray Brideau ; Laura Downey 
CHRIS TIHANSKY ; Glynnis Tihansky ; Ben
Putman  Stephen Besen ; Victoria Sharrar

; keith  raymond Doug Tam
 Dennis Takasugi ; Jay Turkbas

Subject: Town Council Meeting
 

"For the purpose of ratifying and adopting the Official Zoning Map of the
Town of Hideout to reflect existing zoning. Town records fail to show that an
Official Zoning Map was adopted, and therefore the Town wishes to officially
ratify and adopt the Zoning Map which is currently in use."
 

This is exactly the same agenda from the last meeting...what about Hideout's
vision?
 

"We will maintain longterm fiscal health while planning for the growth and
development of quality services so support our community and provide for
the safety and well being of it's residents.  We will work closely with both
public and private sectors to keep residents informed and involved in the
continued growth of the Town"
 

Why is none of this on the agenda.  The Lower Shoreline residents are so
unhappy with the way we have been treated as far as not being informed
about any major issues i.e. the trail building, the truck invasion...
We were told the Holmes trucks were to start using the access road to leave
the area...that lasted for maybe three days.  Where are these trucks coming
from with the dumping of all this dirt and how do we know it's safe and not
contaminated.
 

These are questions we would like to be on the agenda.
 





Sent: Fri, Sep 10, 2021 2:37 pm
Subject: Proposed zoning map objection & correction

Members of the planning commission:

I understand from the town council meeting that you are involved in the development and revision of the
Town of Hideout zoning map. The 8/9/21 version of this map (attached)  is the latest that I am aware of. I
vociferously object to the way the map is drawn for the following reasons:

       The proposed  8/9/21 map inaccurately reflects a "road" coming off Shoreline Dr. (in Deer
Waters) and running in a                southerly direction along the edge of the Joardanelle park
towards and into the Shoreline Subdivision Development. 

This is not a road and can not be a road for the following reasons:

1) This path is, according to plats of survey duly recorded with Wasatch County, a utility easement. The
plats to not reflect any "road".

2) The Hideout approved plan of development for Deer Waters reflects that this path is to be a 6 foot wide
asphalt path south of the current sewage lift station, located behind 11885 Star Gazer Cir. The approved
plan does not reflect a 15 foot wide road south of this point.

3) The path does not and can not comply with Hideout Title 11 setback rules. More specifically, the
distance between the foundation of 11885 Star Gazer Cir. and the edge of the Joardanelle State Park is
only 30 feet. Title 11 requires a minimum of a 30 foot setback. One need not be an engineer to
understand that it is not possible to have a 30 foot road setback where the corridor is only 30 feet wide. 

Therefore, I most respectfully request that the draft zoning map for Hideout be revised to accurately
reflect a utility easement and not a road, as is currently the case. 

Thank you most kindly,

Jonathan S. Gunn
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