MINUTES OF THE										April 11, 2022	
LAND, USE AND DEVELOPMENT MEETING						7:00 PM
OF THE TOWN OF CLARKSTON


Clarkston Land, Use and Development Meeting held at the Clarkston Town Hall, 50 South Main, Clarkston, UT

Attendance:	Chairman: Mylind Fawcett
		Commissioners: Nichole Sparks, Mike Kelly, Richie Calderwood 
	
Deputy Clerk: Holly Jones

Public Attendance: Kendon Godfrey, Jeremy Godfrey, Bryan Goodsell 
	
1. CALL TO ORDER

Chairman M. Fawcett began the meeting at 7:01 pm.  

Chairman M. Fawcett addressed the minutes from March 14, 2022. Commissioner N. Sparks made a motion to approve the minutes from March. Commissioner M. Kelly seconded the motion. The minutes from March 14, 2022, were approved.   

2. NEW BUSINESS

Inquiry: Chairman Fawcett acknowledged Jeremy Godfrey for an inquiry on parcel #15-026-0029. Mr. Godfrey stated that his surveyor suggested that he talk to the planning commission prior to getting a survey of his property done. The commissioners wanted to know if the surveyor brought up any specific concerns. Mr. Godfrey stated the possibility of the property being in a floodplain was really the only thing mentioned. The commissioners responded that there is nothing the land use committee can do concerning the floodplain. It might affect his insurance. Mr. Godfrey stated he was aware of that; he thought it was a matter between the mortgage and insurance company. The most current floodplain maps are available on the town website. The LUDM Commission was in agreement that there were not any obstructions, from a zoning perspective, if Mr. Godfrey wanted to pursue this as a building lot. It meets the R-1 zoning requirements. Chairman Fawcett pointed out to Mr. Godfrey that, looking at the big picture, his property is in the middle of what should be 200 North at some point down the road.  

Building Permits:    

· Daniel Hollingshead – Zoning Clearance for a Shed – 87 North Main: Mr. Hollingshead has decided not to pursue a building permit through City Inspect. He wants to build a smaller shed that is not attached to his current shed. He was going to have the paperwork turned in but was unable to get it done in time for the meeting. The Deputy Clerk will send it out to the LUDM Commission when he turns it in. After he builds the smaller, unattached building, he will clean out the shed that is already attached and tear it down.   

· Mylind Fawcett – Addition – 290 South Main: Chairman Fawcett recused himself from any decisions and went down to the pulpit to discuss his permit. Commissioner N. Sparks took over for this discussion. 

Commissioner N. Sparks stated that the commissioners had some questions on City Inspect about not having all needed information, such as setbacks. She stated that Chairman M. Fawcett had updated the information to include all the setbacks. Commissioner R. Calderwood stated that for other permit applications the LUDM Commission required them to have a professionally drawn site plan, not hand sketched. In his professional career as a builder, professional drawings include a site plan and are required by building code and the building inspector. Therefore, Clarkston should not accept less, as it is being done for the inspector already. For structures under 200 square feet that only require a zoning permit, a hand drawn sketch will work, but not for building permits. The commission agreed with him. Chairman M. Fawcett stated he is working on the professional drawings and will make sure the draftsman includes a site plan. Commissioner R. Calderwood felt there wasn’t an issue meeting any of the setbacks but, because it has been required in the past, the commission should require professionally drawn plans from everyone.   

Chairman M. Fawcett stated that to meet the building inspector’s requirements they are going to have to shift the addition further to the north. Instead of the original 25 feet to the north of the house, it will go 32 feet to the north. It will still be 8 feet behind the existing shed. He wanted to know if any of them felt there would be an issue going 32 feet to the north because that would mean he would overlap the existing shed by two feet, however, it would still be 8 feet behind it. Commissioner R. Calderwood specified the distance between buildings has to do with fire code and is upheld by the building code itself. If it is closer than the building code allows, then the building inspector would require him to put in a fire-rated wall. He stated there isn’t anything in our zoning code that specifies anything about building distances. Commissioner N. Sparks concurred. When the town asked the building inspector, he stated that fire code states buildings be at least 5 feet apart, but that is his jurisdiction.  

· Duston Godfrey – Accessory Building – 44 West Center: Mr. Godfrey informally inquired of the commission back in January if what he wanted to do would be feasible. The commission informally said that what he had shown them would work. However, the application that was officially submitted had different side yard dimensions on it. Commissioner N. Sparks pointed out that, since the structure is not ten feet behind the primary residence, it has different setback requirements. She read 10-7A-6(A): 

  10-7A-6: MODIFYING REGULATIONS:
   A.   Side Yard: Main buildings, other than dwellings, shall have a side yard of twenty feet (20') and a total of the two (2) side yards shall be forty feet (40'). Private garages and other accessory buildings located at least ten feet (10') behind the main building may have a side yard of one foot (1'), provided the slope of the roof is not toward the property line. If the slope of the roof is toward the property line, the side yard has to be five feet (5') from the roof overhang.
        
Chairman M. Fawcett asked if that was ten feet behind the back of the building or ten feet from the front of the building. It was clarified by the other commissioners to mean from the back of the building. Commissioner N. Sparks pulled up what was originally sent to the Commissioners. It showed one side yard of 27 feet and one side yard of 13 feet, for a total of 40 feet. What was officially submitted was one side yard of 25 feet and one side yard of five feet, which only totals 30 feet and is completely different from the original inquiry. Commissioner N. Sparks stated she felt the official application did not meet zoning requirements and moved that they deny the application. Chairman M. Fawcett agreed that what was officially proposed did not have a side yard of 40 feet. All commissioners agreed the officially submitted documentation did not meet zoning requirements. If the Godfreys  relocate the building ten feet behind the house or shrink the building size from 40 to 30 feet to acquire the extra 10 feet needed for the side yard, it will meet the requirements, but not as it is currently proposed.        

3. OTHER BUSINESS

City Inspect Notifications: As Chairman M. Fawcett has been involved with City Inspect as an applicant now, and has talked to others, there has been some frustration with City Inspect. It does not send notifications when comments are made, either from the Planning Commission or the Building Inspector. There is a way to make a comment and then email the applicant an individual comment. The commissioners felt that to communicate individually with the applicant would be to set up inconsistency. It was decided to leave it as it is. When the final decision of approval or denial is made the Chairman will email the applicant at that time.  

Clarkston Water Infrastructure Discussion with Water Master Bryan Goodsell: The commission wanted to have a discussion with the Water Master about the water system in general and the subdivision in particular. Mr. Goodsell was able to provide a map from Sunrise Engineering that showed location and size of pipes, and location of meters and shut off valves. Commissioner N. Sparks asked about the abandon water lines on the map. Mr. Goodsell stated that was probably the old wood or ductile iron lines that are no longer used by the town.

The commission asked Mr. Goodsell what, if any, issues he saw with the subdivision that they had been discussing at 400 North and Main. He said as long as the lines are installed correctly there isn’t really anything to do. Commissioner N. Sparks asked about the water line that will run down 100 East. When the developer brings the water line down what will be 300 North, they will need to make a ‘T’ at what will be 100 East and run the line the length of the property, both north and south. The north direction will connect to the line already located at 400 North. The south direction will result in a dead end. She wanted to know what problems that poses and what his recommendations would be. She also wondered about requiring a bond to extend the line south when there is future growth. Mr. Goodsell stated that dead ends are not illegal but highly frowned upon. It creates dead spots where there is water that never circulates. He stated that if they ran that line to the south it would need to have a clean out on it. The commission asked if a clean out would be like a fire hydrant. Mr. Goodsell stated it could be because he can flush a fire hydrant, but he can’t flush a six-inch, buried line. As a side note, he stated it would actually be an eight-inch line because new code calls for eight-inch lines. Commissioner N. Sparks questioned how much extra work that would put on the water master to have an additional hydrant to flush. Mr. Goodsell stated that it depends. Clarkston doesn’t have a lot of dead-end lines; there are three currently, which all have clean outs on them. Commissioner R. Calderwood asked how much time it takes to flush a clean out. Mr. Goodsell stated that takes a couple of hours per clean out. He stated there isn’t a regularly scheduled time. If there is a problem with the water system, then they have to get flushed; that is when it is usually taken care of. Mr. Goodsell stated that the developer would put a clean out in before he put a hydrant in, because hydrants are expensive. The commissioners felt that bonding to have it done in the future and avoid the dead end altogether was probably the better option. The line going south from 300 North will be close to 100 feet. She asked if there were any issues he could foresee or things that stick out that he felt the commission should look at and be aware of. She wondered if the town’s engineer was consulting with Mr. Goodsell as these issues come up. Mr. Goodsell stated that he has talked to Mr. Archibald a couple of times about the subdivision but that little strip going south from 300 North has never come up. He stated that he talks to the engineer at least twice a month.            

Chairman M. Fawcett asked about the size of lines. Some citizens have expressed concern about the size of the lines. Mr. Goodsell reiterated that eight-inch lines are what the current code is. Commissioner R. Calderwood asked if that was recent code. Mr. Goodsell stated that it wasn’t really recent but more so than the pipes in the ground. Commissioner R. Calderwood asked if the town had to replace any pipe if it would have to be eight-inch. Mr. Goodsell stated that Clarkston can repair but if it is replaced it would have to be upgraded to eight-inch line. Commissioner M. Kelly asked if there were other places in town going from six- to eight-inch line. Mr. Goodsell stated it was that way up at 300 North and 300 West. Commissioner M. Kelly asked if that reduces the pressure. Mr. Goodsell stated it reduces the flow. Pressure is determined by the elevation from our water tanks. Commissioner M. Fawcett stated citizens have voiced concerns that putting an eight-inch line into this subdivision will take away from their water pressure. Mr. Goodsell said that it would not. The northwest corner of town in the lowest pressure. There is a six-inch line going down 400 North. There was some discussion on if the developer would have to update the six-inch lines to the current code of eight-inch. If that was case would someone on a single building lot have to upgrade the line in front of their property from six to eight. It was decided that that would have to be checked into. All the hydrants are on six-inch lines.  

Initial Clarkston Master Plan Review: Chairman M. Fawcett stated that with the passing of the annexation plan last year he felt it was time to review the Master Plan and update it as needed. Master plans should be reviewed every five years. The last review to the Clarkston Master Plan was in 2010 but there is no evidence it was ever adopted. The last adopted Master Plan was in 1999. Regardless of whether the 2010 Plan was adopted or not, it is well past time to review it. Chairman M. Fawcett would like to take the next several months and review it and propose any changes the commissioners feel are needed to it. He would like the commission to consider what they would like Clarkston to be in the future. He felt that if Clarkston is not intentional in their planning that some decisions might be made for us by other entities, such as the county. He felt we should take citizens thoughts into account. Commissioner M. Kelly stated that the Master Plan references a Master Plan Map. He wondered if that was forthcoming. The other commissioners felt that was the zoning map. It could also include the road map that Councilmember Dan Smith was working on. If Deputy Clerk H. Jones can locate any other map called the Master Plan Map, she will forward it to the commissioners. Commissioner N. Sparks stated she felt that Master Plan was meant to be very broad in its view. The specifics, such as lot sizes, should be addressed in the ordinances. She felt that the Master Plan is what the people before us wanted Clarkston to be and we shouldn’t drastically change it, rather update the statistics and keep changes to a minimum with a broad view. Chairman M. Fawcett agreed with that, but he felt that it was the sphere of the LUDM Commission to make suggestions regarding future land use for Clarkston Town. There will need to be a public hearing on any changes the commission is wanting to make, but it will take a few months to decide if there are any changes to be made. He felt it is becoming more difficult everywhere to maintain a rural lifestyle and wanted to take the opportunity to do what we can to protect that lifestyle here. 

4. ADJOURN 

There being no further business to come before the LUDM Commission, Commissioner N. Sparks motioned that the Clarkston Town LUDM meeting be adjourned. Commissioner R. Calderwood seconded the motion. The meeting adjourned at 8:13 p.m.  



__    Holly Jones       _
Clarkston Deputy Clerk
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