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FARMINGTON CITY 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 
March 19, 2014 

 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
WORK SESSION 
 
 Present:  Chairman Brett Anderson, Commissioners Kent Hinckley, Kris Kaufman, Mack 
McDonald and Rebecca Wayment, Alternate Commissioner, Community Development Director 
David Petersen, [A city council meeting was also scheduled at the same time, so Mr. Petersen 
divided his time at both meetings].  Associate City Planner Eric Anderson and Deputy Recorder 
Heidi Gordon. Commissioners Heather Barnum and Brad Dutson and Alternate Commissioners 
Karolyn Lehn and Michael Nilson were excused. 
 
#3 – Jason Harris/Fieldstone Homes (Public Hearing) – A request for Schematic Plan approval 
for the proposed Farmington Park Conservation Subdivision consisting of 83 lots on 39.75 
acres located at approximately 1100 W and Glover Lane in an AE zone (S-4-14) 
 
 Eric Anderson said the average lot size in this plan is 10,725 sq ft or ¼ acre. A major 
component of the plan is a land swap with the Davis School District (DSD); they plan to build an 
elementary school on 11 acres in the NW corner of the property. The swap will benefit both 
parties and provide better access to the school, a major collector (1100 W), and open space in 
the SW corner. The 11-acre site will be used jointly between the City and DSD. Details of the 
yield plan were discussed and Kent Hinckley commented that the applicant does not meet the 
TDR requirements, but the TDR is a discretionary item which is decided by the City Council, and 
if the TDR was denied, the other lots would become larger. Kris Kaufman asked if the City has 
received any complaints regarding high density, and Eric Anderson said they received some 
negative comments about the developer. 
 
#4 – Norm Frost/Ovation Homes (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting Preliminary Plat 
approval for the proposed Farmington Hollow Conservation Subdivision consisting of 67 lots 
on 23.5 acres located at approximately 1350 W and 1800 N (A-2-13; S-18-13) 
 
 Eric Anderson said although Ovation Homes is the applicant, Ivory Homes will build the 
majority of the homes. He highlighted several details in the staff report, including the 
compensation that will be required, detention basin, street alignment, sidewalks, landscape 
buffer, location of the gas lines, setbacks, and a pocket park. Staff is comfortable with the efforts 
made by the developers. There was a brief discussion of several issues. 
 
#5 – Amending the Planning Commission By-Laws regarding the public notice process to 
include posting property signs 
 
 This issue will be discussed during the regular session. 
 
REGULAR SESSION 
 
 Present:  Chairman Brett Anderson, Commissioners Kent Hinckley, Kris Kaufman, Mack 
McDonald and Rebecca Wayment, Alternate Commissioner, Community Development Director 
David Petersen [A city council meeting was also scheduled at the same time, so Mr. Petersen 
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divided his time at both meetings], Associate City Planner Eric Anderson and Deputy Recorder 
Heidi Gordon. Commissioners Heather Barnum and Brad Dutson and Alternate Commissioners 
Karolyn Lehn and Michael Nilson were excused. 
 
#1 – Minutes of the March 6, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
 Kent Hinckley asked that the word “not” be changed to “now” in the last paragraph on 
page 6. 
 
Motion: 
 
 Kent Hinckley made a motion to approve the Minutes with one amendment on page 6. 
The motion was seconded by Mack McDonald and unanimously approved. 
 
#2 – City Council Report 
 
 Eric Anderson reported that on March 4, 2014 the City Council approved the Meadow 
View Plat Amendment, Minor Plat Approval and Development Agreement. Several amendments 
to Chapter 18 were also approved. 
 
SUBDIVISION APPLICATION: 
 
#3 – Jason Harris/Fieldstone Homes (Public Hearing) – A request for Schematic Plan approval 
for the proposed Farmington Park Conservation Subdivision consisting of 83 lots on 39.75 
acres located at approximately 1100 W and Glover Lane in an AE zone (S-4-14) 
 
 Eric Anderson said the yield plan shows 62 lots on 37.13 acres so the applicant was 
required to set aside 11.14 acres of open space (30%) to receive an additional 12 lots (20% of 62) 
making a lot count of 74. He also requested a transfer of development rights (TDR) as set forth 
in Section 11-12-110 which would send open space via a cash payment to the regional park in 
exchange for 9 additional lots in the subdivision, making a total lot count of 83. The Schematic 
Plan meets the lot size requirements. 
 
 Jason Harris, 4423 Country Wood Drive, Lehi, with Fieldstone Homes, said they are 
excited to begin this Subdivision, and they worked with the Davis School District to obtain a 
better location for the school. 
 
Public Hearing: 
 
  The Public Hearing was opened at 7:15 p.m. 
 Jon Shurtliff, 891 Country Lane, did not receive notice of this hearing. The yield plan 
looks great, but he does not want all of the open space in the corner. The proposed lot sizes are 
too small. He is concerned about a future freeway and having the park taken over by UDOT. 
Other concerns include flood zones, creeks, wetlands, and increased traffic on Country Lane. 
 
 Ben Barrus, 872 Country Lane, asked Fieldstone to define “a very nice home” and to 
state the average price of the homes. He said they should use high quality materials. If the City 
profits from the TDR lots, they are directly competing against private developers. He asked 
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when the 1100 W overpass would be finished and advised the City to impose a condition to 
require Fieldstone to finish the improvements prior to building the homes. 
 
 Katie Biesinger, 864 W Country Lane, is concerned about the size of the lots and asked 
why smaller lots are okay now. She would like the school and the park to be on the east 
bordering the million dollar homes that were built there because they wanted open space 
behind them. She feels that the school would have better access from Glovers Lane. Fieldstone 
typically uses lower quality materials, and she wants fewer roads and larger lots. 
 
 Nate Nixon, 917 W Country Lane, agreed with the previous comments and said the WDC 
will cut right through the corner of this field so the City needs to take the long-term view. He 
would rather leave the school where it is currently planned and have larger lots and nicer 
homes that will fit in with and add value to the existing homes. 
 
 Bernie Johnston, 803 Country Lane, asked why the applicant would be given a waiver of 
an 80-foot buffer. The zoning ordinances were designed to create consistency in residential 
areas, but lots on the north, east, and west of this subdivision range from 1/3 acre to 1 acre, 
and he asked why the rules do not apply to this proposal. 
 
 Scott Behunin, 836 S Country Lane, supported the comments of his neighbors. He would 
like the building materials to be high quality so they could withstand 80-100 m.p.h. east winds. 
 
 Dave Reeder, 991 Country Lane, lives in Farmington Creek Estates—a mobile home 
community. He prefers having the school where it is currently planned because 1100 W would 
be a through street from Clark Lane to Glover Lane. Other concerns include a dangerous cement 
ditch, the high water table, drainage issues, wind, the WDC, and completion of the bridge. 
 
 Jared Schetselaar, 1060 S 650 W, does not live in this area and suggested that the school 
be moved further to the north, rotating it to create more open space for the existing lots. The 
open space could then be a longer, narrower strip down the east side which would be positive 
for both the current and new residents. 
 
 Bryce Huff, 780 E 1475 S, Kaysville, said according to 11-12-80 there should be a 
sensitive area designation plan because of a creek and flood plain on the property. Also, section 
“c” in 11-12-100 states that the view of the house lots from exterior roads and abutting 
properties shall be minimized by the use of changes in topography, existing vegetation or 
additional landscaping, and section “e” states that at least half of the lots shall directly abut 
conservation land or face conservation land across the street.    
 
 Diane Crook, 624 S 1025 W, asked if the property is in a flood plain. Homes behind her 
home have been allowed to be extremely elevated, and it appalls her that Fieldstone would be 
allowed to build homes on such small lots because they will downgrade the existing homes. 
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 Eric Anderson said it may be several years before the 1100 W. bridge is completed.  The 
waiver is so the developer will not be required to do an 80-foot buffer. It is standard in a 
conservation subdivision. 
  
 The Public Hearing was closed at 7:45 p.m. 
 
 Kris Kaufman said the TDR may be misapplied in this case, and he is not in favor of it 
because it is not meant to decrease lot sizes. Kent Hinckley does not want development in this 
location until the WDC alignment is known, and this proposal does not seem to fit a 
conservation subdivision because of numerous waivers. Chairman Anderson expressed concern 
about the number of waivers and asked if it was right to squeeze lots into this development so 
that the City can have a larger regional park. Rebecca Wayment would like to know how the 
proposed density compares to the surrounding area. There were several comments/questions 
related to the yield plan, open space, lot sizes, and the shape of the property. 
   
 David Petersen said the City cannot stop developers from submitting applications. 
Moving the school is a positive step for the neighborhood that will lessen the impact on local 
streets. The 10 acres involved in this TDR is a good use of public dollars. The bridge is a system 
improvement that will be paid from impact fees—it may likely happen next year. 
 
Motion: 
 
 Kent Hinckley made a motion to table action on this item to allow additional time to 
study the proposal and ensure that it meets the conservation subdivision and TDR standards 
and to see what the project would look like if the waivers were not granted and/or if the TDR 
was not granted. The motion was seconded by Mack McDonald and unanimously approved. 
 
#4 – Norm Frost/Ovation Homes (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting Preliminary Plat 
approval for the proposed Farmington Hollow Conservation Subdivision consisting of 67 lots 
on 23.5 acres located at approximately 1350 W and 1800 N (A-2-13; S-18-13) 
 
 Eric Anderson reported that the City Council approved the Schematic Plan on Feb. 4, 
2014 with one additional condition requiring the developer to establish a trail. The final 
alignment of the trail will be decided by the applicant, City staff and the Trails Committee. The 
compensation in condition #1 is still being negotiated, and details regarding the detention basin 
still need to be resolved. The placement of the gas lines was inaccurate on the first survey, so 
several lots were shifted and some lot sizes changed on the east side of the property. David 
Petersen reviewed the proposed street/sidewalk measurements, buffers and setbacks in greater 
detail. 
 
 Norm Frost said they are excited to begin this project. The width of the streets has 
always been an issue because of the topography of the west side, but they have worked out a 
compromise. They will do a small park (10,000 sq ft) and will purchase an additional ½ acre 
from Davis County for the detention basin. The wider the setbacks the smaller the house 
becomes in a conservation zone, and they feel this is a reasonable request. 
 
 Kyle Honeycutt, land acquisitions manager for Ivory Homes, said this will be a higher 
end subdivision and consistent setbacks are important. Ramblers are popular but wide and 
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deep and generally have depth issues. They are requesting setbacks of 5 feet in the front and 
back and 2 feet on the side; 50-70% of the third car garages would not be possible without 
additional setbacks.    
 
Public Hearing: 
 
  The Public Hearing was opened at 8:30 p.m. 
 
 George Chipman, 433 S 10 W, Chairman of the Farmington Trails Committee (FTC) 
commended the Commission for their patience and attention to detail and the developer for 
being willing to listen to input from the neighbors. The nature trail across the back of six lots will 
be beneficial to all residents. 
 
 Darleen Elggren, 1198 Rigby Road, thanked the developer for designing a nice 
subdivision. She asked if it would be possible to include speed bumps on Rigby Road. She is 
concerned about a dangerous area of sidewalk and does not want the trail in that same area. 
 
 Chris Roybal, 1267 W 1875 N, appreciated the City Council’s decision to leave the curb 
and work out a buffer on the north side. It is a meandering road anyway, and he is fine with the 
extra buffer area. He asked the developers to take extra care with the quality of the architecture 
along the buffer line. 
 
 Bryce Huff, 780 E 1475 S, Kaysville, is frustrated because the boundary lines of the trail 
are as far against Kaysville as possible. The development meets PUD requirements for (a) more 
pleasant; and (b) no detriment to the community; but it does not meet (c) more efficient use of 
the land; and (d) greater amenities. A dirt trail and a small, basic park are not “amenities”. Since 
an open space waiver is going to be granted, the amenities should be clearly defined. 
 
 Cindy Roybal, 1267 W 1875 N, lives across the street and wants to see more ramblers. 
She thanked the developer for respecting the front yards and asked when the public could 
review the landscape plan. She dislikes the straight sidewalk on Shepard Lane and the trail is 
awkward because it does not have a great connection. 
 Steve Burton, 1387 S Haight Creek Drive, sent he sent a letter to the Commission. His 
home is adjacent to the deep ravine where the trail (which he opposes) will be located. 
 
 Ron Robinson, 92 N Country Bend Road, is a member of the FTC and feels it is important 
to preserve the hollow where the trail is located. They plan to work closely with the developer 
to make the area a safe place for residents to enjoy. 
 
 The public hearing was closed at 9:00 p.m. 
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 David Petersen answered various questions and said a condition could be added to 
obtain feedback from the City Traffic Engineer regarding speed bumps. The City Manager works 
directly with the developer to determine a dollar amount for the open space. A landscaping 
plan must be submitted with the Final Plat, and the no-build line is still in place. The proposed 
street widths fit in with the surrounding area. 
 
 The Commission discussed street sizing, sidewalk widths, buffer, setback, waivers and 
open space requirements, curb and gutter, flashing traffic signs, and the waiver. Chairman 
Anderson said the street layout issue and buffers cannot be blamed on anyone. The waiver is 
being granted on good cause based on specific special circumstances. The gas line is a special 
circumstance which affects the depth of the lots. 
 
Motion: 
 
 Mack McDonald made a motion to approve the Preliminary Plat for the Farmington 
Hollow Conservation Subdivision subject to all applicable Farmington City codes and 
development standards and the following conditions: 
 
1. The applicant must obtain a partial waiver of 
the open space requirement pursuant to Section 11-12-065 and pay the City just compensation 
as determined by the City Manager prior to Final Plat approval; 
2. The plan must be updated to show a detention 
basin and if it is on, or partially on, Davis County property, the developer must acquire the 
property or obtain an easement prior to Final Plat approval. In the event this does not occur, the 
detention basin must be located on site. The applicant understands that this may result in the 
loss of 1-3 lots; 
3. Applicant will obtain a dedicated trail easement 
from Davis County for that portion of the trail that crosses County property; 
4. The landscape buffer and side treatments along 
1800 North and the pocket park shall be maintained by an HOA. The overall width of the 
landscape buffer and sidewalk along 1800 N shall be as shown on the plat; 
5. The applicant shall prepare a landscape plan for 
review and approval by the City at Final Plat review; 
6. Improvement drawings for the project shall be 
reviewed and approved by each member of the Farmington Development Review Committee 
(DRC); 
7. The location of the trail and the adjacent 
westerly lot lines shall be staked, reviewed, and approved by the Planning Commission prior to 
final plat approval; 
8. Staff will work with affected property owners 
with the landscape plan being proposed by the developer prior to final plat approval; 
9. Staff will work with the City Traffic Engineer 
regarding the addition of speed bumps or other traffic calming measures if at all possible; 
10. Ivory Homes sideyard setbacks will be a 
minimum of 8 feet and a total of 18 feet, and Ovation Homes sideyard setbacks will be a 
minimum of 5 feet and a total of 13 feet; 
11. City staff will consider striping a pedestrian lane 
on the north side of the pavement. 
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The motion was seconded by Rebecca Wayment and unanimously approved. 
 
Findings for Approval: 
 
1. The proposed development meets all of the 
standards and requirements of a conservation subdivision in the LR zone such as minimum lot 
sizes, lot widths and setbacks. 
2. The proposed development is at a density of 
2.85 units per acre, which is consistent with the adjacent neighborhoods and the LDR General 
Plan designation of 4 units per acre. 
3. The road layout will mitigate through traffic and 
be prohibitive to high speeds. 
4. 1800 North Street shall be landscaped and 
retain its rural character. 
5. Larger lots shall be situated on the periphery of 
the project providing an acceptable transition to adjacent neighborhoods. 
6. The overall layout follows the low density 
residential objectives of the General Plan. 
7. In spite of the realization that the pipelines 
were in a different location than originally thought, the applicant provided an updated yield 
plan and was able to obtain the 67 lot threshold. 
8. The Haight Creek Draw is shown on the Master 
Trails Map as a future trail corridor; the current plan has this trail shown. 
9. The waiver is being made due to the location of 
gas lines on the property. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS: 
 
#5 – Amending the Planning Commission By-Laws regarding the public notice process to 
include posting property signs 
 
 David Petersen said the City Council would like to post signs as part of the City’s public 
notice process. The City Attorney has reviewed and approved the proposed addition, so the City 
will now post an on-site notice (in addition to the mailings) of the public hearing for a schematic 
subdivision plan, a conditional use approval, and a re-zone application. He mentioned the 
addition of a clause that states: “the Zoning Administrator, with the concurrence of the PC 
Chairman, may provide additional notice of any application as necessary.” Kris Kaufman said 
that because the rights vested at preliminary plat approval, property owners should be noticed 
at both levels. David Petersen said they would support having preliminary plat be a mandatory 
public hearing, but it would need to be changed in the Subdivision Ordinance. 
 
Motion: 
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 Kent Hinckley made a motion to approve paragraphs 6 and 7 as listed in the staff report 
and to direct staff to make a change to the Subdivision Ordinance stating that there will be a 
public hearing at both the schematic plan and preliminary plat levels. The motion was seconded 
by Rebecca Wayment and unanimously approved. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Motion: 
 
 Mack McDonald made a motion to adjourn the meeting, and it was unanimously 
approved. The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 p.m. 
 
 
       
Brett Anderson, Chairman 
Farmington City Planning Commission 



FARMINGTON CITY 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

April 3, 2014 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
WORK SESSION 
 

 Present:  Chairman Brett Anderson, Commissioners Heather Barnum, Kent Hinckley, Kris 
Kaufman, and Mack McDonald, Alternate Commissioner Karolyn Lehn, Community Development 
Director David Petersen, Associate City Planner Eric Anderson and Recording Secretary Cynthia 
DeCoursey. Commissioner Rebecca Wayment and Alternate Commissioner Michael Nilson were 
excused. 

#3 – Chris Ensign – Final Plat approval for the Farmington Bungalows Subdivision 

 Eric Anderson reported that the applicant has resolved most of the outstanding issues.  

#4 – Jerod Jeppson/Norm Dahle – Preliminary Plat approval for the Silverleaf Subdivision 

 The developers have decided to create Parcel A, resulting in a total of 9 lots. The 
detention basin is adequate for a 10-year event, but the City’s requirement is for a 100-year 
storm event. The Haight Creek draw (managed by Davis County) runs along the southern 
portion of the property and is deep enough to handle a severe event. 

#5 – Nick Mingo/Ivory Development – Final Plat approval for the Westwood Cove 
Conservation Subdivision (7 lots) 

The applicant is providing a regional detention basin in lieu of a waiver of open space, 
and the actual right of way location needs to be resolved. 

#6 – Nick Mingo/Ivory Development – (Public Hearing) – Preliminary Plat approval for the 
Brentwood Estates Subdivision (24 lots) 

 Ivory’s new plan is to build a 10-foot retaining wall and create a 100-foot landing area 
(5-7% slope) which will allow 5-6 cars at a time to safely queue. The City Traffic Engineer 
confirmed that the site distances are adequate, the traffic impact will be minimal, and the 
existing and planned roadways will be able to accommodate the additional traffic.  

#7 – James Wheatley/Symphony Homes (Public Hearing) – Schematic Plan approval for the 
Pheasant Hollow Conservation Subdivision  

 Staff received several emails from residents in this area who are concerned about the 
quality of the soil on this property and say it will not support the homes. They claim that several 
homes in Glynhill Court have settled significantly. Kris Kaufman suggested a condition to 
require a geotech report. 
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#8 – Jason Harris/Fieldstone Homes (Public Hearing) – Schematic Plan approval for the 
Farmington Park Conservation Subdivision 

The Commission discussed the proposed elementary school location, open space 
waivers, the 80-foot buffer zone, and TDR. The DRC strongly recommended that the open space 
be consolidated into one large space. Residents have complained about the smaller lots and are 
worried that the UDOT will use the park to build the WDC.  

REGULAR SESSION 
  
 Present:  Chairman Brett Anderson, Commissioners Heather Barnum, Kent Hinckley, Kris 
Kaufman, and Mack McDonald, Alternate Commissioner Karolyn Lehn, Community Development 
Director David Petersen, Associate City Planner Eric Anderson and Recording Secretary Cynthia 
DeCoursey. Commissioner Rebecca Wayment and Alternate Commissioner Michael Nilson were 
excused. 
 
#1 – Minutes of the March 19, 2014 Planning Commission Meeting 

 The Minutes will be considered during the April 17, 2014 meeting.  

#2 – City Council Report 

Eric Anderson reported that the Council approved the Kestrel Bay Estates Final PUD 
Master Plan, and the building height/setback amendments in the BP Zone were approved. 

 SUBDIVISION APPLICATIONS 

#3 – Chris Ensign – Applicant is requesting a recommendation for Final Plat approval for the 
Farmington Bungalows Subdivision (10 lots) on 3.2 acres located at approximately 50 S 300 W 
in an OTR Zone (S-15-13) 

Eric Anderson said the City allows some flexibility in the OTR Zone—the minimum lot 
standards can be reduced by no more than 15 feet. Several of these lots will be 70’ to 80’ (as 
opposed to the 85’ standard). 

Chris Ensign, 4468 Zarahemla Drive, Salt Lake City, said he recently received a letter 
from UDOT authorizing the use of the storm drainage facilities on their property. 

Motion: 

             Kris Kaufman made a motion to recommend Final Plat approval for the Farmington 
Bungalows subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and development standards and 
the following conditions:  

1. Final improvement drawings, including but not limited to a grading and drainage plan, 
shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire, Planning, and Public Works Departments, 
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the City Engineer and Storm Water Official, and by the Central Davis Sewer and 
Benchland Water Districts. 

2. Prior to consideration of Final Plat approval by the City Council, the applicant shall 
address any outstanding issues with regard to the proposed storm drain into the UDOT 
ROW by obtaining a letter of approval from UDOT and must obtain drainage easements 
in favor of Farmington City from UDOT, and these easements must be on the recorded 
plat; 

3. If the applicant replaces the existing home on State Street, the proposed dwelling on 
State Street shall receive a recommendation for approval from an ad hoc architectural 
review committee as established by the City Council or the Farmington City Historic 
Preservation Committee. 

The motion was seconded by Mack McDonald and unanimously approved. 

 Findings: 

1. The property is identified as Low Density Residential on the General Plan, and the 
proposed schematic plan is consistent with that designation. 

2. The General Plan also states that the City should “recognize and preserve Farmington’s 
heritage of pioneer buildings and traditions for the enrichment of its present and future 
citizens.” The property is in the Clark Lane Historic District, and the applicant will receive 
a Certificate of Appropriateness before demolition of the existing home takes place. 

3. The applicant has been in negotiations with UDOT and is confident that he will have all 
necessary letters, approvals and easements prior to City Council review of Final Plat. 

4. Specific to the final plat only, and the recommended conditions of approval, the plan 
complies with all Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance requirements and other appropriate 
regulations. 

5. Staff will ensure that the homes fit in with the historic character of the underlying Clark 
Lane District. 

#4 – Jerod Jeppson/Norm Dahle – Applicant is requesting Preliminary Plat approval for the 
Silverleaf Subdivision (9 lots) on 3.74 acres located at approximately 1505 N 1500 W in an LR 
Zone (S-16-13) 

Eric Anderson reported that this property is being annexed into Farmington City and will 
become an LR (Large Residential) zone. The applicants will be required to address several issues 
raised by the DRC and the City Engineer prior to Final Plat approval.  

 Norm Dahle, 2675 E Melanie Drive, Salt Lake City, and Jared Jeppson, 1505 N 1500 W, 
said much of this area is in a flood plain, and they will continue to work on related issues. 

When asked what the “good cause” is for implementing a waiver on this property, David 
Petersen explained that a waiver is a discretionary item, and the amount of open space in this 
case is very small.  

Motion: 
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             Kent Hinckley made a motion to approve the Preliminary Plat of the Silverleaf 
Conservation Subdivision as shown, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and 
development standards and the following conditions:  

1. Applicant shall designate 10% of the total land as conservation land or obtain a waiver 
through approval of the City Council; 

2. The Final Plat must show a 56-foot road cross section, a detention basin designed to 
hold a 100-year storm event and a storm drain easement that is at least 20-feet wide, 
unless otherwise dictated by Davis County; 

3. Applicant must provide a sensitive area designation plan prior to Final Plat pursuant to 
Section 11-12-080; 

4. Applicant must provide a soils report prior to Final Plat; 
5. Final improvement drawings, including but not limited to a grading and drainage plan, 

shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire, Planning, and Public Works Departments, 
the City Engineer and Storm Water Official, and by the Central Davis Sewer and 
Benchland Water Districts. 

Karolyn Lehn seconded the motion which was unanimously approved. 

Findings: 

1. The LDR (Low Density Residential) designation of the General Plan allows up to 4 
dwelling units per acre. The proposed subdivision is at approximately 3 dwelling units 
per acre and is consistent with the General Plan threshold. 

2. The project is consistent with the Conservation Subdivision standards for an R zone. 
3. The applicant has agreed to work through the issues raised by the DRC and address 

these issues prior to Final Plat. 
4. An open space requirement of .37 acres is of no value to the City and the money for the 

waiver would be better spent on open space elsewhere in the City. 

#5 – Nick Mingo/Ivory Development – Applicant is requesting a recommendation for Final 
Plat approval for the Westwood Cove Conservation Subdivision (7 lots) on 4.057 acres located 
on the NW corner of 650 W and Glover Lane in an AE Zone (S-3-13) 

Eric Anderson said pipeline easements run across the property, but there is adequate 
buildable area. The applicant is providing a regional detention basin in lieu of a waiver 

Nick Mingo, 978 E Wood Oak Lane, convinced Questar to bury the gas line valves and 
facilities so the sidewalk will not be affected. 

Motion: 

 Heather Barnum made a motion to approve the Preliminary Plat for the Westwood 
Cove Conservation Subdivision, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and 
development standards and the following conditions: 



 
Planning Commission Minutes – April 3, 2014 
 
 

 
 

5 

1. The City Manager determines what just compensation is for the waiver of 34,203 square 
feet of open space, and the City Council approved the waiver prior to Final Plat 
approval; 

2. The City Council approves the waiver of Sections 11-12-100 (b) and (d) of the 
Farmington City Zoning Ordinance; 

3. The applicant must dedicate an expansion of the width of Glover Lane by 7 feet, taking 
the total ROW to 80 feet; 

4. Final improvement drawings, including but not limited to a grading and drainage plan, 
shall be reviewed and approved by the City’s Community Development, Fire, Planning, 
and Public Works Departments, the City Engineer, Storm Water Official, and the Central 
Davis Sewer and Benchland Water Districts. 

The motion was seconded by Mack McDonald and unanimously approved. 

Findings: 

1. The proposed subdivision conforms to all of the development standards as set forth in 
Section 11-10-040. 

2. The proposed Final Plat shows a dedicated right of way expansion of Glover Lane by 7 
feet and has street cross sections for both Glover Lane and 650 W that conform to the 
City’s Development Standards. 

3. The open space requirement is of no value to the City and the applicant has provided a 
regional detention basin which will be used by other applicants as this area is 
developed. 

#6 – Nick Mingo/Ivory Development – (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting Preliminary 
Plat approval for the Brentwood Estates Subdivision (24 lots) on 13.816 acres located at 
approximately 437 W 1400 N in an LR-F Zone  (S-20-13) 

Eric Anderson said the underlying zone allows smaller lot sizes with an open space 
provision. Much of the property has steep slopes which exceed 30%, and these lot sizes are 
larger than the minimum requirement. David Petersen pointed out that the detention basin 
will handle north Compton Road, the Welling property east of the development, and this 
project.  

Chairman Anderson asked Ivory Homes which plan they prefer, and Nick Mingo said 
they simply want to move the project forward. Initially, the cul de sac was the best option 
because it was more private, but now everyone is upset about this plan. They have not dealt 
with such a steep landscape before, but similar developments in Emigration Canyon have 
functioned well. Lessening the slope on 1400 N is not possible, and they have done everything 
possible in this situation; any other options would be much more expensive. 

Public Hearing: 

The Public Hearing was opened at 7:30 p.m. 
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Tom Coleman, 433 W Welling Way, is impressed with Ivory Homes because they take 
care of safety issues and traffic flow and are good neighbors.  

Cody Erickson, 511 W 1400 N, lives near the proposed access point and submitted two 
petitions signed by 1400 N residents who oppose this Subdivision. Ivory Home’s request for 8-
10 homes was denied because it was too dangerous. Neighbors complained and now the City is 
considering 24 homes and an access onto 1400 N. She asked that construction vehicles be 
limited to 1300 N and for a sidewalk and permanent speed mitigation on 1400 N.  

Alicia Mansfield, 1768 Grandview Drive, is opposed to the access onto 1400 N. She 
realizes that development in Farmington cannot be stopped, but the issues need to be shared 
by everyone, and it is only fair that Welling Way bear some of the traffic burden.  

Dan Pratt, 1721 N Compton Road, discovered that Ivory Homes’ plan violated several of 
the City’s zoning codes. He lives at the top of 1400 N and is not opposed to the Subdivision, but 
this plan is more dangerous than the first proposal which met all of the City’s guidelines. When 
the City built the new reservoir, empty trucks drove up 1400 N but used another route with a 
load. The real problem is the 14% grade on 1400 N and no safe landing area near Main Street. 

Lois Mulholland, 434 Welling Way, moved to this area 28 years ago and understood 
that the original plan included an access to 1400 N. People above 1400 N have more than one 
access road, but residents in the Orchards had only one access until Cherry Blossom was built.  

Erwin Zundel, 298 W Grandview Court, said 1400 N was a dirt road when he built his 
house, and the City was against having only one access only on 1400 N and now they are 
allowing it. The safest route to take is the Compton Bench road. This seems like a good project, 
but there will be accidents—especially in the winter.  

David Mulholland, 434 Welling Way, said it seems strange that everyone wants to live 
on a hill but they do not want any neighbors. 1300 N is also very steep, and there will always be 
problems. Residents should be able to choose. 

The Public Hearing was closed at 8:02 p.m. 

The Commission discussed safety concerns, and David Petersen shared background 
information regarding streets in this area and said this option will be much safer than the 
Cherry Blossom connection. Kris Kaufman disagreed and said the merge is the real problem and 
although Ivory Homes has done what they can to make the new road feasible it does not mean 
it is safe. The 10-foot retaining wall will also be problematic because cross traffic on Main Street 
cannot be seen with only a 3-foot retaining wall. The desire for connecting streets should not 
outweigh these significant safety concerns. Chairman Anderson asked if it is worth the risk to 
place another insertion point onto a dangerous street. 

Kent Hinckley said the engineer’s assessment is that the access will be safe, and the City 
Council voted for it unanimously, so he does not want to send it back to them. David Petersen 
said the applicant will appeal if this application is denied, and residents from both sides may 
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appeal likely if their favorite plan is not chosen. He read from Chapter 4 of the Zoning 
Ordinance: The Commission makes the final decision on Preliminary Plats unless there is an 
appeal. 

Nick Mingo said the retaining wall is only on the east property line and begins 20-25 
feet from the existing curb and gutter. The access has been reviewed by half a dozen engineers 
and it meets the City’s standards. If approval is not granted, Ivory Homes will appeal—they 
have invested a significant amount of time and money into this proposal. Kris Kaufman said he 
did not understand why they would not go back to the cul de sac plan, and Nick Mingo said it 
was because the City Council already denied that plan. 

Motion: 

 Kent Hinckley made a motion to approve the Preliminary Plat for the Brentwood Estates 
Conservation Subdivision, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and 
development standards. There was no second to the motion and it died. 

Kris Kaufman made a motion to grant preliminary plat approved consistent with the 
Schematic Plan which was presented to the Planning Commission in November 2013 subject to 
all applicable Farmington City ordinances and development standards and the following 
conditions:  

1. The applicant completes the foothill development standards 1-8, as described in Section 
11-30-105 prior to Final Plat approval as part of the improvement drawings; 

2. The applicant pays the agreed upon open space waiver as determined through 
negotiations with the City Manager prior to Final Plat; 

3. The applicant will establish a truck route and require all construction trucks to use 1300 
N to access the site prior to Final Plat approval; 

4. The applicant must continue to work with the Trails Committee to determine the 
ultimate and final route of the trail connection to N Compton Road prior to Final Plat; 

5. Any outstanding issues raised by the DRC at Preliminary Plat shall be addressed prior to 
Final Plat approval; 

6. The houses located on 1400 N must face the cul de sac; 
7. The applicant will provide a pedestrian access to 1400 N. 

Heather Barnum seconded the motion which was approved by Commissioners 
Anderson, Barnum, Kaufman, Lehn, and McDonald. Commissioner Hinckley did not approve 
the motion. 

Findings: 

1. The proposed Preliminary Plat submittal is consistent with all necessary requirements 
for as found in Chapter 6 of the City’s Subdivision Ordinance. 

2. The proposed Preliminary Plat meets all of the standards for a conservation subdivision 
such as lot size, width and required setbacks. 
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3. The outstanding issues raised by the DRC are minor revisions and can be addressed by 
Final plat. 

4. The density of the proposed subdivision matches the surrounding neighborhoods and 
conforms to the City’s General Land Use Plan which designates this parcel as LDR (Low 
Density Residential) or 4 units per acre. Because the yield plan (attached) used lot sizes 
greater than 10,000 square feet, the development meets the required threshold as 
determined by the City’s General Land Use Plan. 

5. The applicant has negotiated a price for the open space waiver with the City Manager 
and has agreed to pay this amount. 

6. The applicant is providing a detention basin that will service lots on N Compton Road in 
addition to the Brentwood Estates lots. 

7. The applicant has worked with the Trails Committee to provide a trail connection from 
this development east to Compton Road, expanding connectivity for the development. 

#7 – James Wheatley/Symphony Homes (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a 
recommendation for Schematic Plan approval for the proposed Pheasant Hollow 
Conservation Subdivision consisting of 12 lots on 4.55 acres located at approximately 700 S 50 
E in an R Zone (S-2-14) 

Eric Anderson said this project will bridge the gap between 200 E and 50 W by creating a 
local road connection. Wetlands cover a large portion of the property, and the Commission will 
need to decide if the flag lot meets the approval criteria.  

James Wheatley, 526 N 500 W, said they hired Earthtec to do a geotech study. Kent 
Hinckley asked if they considered a different layout that did not include the flag lot, and Mr. 
Wheatley replied that they were unable to create a workable plan without the flag lot. 

Public Hearing: 

The Public Hearing was opened at 9:05 p.m. 

Justin Card, 642 S 100 E, has lived in this area for 5 years and his home is fine, but other 
homes have settled, and he does not know if the soil is stable enough for homes.  

Howard Dygert, 676 S 100 E, has lived on Lot 17F on the east side of this property for 35 
years and is opposed to this project because the soil and water conditions are incompatible 
with residential or any other type of construction. The soil is a sandy, fine silt loam which is 
saturated to the surface, and nearly all of the homes in Glynhill Court have had problems. 

Daniel Larson, 599 Glynhill Court, does not know much about soil conditions, but four 
out of the ten homes have settled. His 15-year-old home settled several inches in the first 10 
years. He spent $9,000 to shore up one side of his garage and may have to spend up to $20,000 
more to remedy the problem. 
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Dallas Bradbury, 692 S 100 E, agreed with all of the previous concerns and added that 
there is standing water to the west of his fence year round. He has lived in the area for 5 years 
and cars drive into the circle thinking it is a through street.  

Kimberly Farley, 77 E 620 S, is the original owner of her home, and both decks have 
dropped 18 inches and are in danger of falling off her home. She does not want other families 
to go through the same ordeal as the residents in Glynhill Court. They moved here from Seattle 
and had no idea their home was built on wetlands. 

Jeff Holman, 22 Virginia Circle, lives near the flag lot and the need for a paved access to 
a manhole does not justify the flag lot. The reason for the flag lot is economic. He lives just west 
of this development and loves the wetlands, but the irrigation water will drain to the west near 
his home. He asked that the flag lot be denied. 

Jim Feichko, 620 S 36 E, said a large amount of fill was brought into the area so it is nice 
and dry, but there are two springs that run year round—they never dry out. His home was built 
up but it still has water problems. 

Lorraine Flood, 524 S Glynhill Court, said her home was the last one built in the area. 
The contractor dug an 18-foot hole and filled it with 8 feet of gravel, and they have not had 
problems. Obviously, the standards for some of the homes were not adequate, and she hopes 
the new development will be done right. 

Rita Bodily, 98 E 700 S, said they were told that 700 S would never be a through road, 
and she is concerned about the speed of traffic. Jerry Preston built the homes in Rice Farms on 
a marshy, muddy bog, and there is a spring which never dries up under the house on 
Continental Drive and 100 E. 

Linda Hite, 28 W 750 S, said Jerry Preston built her home and a neighbor’s home has a 
spring in their yard which they are draining into the road, resulting in mossy standing water.  

The Public Hearing was closed at 9:35 p.m. 

David Petersen said the building official and City engineer will follow the soils report to 
determine the standards that should be implemented on a lot-by-lot basis. Core samples will be 
taken to determine how the footings should be poured. The Commission has the authority to 
deny the proposal if the issues are not solved. 

Bruce Robinson, owner of Symphony Homes, said they use a subsurface drain. He has 
built hundreds of homes along this same quadrant, and if a proper drain is installed there will 
be no issues. There is a fairly large area where no buildings will be allowed, and they will rely on 
the wetlands report and dig as deep as necessary until the soil is stable. Each home was built to 
the standards of soil and structural engineers, but standards frequently change. Homeowners 
can purchase a 210 warranty which is independent of the builder and involves a third party. The 
flag lot will provide access for the sewer company and allows the homes to be lower. 
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Heather Barnum asked if there was a dead-end sign on this street and why the road is 
planned to go through. David Petersen said it may have been removed for some reason and 
they will install another sign. The road has been on the City’s master plan for many years and 
will help alleviate traffic on 620 S.  

Motion: 

  Kent Hinckley made a motion to recommend that the City Council approve the 
proposed Schematic Plan for the Pheasant Hollow Conservation Subdivision, subject to all 
applicable Farmington City ordinances and development standards and the following 
conditions: 

1. The City Manager will determine what just compensation is for the waiver of 36,590 
square feet of open space, and the City Council will approve the waiver prior to 
Preliminary Plat; 

2. The City Council will approve the waiver of Section 11-12-100 (d) and (e) of the 
Farmington City Zoning Ordinance; 

3. The applicant must either remove the flag lot, adjust the location of the home, or agree 
to fire sprinkle the home; 

4. The applicant must submit a geotech report and a lot-by-lot soils report prior to 
Preliminary Plat approval; 

5. The soils engineer will be on site during excavation. 

The motion was seconded by Kris Kaufman and unanimously approved. 

Findings: 

1. The proposed subdivision conforms to all of the development standards as set forth in 
Section 11-11-050. 

2. The proposed Schematic Plan creates a needed east-west connection from 200 E to 
Frontage Road. 

3. The open space requirement is of no value to the City and will be of more value 
elsewhere in the City.  

#8 – Jason Harris/Fieldstone Homes (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a 
recommendation for Schematic Plan approval for the proposed Farmington Park 
Conservation Subdivision consisting of 83 lots on 39.75 acres located at approximately 1100 
W Glover Lane in an AE Zone (S-4-14) 

 Eric Anderson said that the project will set aside 11 acres of open space for a park and 
that the applicant is working on a land swap to trade land owned by the Davis School District 
totaling 11 acres in the northeast corner and move it to the northwest.  The elementary school 
and the park will share use and facilities.  The applicant was able to get 74 lots for a 
Conservation Subdivision and will be requesting an additional 9 lots for a TDR, taking the total 
to 83.   
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 Jason Harris, Fieldstone Homes, said the consolidated open space is meant to benefit 
the City as a whole. The land swap made sense because there will be two roads for dropping off 
and picking up students, and the park (and a potential gym) could be shared. No one knows if 
the WDC will happen, but residents in the area would rather have a park taken out than homes. 
He showed a plan with the 80-foot buffer and no TDR lots and another plan with a waiver but 
no buffer so the lots near the existing neighborhood are slightly larger.  

Public Hearing: 

 The Public Hearing was opened at 10:20 p.m. 

 Chase Rogers, DSD’s Operational Planner, said their original plan to build in the NE 
corner was not great, but it was the best they could do at the time. They considered this land 
trade because there was no extra cost and they would not be disadvantaged. 

Neil Miller, Parks & Recreation Director, said the City is in need of park space. DSD has 
been generous and have allowed the City to use a portion of the property for soccer fields. The 
dual usage of the park/school will be great for everyone. 

John Shurtliff, 821 Country Lane, likes the revisions. He opposes the TDR which will 
lower property values in his neighborhood and the 80-foot buffer. An overpass in the WDC 
would take out several homes in this plan, and there are drainage issues in the area. 

Bruce Dickamore, 1983 Ridgewood Way, Bountiful, has a client who owns 4½ acres west 
of 1100 W on Shirley Rae Drive and plans to develop at some point. They would like the City to 
consider how the improvements on 1100 W will be paid for and who will be responsible.  

Nate Nixon, 917 Country Lane, prefers the plan without the TDR because the lots are 
larger. The TDR perception is that the City is in cahoots with the developer. There has been very 
little public input, but the City is already married to the idea. He prefers the divided open space. 

Public Hearing: 

 The Public Hearing was closed at 10:55 p.m. 

David Petersen Emphasized that the plan is conceptual and the City has followed each 
step of the process; the Council does not even know about this TDR. The Commission discussed 
the pros and cons of the TDR and most agreed with the location of the school to the west.  

Motion: 

 Kent Hinckley made a motion to recommend Schematic Plan approval for Plan #2 
without the TDR for the Farmington Park Conservation Subdivision, subject to all applicable 
Farmington City ordinances and development standards and the following conditions: 
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1. The applicant must obtain waivers of the design requirements pursuant to Sections 11-
12-100(b) (c) (e) and (f) of the Zoning Ordinance through a vote of not less than four (4) 
members of the City Council prior to or concurrent with Schematic Plan approval; 

2. The plan must be updated at the Preliminary Plat to show how storm water is to be 
detained and treated; 

3. The applicant will obtain a wetland delineation and have it approved by the US Army 
Corps of Engineers; 

4. If the Army Corps requires mitigation of the wetlands, the applicant will need to design 
such mitigation at Preliminary Plat; 

5. The applicant will receive Davis School District approval for the land swap prior to 
Preliminary Plat. 

Mack McDonald seconded the motion which was unanimously approved. 

Findings: 

1. The proposed development meets all of the standards and requirements of a 
conservation subdivision (option 2) in the AE zone such as minimum lot sizes, lot widths 
and setbacks. 

2. The proposed development has a density of 1.99 units per acre which is consistent with 
the adjacent neighborhoods and the RRD General Plan designation. 

3. The interior road layout will mitigate through traffic and be prohibitive to high speeds. 
4. The development is not seeking a waiver of the open space provision and is providing 

the City with much needed recreational space. 
5. The overall layout follows the low density residential objectives of the General Plan. 
6. Moving the future elementary school to the northwest corner will be advantageous to 

all parties, including the City. 

#9 – Farmington City (Public Hearing) – Applicant is requesting a recommendation to amend 
the Zoning Ordinance by modifying the definition of adaptive reuse to include certain 
commercial uses (ZT-2-14) 

 David Petersen said in 2011 the owner of the windshield repair shop on Main Street 
requested a text change to allow a U-Haul business in the BR Zone, but the City Council denied 
the request. The owner sued the City, and recently the Mayor asked staff to explore a possible 
solution. Staff suggested that it be allowed as a special exception in the BR Zone. Following a 
brief discussion, the Commission decided to continue the public hearing. 

Motion: 

 Mack McDonald made a motion to continue the public hearing until the May 8, 2014 
meeting to allow additional time for staff to answer questions. Karolyn Lehn seconded the 
motion which was unanimously approved. 

ADJOURNMENT 
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Motion: 
 
 Heather Barnum made a motion to adjourn the meeting, and it was unanimously 
approved. The meeting was adjourned at 11:35 p.m. 
 
 
 
       
Brett Anderson, Chairman 
Farmington City Planning Commission 
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______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Item 3: Schematic Plan for the Eastridge Estates Conservation Subdivision  
 
Public Hearing:   Yes 
Application No.:   S-3-14 
Property Address:   Approximately 1470 South 200 East 
General Plan Designation: LDR (Low Density Residential) 
Zoning Designation:  LR (Large Residential) 
Area:    4.785 acres                                                     
Number of Lots:  13 

 

Property Owner:  Symphony Homes 
Agent:    James Wheatley 
 
Request:  Applicant is requesting a recommendation for Schematic Plan approval for the Eastridge 
Estates Conservation Subdivision.  
_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Background Information 
 

The applicant, Symphony Homes, is requesting a recommendation for Schematic Plan 
approval for a 13-lot subdivision on property located at approximately 1470 South and 200 East.  
The subdivision as proposed would consist of thirteen lots on 4.785 acres of property.  The 
underlying zone for this property is an LR zone, on which Symphony Homes is proposing a 
conservation subdivision which allows smaller lot sizes with an open space provision. 

 
The applicant has provided a master plan for the entire development, which includes 

Eastridge Estates Phases 1 and 2.  However, the application under review tonight is solely for 
Phase 1.  The master plan provided is to illustrate the planned build out, and is conceptual at 
this point in time. However, there are delineated wetlands over a significant portion of Phase 2 
of the property, but not Phase 1.  The yield plan shows that 13 lots can be constructed for Phase 
1 and the LR zone requires a minimum lot size of 10,000 s.f. in the yield plan.   
 

In a conservation subdivision option 1 for the L R zone, there is a 10% open space 
provision.   In the proposed subdivision there are no constrained or sensitive lands, so the 
applicant must provide a provision of open space for .4785 acres or 10% of the total land area.  
As the applicant is not providing any open space, he will need a full waiver of the open space 
provision.  Staff determined that the additional open space that should be provided would not 
benefit the City as undeveloped open space.  It is important to note that on the master plan for 
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this development which includes phases 1 and 2, the applicant will be providing open space, but 
that is solely for phase 2.  The current application under review is for phase 1 alone, and 
therefore the open space provided on the master plan does not apply to the subdivision 
application that is under review tonight. 

 
The Developer is also requesting a waiver of Section 11-12-100(b) which states: “Buffer 

from Road.  All new dwellings shall be arranged and located a minimum of eighty (80) feet from 
all external roads with a functional classification higher than a local street.”  200 East is classified 
as a minor collector, therefore lots 106 and 107 will require this waiver by the City Council.  

   
Additionally, the Developer is also asking for a waiver of Section 11-12-100(e) which creates a 

design standard whereby half of the lots shall directly abut conservation land or face conservation land 
across a street; this provision will need to be waived. 
 

Section 11-12-065 allows for a waiver of any provision of this Chapter by a vote of not less than 
four (4) members of the City Council, which will need to be obtained upon City Council approval. (See 
full waiver provision in the ordinance.) 
 
 The applicant is requesting flexibility on some of the setback requirements, specifically 
the side setbacks require a 10’ minimum, but the applicant is requesting some side setbacks be 
reduced to 8’.  Likewise, the applicant is proposing 15’ front setbacks for lots 105-108, which 
aren’t  allowed in a conservation subdivision for zone LR.  However, Section 11-12-090(f) 
specifies that “exceptions to the minimum setback requirements in a conservation subdivision 
may be approved by the City, in its sole discretion, during plat approval process when deemed 
appropriate…”  Although the designation of “the City” in this case is unclear, a waiver of the 
setback requirements is not needed as it is approved through the normal subdivision approval 
process.  

 
Suggested Motion 

 
Move that the Planning Commission recommend the proposed Schematic Plan for approval for 

the Eastridge Estates Conservation Subdivision, subject to all applicable Farmington City ordinances and 
development standards and the following conditions: 

 
1. The City Manager determines what just compensation is for the waiver of the .478 acres of open 

space, and the City Council approves the waiver prior to Preliminary Plat; 
2. The City Council approves the waiver of Sections 11-12-100(b) and (e) of the Farmington City 

Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Findings for Approval: 

 
1. The proposed subdivision conforms to all of the development standards as set forth in Section 

11-11-050. 
2. Although the proposed Schematic Plan is requesting several waivers, at least two of these 

waivers will be disappearing when Chapter 12 is amended. 
3. The open space requirement is of no value to the City and the open space will be of more value 

elsewhere in the City. 
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Supplemental Information 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Eastridge Estates Schematic Plan 
3. Yield Plan 
4. Master Plan with Sensitive Area Designation Plan  

 
Applicable Ordinances 

1. Title 12, Chapter 3 – Schematic Plan 
2. Title 12, Chapter 6 – Major Subdivisions 
3. Title 12, Chapter 7 – General Requirements for All Subdivisions 
4. Title 11, Chapter 11 – Single Family Residential Zones 
5. Title 11, Chapter 12 – Conservation Subdivision Development Standards 
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Item 5:  Zone Text Amendment Of Chapter 12 – Conservation Subdivisions 
 
Public Hearing:     Yes 
Application No.:    ZT-3-14 
Property Address:    NA 
General Plan Designation:    NA 
Zoning Designation:    NA  
Area:       NA 
Number of Lots:     NA 
Property Owner:     NA 
Applicant:    Farmington City 
 
Request:  Applicant is requesting a recommendation  to amend the City's Zoning Ordinance by modifying 
Chapter 12 – Conservation Subdivision Development Standards. 
              
 
In 1999 the City enacted the Chapter 12 - Conservation Subdivisions in order to protect sensitive areas, 
preserve open space for parks, trails, detention basins, wetlands, etc. throughout the city, particularly in 
West Farmington.  The resulting Conservation Subdivision has proven to be very successful at creating 
an extensive trail network, a multitude of park space and preserving sensitive areas.  Overall, the 
original intent of Chapter 12 has been met. 
 
However, throughout the administration of the Conservation Subdivision, some issues have arisen that 
need to be addressed.  One such issue is the creation of remnant pieces of open space that are small 
and improperly configured to be usable.  However, many of these remnant open space pieces were 
created in the early phases after the Conservation Subdivision was adopted, and recently the City has 
become more discriminating in what lands to allow as open space and what lands to grant waivers to.   
 
Another issue with Conservation Subdivisions is that sometimes the lot sizes are too small.  While cluster 
development and smaller lot sizes is the method for preserving open space when using the Conservation 
Subdivision, at times the density bonuses have created lots that may be too small and density that may 
be too high given the surrounding neighborhoods.  The amended Chapter 12 addresses this issue by 
removing the density incentive multiplier bonus; this may create more realistic lot sizes that more 
accurately reflect the surrounding development.  Removing the density bonus also simplifies the process 
as it reduces the two alternative options down to one. 
 
Likewise, the amended Chapter 12 removes antiquated standards that are difficult to administer and 
monitor, and that are more often than not, waived.  These antiquated design standards include the 80’ 
buffer from a road classified as higher than local, 50% of the lots having to face or abut conservation 
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land, etc.  This removal will stream line the approval process and remove superfluous design standards 
that rarely apply to Farmington City. 
 
Suggested Motion: 
 
Move that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council amend Chapter 12 to 
read as follows:  

 
CHAPTER 12 

 
CONSERVATION SUBDIVISION DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  

 
11-12-010 Purpose. 
11-12-020 Applicability. 
11-12-030 Definitions.   
11-12-040 Development Options. 
11-12-050 Approval Process. 
11-12-060 Development Activities Prohibited. 
11-12-065 Waiver. 
11-12-068 Fee in Lieu; conservation Land Dedication.   
11-12-070 Subdivision Yield Plan. 
11-12-080 Sensitive Area Designation Plan. 
11-12-085 Master Development Plan. 
11-12-090 Dimensional Standards. 
11-12-100 Design Standards. 
11-12-110 Transfer of Development Rights/Lots. (TDR) 
11-12-120 Use Regulations. 
11-12-130 Conservation Land Design Standards. 
11-12-140 Permanent Protection of Conservation Lands. 
11-12-150 Ownership of Conservation Lands. 
11-12-160 Maintenance of Conservation Lands. 
 
 
11-12-010 Purpose. 
 
 The purpose of this Chapter is to provide for subdivision development within Farmington 
City in a manner that: 
 
 (a)  Protects constrained and sensitive lands, including those areas containing 
sensitive and undevelopable features such as steep slopes, floodplains and wetlands, by setting 
them aside from development; 
 
 (b) Conserves conservation and open space land, including those areas containing 
unique or natural features such as meadows, grasslands, tree stands, streams, stream corridors, 
flood walls, berms, watercourses, farmland, wildlife corridors and/or habitat, historical buildings 
and/or sites, archeological sites, and green space, by setting them aside from development; 
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 (c) Provides greater design flexibility and efficiency in the siting of services and 
infrastructure, including the opportunity to reduce length of roads, utility runs, and the amount of 
paving required for residential development; 
 
 (d) Reduces erosion and sedimentation by the retention of existing vegetation and the 
minimization of development on steep slopes and other constrained and sensitive lands; 
 
 (e) Provides for a diversity of lot sizes to accommodate a variety of age and income 
groups and residential preferences, so that the community’s population diversity may be 
enhanced; 
 
 (f) Provides incentives for the creation of greenway systems and open space within 
the City for the benefit of present and future residents; 
 
 (g) Implements adopted City policies to conserve a variety of irreplaceable and 
environmentally sensitive resource lands as set forth in the Comprehensive General Plan; 
 
 (h) Implements adopted land use, environment, natural hazards, transportation, and 
community policies, as identified in the Comprehensive General Plan; 
 
 (i) Protects areas of the City with productive agricultural soils for continued 
agricultural use by conserving blocks of land large enough to allow for viable farm operations; 
 
 (j) Creates neighborhoods with direct visual and/or recreational access to 
constrained, sensitive and conservation land; 
 
 (k) Provides for the conservation and maintenance of constrained, sensitive and 
conservation land within the City to achieve the above-mentioned goals; 
 
 (l) Provides incentives and design alternatives for landowners to minimize impacts 
on environmental resources such as, sensitive lands, wetlands, floodplain, and steep slopes, and 
to minimize disturbance of natural or cultural features such as, mature woodlands, tree lines, 
wildlife habitats and corridors, historic buildings, and floodplain walls; 
 
 (m) Provides standards accommodating to some extent the varying circumstances and 
interests of individual landowners and the individual characteristics of their properties; and 
 
 (n) Conserves scenic views and elements of the City’s rural and scenic character and 
minimizes perceived density by minimizing views of new development from existing roads. 
 
11-12-020 Applicability. 
 
 The election to apply and develop property as a Cconservation Ssubdivision is voluntary 
and provided to developers as an alternative to development of property as a Conventional 
Subdivision pursuant to other applicable provisions of this Title.  The intent of this Chapter and 
the Conservation Subdivision options is to encourage the creation and development of flexibly-
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designed open space subdivisions.  Conservation Subdivisions may be developed within 
applicable agricultural and residential zones of the City.  Conservation Subdivisions shall be 
developed in accordance with and subject to the development standards, conditions, procedures 
and regulations of this Chapter and with all other applicable subdivision ordinances and zoning 
regulations of the City which are not otherwise in conflict with the provisions of this Chapter.  
 
11-12-030 Definitions.    
 
 For purposes of this Chapter, the following words shall have the meanings set forth 
herein: 
 
 (a) Conservation Land.  Conservation land means land containing unique, historic, 
cultural, archeological, natural or other significant features, including, but not limited to, 
meadows, grasslands, tree stands, streams, stream corridors, flood walls, berms, watercourses, 
farmland, wildlife corridors and/or habitat, historic buildings and/or sites, archeological sites, 
and open space. 
 
 (b) Constrained and Sensitive Land.  Constrained and sensitive land means land 
which is generally unbuildable and which contains constrained and sensitive features including, 
but not limited to, wetlands, floodplains, steep slopes, faults and other geologically or 
environmentally sensitive features.   
  
11-12-040 Development Options.   
 
 Developers desiring to develop property as a Conservation Subdivision in accordance 
with and subject to the development standards, conditions, procedures and regulations of this 
Chapter may submit a subdivision application for residential development at the base density 
permitted in the relevant zone provided herein which may result in more lots than using 
conventional lot dimensions standards set forth in Chapters 10 and 11 of this Title. The 
development must utilize a conservation design which sets aside and preserves all constrained 
and sensitive lands, natural hazards and resources, and provides the required percentage of 
conservation land within the development. are provided the following Conservation Subdivision 
development options.  These options are provided as an incentive to encourage developers to 
designate, preserve and protect a greater percentage of their property as permanent open space.   
 
 (a) Option One: Basic Conservation.  Option One Conservation Subdivision provides 
for residential development at the base density permitted in the relevant zone plus any 
corresponding density incentive as provided herein for Option One Conservation Subdivisions.  
In order to obtain the full density incentive permitted herein for an Option One Conservation 
Subdivision, the development must utilize a conservation design which sets aside and preserves 
all constrained and sensitive lands, natural hazards and resources, and provides the required 
percentage of conservation land within the development. 
  
 (b) Option Two: Enhanced Conservation.  Option Two Conservation Subdivision 
provides for residential development at the base density permitted in the relevant zone plus any 
corresponding increased density incentive as provided herein for Option Two Conservation 
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Subdivisions.  In order to obtain the increased density incentive provided herein for an Option 
Two Conservation Subdivision, the development must utilize a conservation design which sets 
aside and preserves all constrained and sensitive lands, natural hazards and resources, and 
provides the required increased percentage of conservation land within the development. 
  
11-12-050 Approval Process.  
 
 Applications for a Conservation Subdivision shall be submitted and processed in 
accordance with the requirements and procedures set forth in the City Subdivision Ordinance, 
including submission and approval of schematic, preliminary and final plans or plats, and any 
additional procedural requirements set forth in this Chapter, including, but not limited to, 
submission of a Subdivision Yield Plan, Sensitive Area Designation Plan and/or Master 
Development Plan. 
 
 The Planning Commission and City Council shall review and consider applications for 
conservation subdivisions as a legislative act in accordance with Chapter 6 of this Ordinance. 
 
11-12-060 Development Activities Prohibited. 
 
 In order to ensure the preservation and enhancement of existing conditions of certain 
property within the City, including, but not limited to, constrained and sensitive lands, natural 
and cultural resources, wildlife habitat and other unique and sensitive lands, no new development 
activity shall be permitted on property proposed for development as a Conservation Subdivision 
prior to final plat approval as provided herein.  Upon final plat approval, all development activity 
shall be conducted in accordance with and subject to applicable permit and development 
approval processes required by City Ordinances, rules and regulations.  For purposes of this 
Section, “development activity” shall include any disturbance or alteration of the property in any 
way, but shall not include continuation of any currently existing permitted use of the property. 
 
11-12-065 Waiver. 
 
 Subject to the provisions set forth herein, any provision of this Chapter may be waived by 
the City upon a vote of not less than four (4) members of the City Council.  Such waiver(s) shall 
be granted only in limited circumstances as deemed appropriate and necessary by the City 
Council.  No waiver shall be granted absent a finding of good cause based upon specific special 
circumstances attached to the property.  No waiver should be granted that would be contrary to 
the public interest or contrary to the underlying intent of this Chapter.  Any waiver of the 
required minimum conservation land dedication shall require comparable compensation, off-site 
improvements, amenities or other consideration of comparable size, quality and/or value. 
 
11-12-068 Fee in Lieu; Conservation Land Dedication. 
 
In the event a proposed conservation land dedication does not, in the City’s legislative discretion, 
produce sufficient public benefit, the City may require the payment of a fee in lieu of the 
dedication of conservation land.  The fee to be paid to the City shall be established as follows: 
 



 6 

(1) The City shall establish the amount of the fee to be paid by determining the value of 
land of the same general characteristics as the conservation land dedication which 
would be required absent the application of the provisions of this section.  The City’s 
determination of value may be based on land sales data in the City’s possession or 
reasonably available, and the basis of the City’s determination shall be made 
available to the Applicant. 

 
(2) In the event the Applicant disagrees with the City’s determination of the amount of 

the fee in lieu, the Applicant may, at its sole expense, submit an appraisal report from 
a licensed and Certified General Appraiser to establish the value of the proposed 
conservation land dedication.  The value as established in a qualifying appraisal shall 
be the amount of the fee in lieu of conservation land dedication. 

 
(3) Any amount received by the City in lieu of conservation land dedication shall be set 

aside solely for open space and/or park acquisition and/or development. 
 
11-12-070  Subdivision Yield Plan.   
 
 All applications for a Conservation Subdivision shall include a Subdivision Yield Plan 
prepared in accordance with the provisions set forth herein.  The Subdivision Yield Plan is 
utilized to determine and calculate the base number of dwelling units for any given property to 
be developed as a Conservation Subdivision.  
  
 (a)  Subdivision Yield  Plan.  Applicants shall prepare a Subdivision Yield Plan for 
the proposed project showing how the property within the project could be developed under a 
Conventional Subdivision layout using the dimensional standards set forth in Subsection (c).  
The Subdivision Yield Plan is not intended to propose or permit the actual development of the 
property in accordance with the dimensional standards set forth herein, but is prepared merely to 
determine the base number of dwelling units to be used in calculating the permitted number of 
dwelling units and lot size for the actual Conservation Subdivision.  No subdivision may be 
developed in accordance with the dimensional standards set forth in Subsection (c) or a proposed 
Subdivision Yield Plan. 
 
 (b) Realistic Layout.  The Subdivision Yield Plan must be drawn to scale and must 
exhibit a realistic layout reflecting a Conventional Subdivision layout that could reasonably be 
expected to be implemented in consideration of dimensional standards set forth herein and 
calculating and addressing the presence of non-buildable or infrastructure areas, including, but 
not limited to, rights-of-way, public improvement areas, wetlands,  floodplains, steep slopes, 
restricted areas subject to the Farmington City Foothill Development Standards, and existing 
easements or encumbrances.  A sample Subdivision Yield Plan is set forth in Exhibit “A,” 
attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, providing an example of a hypothetical 
Yield Plan for land zoned Large Suburban.  
 
 (c) Dimensional Standards.  The Subdivision Yield Plan shall reflect the following 
dimensional standards:   
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 Subdivision Yield Plan Dimensional Standards 

  
Zone 

  
Lot Area 

Lot Width 
Interior Corner 

   R (Residential)     8,000 s.f. 75’ 85’ 
   LR (Large Residential)   10,000 s.f. 85’ 95’ 

   S (Suburban)   15,000 s.f. 95’ 100’ 
   LS (Large Suburban)   20,000 s.f. 100’ 110’ 

   AE (Agriculture Estates)   ½ Acre 100’ 110’ 

   A (Agriculture)   1 Acre 100’ 110’ 

   AA (Agriculture-Very Low Density)   5 Acre 150’ 160’ 

 
 (d) Approval.  The Subdivision Yield Plan must be approved in writing by the City 
Planner for compliance with the standards and provisions of this Section prior to the submission 
of a Schematic Plan for a Conservation Subdivision. 
 
11-12-080 Sensitive Area Designation Plan. 
 
 All applications for a Conservation Subdivision shall include a Sensitive Area 
Designation Plan prepared in accordance with the provisions set forth herein.  The Sensitive 
Area Designation Plan shall identify all constrained and sensitive lands within the property 
boundaries and within four hundred (400) feet outside of the property boundaries, including, but 
not limited to, floodplains, wetlands, steep slopes, and restricted areas as regulated by the 
Farmington City Foothill Development Standards.  The Sensitive Area Designation Plan shall 
also clearly identify all natural or cultural resources present on the property and within four 
hundred (400) feet outside of the property, including, but not limited to, geographic features, 
including, but not limited to, meadows, grasslands, tree stands, streams, stream corridors, flood 
walls, berms, watercourses, farmland, wildlife corridors and/or habitat; historic buildings and/or 
sites; archeological sites; cultural features and green space.  Some, but not all, of certain 
constrained and sensitive lands are designated and shown on the Farmington City Resources and 
Site Analysis Plan which may be utilized by applicants for the purpose of preparing a Sensitive 
Area Designation Plan.  Applicants are solely responsible for checking and ensuring the accuracy 
and designation of constrained and sensitive lands and natural and cultural resources on the 
Sensitive Area Designation Plan for their particular project and applicable adjacent property.  If 
site analysis, surveying and/or identification of constrained and sensitive lands and natural and 
cultural resources require entry onto adjacent properties, applicants are solely responsible for 
obtaining all required permits and/or approvals for such entry and analysis, surveying and/or 
identification. 
 
11-12-085 Master Development Plan. 
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 When deemed necessary or desirable by the City, application and approval for a 
Conservation Subdivision may require the submission and approval by the City of a Master 
Development Plan and/or Development Agreement.  Such Master Development Plan and/or 
Development Agreement may be required by the City at any stage of the subdivision approval 
process.   
 
11-12-090 Dimensional Standards. 
 
 (a) Density.  The permitted density for development within a Conservation 
Subdivision shall be determined in accordance with the following chart, hereinafter referred to as 
the “Development Incentive Chart.”  The percentage increases noted as the “multiplier” in the 
Chart are percentage increases from the base density identified in the approved Subdivision 
Yield Plan for the proposed development.  
 
 (ba) Minimum Required Conservation Land.  All Conservation Subdivisions shall 
provide at least the minimum percentage of conservation land within the Conservation 
Subdivision in accordance with the following chart, hereinafter referred to as set forth in the 
“Development Incentive Chart” in Subsection (a).  The minimum percentage of required 
conservation land for any given Conservation Subdivision shall be calculated based upon the 
total acreage of property within the proposed subdivision less areas containing constrained and 
sensitive lands.  Required conservation land shall not include any constrained or sensitive lands 
as defined herein.  Except as otherwise provided herein, conservation land shall not be included 
within any residential lot.   
 
 
 

 Option One - Development Incentive Chart 
 Zone ConservationLand Incentive 

Multiplier 
Typical 

Lot Area 
Lot Size 

Minimum 

   R 10%  0%  7,200 s.f.   6,500 s.f. 
   LR   10%    0%  9,000 s.f.   7,500 s.f. 

   S 15% 0% 12,750 s.f. 9,000 s.f. 

   LS 25%  5% 14,286 s.f.  10,000 s.f. 

   AE 25% 5% 14,286 s.f. 10,000 s.f. 

   A 30% 10% 25,455 s.f. 14,000 s.f. 

   AA 30% 10% 138,600 s.f. 14,000 s.f. 

 Option Two - Development Incentive Chart 
 Zone Conservation 

Land 
Incentive 
Multiplier 

Typical 
Lot Area 

Lot Size 
Minimum 
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 Option Two - Development Incentive Chart 
 Zone Conservation 

Land 
Incentive 
Multiplier 

Typical 
Lot Area 

Lot Size 
Minimum 

   R 15%  10%  6,182 s.f. 
6,800 s.f 

  5,500 s.f. 

   LR   15%    10%  7,727 s.f. 
8,500 s.f. 

  6,500 s.f. 

   S 20% 15% 10,435 s.f. 
12,000 s.f. 

 8,000 s.f. 

   LS 30%  20% 11,667 s.f. 
16,000 s.f. 

  9,000 s.f. 

   AE 30% 20% 11,667 s.f.  9,000 s.f. 

   A 40% 20% 20,000 s.f. 12,000 s.f. 

   AA 40% 20% 108,900 s.f. 12,000 s.f. 

 
  
 (cb) Lot Area.  The lot area and minimum lot size for lots within a Conservation 
Subdivision shall be determined in accordance with the Development Incentive Chart set forth in 
Subsection (a).  The typical lot area is likely to be much closer in size to the established 
threshold for each zone because that lot size can be delivered by developers while still meeting 
the minimum conservation land requirements set forth herein. 
 
 (dc) Lot Width at Building Line.  The minimum lot width at the building line for main 
buildings within a Conservation Subdivision shall be seventy-five (75) feet, except in the R and 
LR zones the minimum lot width shall be sixty (60) feet. 
 
 (ed) Street Frontage.  The minimum street frontages for lots within a Conservation 
Subdivision shall be determined in accordance with the street frontage regulations provided for 
the relevant zone. 
 
 (fe) Yard Regulations.  The builder or developer of a Conservation Subdivision may 
consider variations in the principal building position and orientation, but shall observe the 
following minimum standards for buildings within a Conservation Subdivision.  Exceptions to 
these minimum setback regulations may be approved by the City, in its sole discretion, during 
plat approval process when deemed appropriate and desirable under the circumstances. 
 

 i. Front Setback.  The minimum front yard setback for main 
buildings in a Conservation Subdivisions shall be twenty (20) feet .  
Notwithstanding the foregoing, the minimum front yard setback for attached 
garages which extend past the front of the dwelling towards the front property line 
in any Conservation Subdivision shall be thirty (30) feet. 
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 ii. Rear Setback.  The minimum rear yard setback for main buildings 
within a Conservation Subdivisions for the AE, A, AA, S and LS zones shall be 
thirty (30) feet.  The minimum rear yard setback for main buildings within 
Conservation Subdivisions for the R and LR zones shall be twenty-five (25) feet.  
 
 iii. Side Setback.  The minimum side yard setback for main buildings 
within a Conservation Subdivision for the AE, A, AA, S and LS zones shall be ten 
(10) feet.  The minimum side yard setback for main buildings within 
Conservation Subdivisions for the R and LR zones shall be five (5) feet and both 
sides shall total thirteen (13) feet. 
 
 iv. Side Corner Setback.  The minimum side corner setback for main 
buildings within a Conservation Subdivision shall be fifteen (15) feet from the 
property line in compliance with clear vision standards set forth in Section 11-28-
150 of this Title.  
 
 v. Accessory buildings on lots less than ½ acre in size shall be 
located at least six (6) feet to the rear of the dwelling, shall not encroach on any 
recorded easement, shall not occupy more than twenty-five percent (25%) of the 
rear yard, and shall be located at least fifteen (15) feet from any dwelling on an 
adjacent lot.  Such buildings may be located within one (1) foot of the side or rear 
property line.  Accessory buildings shall, without exception, be subordinate in 
height and area to the main building. 
 
 vi. Animal shelters, hay barns, coops, corrals or other similar 
buildings or structures shall be located not less than ten (10) feet from any side or 
rear property line and one hundred (100) feet from any public street or from any 
dwelling on an adjacent property. 
 
 vii. A detached garage, or other architecturally compatible structure as 
approved by the Planning Commission, may be located in the side yard of a lot 
providing that a six (6) foot separation is maintained from the residence and all 
front, side, and rear setbacks are provided as specified in Section 11-11-050. 

 
 viii. On double-frontage lots, accessory buildings shall be located not 
less than twenty-five (25) feet from each street upon which the lot has frontage.  

 
 (gf) Building Height on lots less than one-half (½) acre. 
 
  (1) Main buildings: 
 

 i. Main buildings shall not exceed twenty-seven (27) feet in height; 
 
 ii. No dwelling or structure shall contain less than one story. 
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  (2) Accessory buildings or structures shall not exceed fifteen (15) feet in 
height unless an increased height is approved by the Planning Commission 
after review of a conditional use application filed by the property owner.  
No fee shall be assessed for such application. 

 
 (hg) Accessory buildings on lots greater than ½ acre in size shall meet the setback and 
height requirements of the underlying zone in which they are located. 
 
11-12-100 Design Standards.   
 
 (a) Individual Lots.  Individual lots in Conservation Subdivisions shall be laid out 
pursuant to the dimensional standards set forth herein.  Except as otherwise provided for herein, 
individual residential lots shall not encroach upon or contain any of the required minimum 
designated conservation land for the Subdivision or any constrained or sensitive lands, as defined 
herein.  
 
 (b) Buffer from Road.  All new dwellings shall be arranged and located a minimum 
of eighty (80) feet from all external roads with a functional classification higher than a local 
street. 
 
 (cb) Views of  Houselots.  Views of houselots from exterior roads and abutting 
properties shall be minimized by the use of changes in topography, existing vegetation, or 
additional landscaping which meets the City’s landscaping requirements for residential 
subdivisions. 
 
 (d) Access.  Houselots shall be accessed from interior streets, rather than from roads 
bordering the tract. 
 
 (e) Abut Conservation Lands.  At least half of the lots shall directly abut conservation 
land or face conservation land across a street. 
 
 (fc) Conservation Lands.  Standards pertaining to the quantity, quality, configuration, 
use, permanent protection, ownership, and maintenance of the conservation land within a 
Conservation Subdivision shall be complied with as provided herein. 
 
 (gd) Constrained and Sensitive Lands.  Restrictions and regulations regarding the 
preservation, protection, ownership and maintenance of constrained and sensitive lands within a 
Conservation Subdivision shall be complied with as provided herein. 
 
 (h) Size.  In no event shall any parcel of conservation land be less than 1 acre 
in size. 
 
11-12-110 Transfer of Development Rights/Lots. (TDR) 
 
 (a) Transfer Lots.  Property proposed for conservation land and constrained and 
sensitive land, if located in a designated receiving zone, may be replaced by one, or more than 
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one, “Transfer Lot”. A Transfer Lot is a lot that could have been developed elsewhere in the 
City, but instead is platted in the place of proposed conservation land, and where money paid to 
the owner of property located in a designated sending zone by a developer to transfer the lot, and 
increase the overall residential density of his project. Such lots shall be known and referred to as 
“Transfer Lots” and must be approved by the City in conjunction with subdivision approval. A 
Transfer Lot is not the result of a waiver set forth in this Chapter. 
 
 (b) Sole Discretion.  The City has the sole authority to designate sending and 
receiving zones where such transfer lots are used and may do so by resolution  
 
 (c) Any sending zone parcel once a transfer lot density right is taken off the sending 
zone parcel loses the associated density right unless a future city council decision approves an up 
zoning to the sending zone parcel. 
 
 (d) Minimum Transfer Lot Size and Dimensional Standards.  The minimum acreage 
required for any Transfer Lot replacing conservation land shall be determined in accordance with 
the development incentive chart (option two) and dimensional standards provided in Section 11-
12-090. 
 
 (e) Any cash payment which results from an agreement regarding a Transfer Lot shall be set aside for 
the acquisition or improvement of open space and/or park land only, and not for any other use.   

 
 (f) The open space acquired involving a Transfer Lot shall be in proximity to the receiving area for 
said Lot base on the service area or nature of the open space acquired. The service area, whether it is related to a 
regional facility, community parks, a neighborhood park, etc., shall be determined as set forth in the General Plan 
 
 (g) If open space realized in whole or in part by a Transfer lot is moved to another location, transfer 
lot density rights must be recalculated based upon the characteristics of the new sending zone parcel and in 
consideration on what as already been transferred to the previous location.  
 
 (h) For larger conservation subdivisions greater than 20 acres in size, ten percent of the land must 
remain as open space and cannot be used by Transfer Lots. 
 
 (i) Agreement.  A Transfer Lot must be approved by development agreement 
between the City and the respective owners, acceptable to and at the sole discretion of the City.  
The development agreement shall be recorded prior to or contemporaneous with the recording of 
the final plat which contains the Transfer Lot, and the agreement may include, but not be limited 
to, the following: 
 

(1)   Anticipated value of the Transfer Lot to be paid from the receiving lot 
owner to the sending lot owner; 

 
(2) Method of payment for the transfer lot(s) value and when the payment is 

to be made; 
  

(3) Cost of improvements, including design costs, and the timing of 
construction; 
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(4) Other costs such as City fees and finance costs, and the timing of the 
paying thereof; 

 
(5) Land cost total to be paid to the owner and when this payment to the 

owner will be made; and 
 

(6) Developer profit percentage. 
 
 
11-12-120 Use Regulations.   
 
 (a) Subdivision.  Subject to use and development restrictions of constrained and 
sensitive lands as set forth herein, land within Conservation Subdivisions may be used for the 
following purposes: 
 

 (1) Permitted Uses.  Any uses permitted in the relevant zone. 
 

(2) Conservation Land.  Conservation land, subject to the use and 
development restrictions of conservation land as set forth herein. 

  
(3) Accessory Uses.  Any permitted accessory uses as provided in the relevant 

zoning regulations. 
 
 (b) Conservation Land.  Conservation land may be used for the following purposes: 
 

(1) Permitted Uses.  The following uses are permitted in conservation land 
areas: 

   
 (a) Conservation of open land in its natural state; e.g., meadow, 

grassland, tree stands, farmland, etc.   
 
   (b) Agricultural and horticultural uses, including raising crops or Class 

“B” livestock and associated buildings that support an active, viable 
agricultural or horticultural operation, excluding commercial livestock 
operations involving swine, poultry, and mink.  

 
 (c) Pastureland for sheep, cows and horses.   

 
 (d) Equestrian facilities for Class “B” animals.  

 
 (e) Underground utility easements for drainage, access, sewer or water 

lines, or other public purposes. 
  

(f) Above-ground utility and street rights-of-way may traverse 
conservation land if permitted under City Ordinances; provided, areas 
encumbered by such facilities and/or rights-of-way shall not be counted 
towards the minimum required conservation land for the Subdivision. 
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(2) Conditional Uses.  The following uses shall be considered as conditional 

in conservation land areas: 
 
   (a) Agricultural uses, not otherwise permitted, including Class “C” 

Animals, but excluding commercial livestock operations involving swine, 
poultry and mink. 

 
   (b) Wholesale nurseries and associated buildings that are specifically 

needed to support active, viable horticultural operations. 
 
   (c) Silviculture, in keeping with established standards for selective 

harvesting and sustained-yield forestry. 
 
   (d) Neighborhood open space uses such as village greens, commons, 

picnic areas, community gardens, trails, and similar low-impact passive 
recreational uses specifically excluding motorized off-road vehicles, rifle 
ranges, and other uses similar in character and potential impact. 

 
   (e) Active non-commercial recreation areas, such as playing fields, 

playgrounds, courts, and bikeways. 
 

 (f) Golf courses, not including miniature golf.   
 

 (g) Water supply and sewage disposal systems, and storm water 
detention areas designed, landscaped, and available for use as an integral 
part of the conservation land. 

  
 (h) Fencing, when deemed necessary and appropriate for the particular 

use, condition, purpose and/or location of the conservation land. 
  
(3) Prohibited Uses.  Except as otherwise approved and permitted by the City 

as a permitted or conditional use in conjunction with the Conservation 
Subdivision approval, the following uses shall be considered prohibited in 
conservation land areas:  

  
(a) Any residential, commercial or industrial activity; 

 
(b) Any development, construction or location of any man-made 

modification or improvements such as buildings, structures, roads, 
parking lots, or other improvements; 

  
   (c) Any filling, dredging, excavating, mining, drilling, or exploration 

for and extraction of oil, gas, minerals or other resources from the 
property; 
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 (d) Any dumping or storing of ashes, trash, garbage or junk;  
 

 (e) Burning of any materials, except as necessary for agricultural, 
drainage and fire protection purposes; 

  
 (f) The use of motor vehicles, including snowmobiles, all-terrain 

vehicles, motorcycles and other recreational vehicles, except as 
may be necessary to maintain and operate the property and/or 
utility facilities within the property; 

 
 (g) Hunting or trapping for any purpose other than predatory or 

problem animal control; 
 

 (h) Advertising of any kind or nature and any billboards or signs; 
provided, directory and information signs may be displayed 
describing the easement and prohibited or authorized use of the 
same; 

 
(i) Any cutting of trees or vegetation, except as necessary for fire 

protection, thinning, elimination of diseased growth, control of 
non-native plant species, maintenance of landscaped areas, and 
similar protective measures or those activities relating to permitted 
agricultural uses; 

  
 (j) The change, disturbance, alteration, or impairment of significant 

natural ecological features and values of the property or 
destruction of other significant conservation interests on the 
property; 

  
 (k) The division, subdivision or de facto subdivision of the property; 
  
 (l) Changing the topography of the property by placing on it any soil, 

dredging spoils, land fill, or other materials, except as necessary to 
conduct specific permitted purposes;    and 

 
 (m) All other uses and practices inconsistent with and detrimental to 

the stated objectives and purpose of the easement.    
  

 (4) Constrained and Sensitive Lands.  No development or residential uses 
shall be permitted within constrained and sensitive lands. 

 
11-12-130 Conservation Land Design Standards.   
 
 Designated conservation land within a Conservation Subdivision shall meet the following 
standards: 
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 (a)   Significant Areas and Features.  Conservation land should include the most 
unique and sensitive resources and locally significant features of the property within the 
Subdivision such as meadows, grasslands, tree stands, streams, stream corridors, flood walls, 
berms, watercourses, farmlands, wildlife corridors and/or habitat, historic buildings and/or sites, 
archeological sites, cultural features, green space, scenic views, etc. 
 
 (b) Contiguous Land.  Conservation lands within a development shall be contiguous 
to provide for large and integrated open space areas within the Subdivision.  Non-contiguous 
parcels of conservation lands may be approved by the City during plat approval process upon a 
finding that such exception is necessary and/or desirable based upon consideration of the size of 
the project, the size of the conservation parcels, the types of features and resources included 
within the conservation lands, and other relevant considerations.  Long thin strips of 
conservation land (less than one hundred (100) feet wide) are prohibited, unless approved by the 
City during plat approval process upon a finding that such configuration of the conservation land 
is necessary and/or desirable to connect other significant areas, to protect linear resources such as 
streams or trails, or to provide a buffer. 
 
 (c) Open Space Network Connection.  Conservation land within a Conservation 
Subdivision shall be designed and laid out as part of a larger continuous and integrated open 
space system in general accordance with the Farmington Resource and Site Analysis Plan to 
ensure that an interconnected network of open space will be provided throughout the City.  
 
 (d) Visibility.  Conservation land shall be located and designed within the 
Conservation Subdivision to add to the visual amenities of  neighborhoods and to the 
surrounding area by maximizing the visibility of internal open space.  Such enhanced visibility 
of conservation land may be accomplished through design and location of such open space as 
terminals at the ends of streets or along “single-loaded” street segments, particularly along the 
outside edges of street curves, and by maximizing the visibility of external open space as 
perimeter “greenbelt” conservation land.   
 
 (e) Resource Uses.  A substantial amount of the minimum required conservation land 
may be devoted to active resource uses such as agriculture, horticulture, or equestrian uses; 
provided, at least twenty percent (20%) a portion of the minimum required conservation land 
remains available for the common use and enjoyment of the subdivision residents or the public. 
 
 (f) Recreational Uses.  A substantial amount of the minimum required conservation 
land may be comprised of active recreation facilities such as playing fields, golf courses, tennis 
courts, etc., exclusive of parking lots; provided, at least twenty percent (20%) a portion of the 
minimum required conservation land remains available for common use and enjoyment of the 
subdivision residents or the public.   
 
 (g) Buffering.  Conservation land shall be designed to provide buffers and to protect 
scenic views as seen from existing roadways and from public parks.  Where the proposed 
development abuts a national forest or other public park, open space, wildlife sanctuary or 
preserve, a natural greenway buffer at least fifty (50) feet wide shall be provided within the 
development along its common boundary with said land, within which no new structures shall be 
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constructed, nor shall any clearing of trees or understory growth be permitted (except as may be 
necessary for street or trail construction or fire safety).  Where this buffer is unwooded, the City 
may require vegetative screening to be planted at developer’s sole cost and expense and/or that 
the buffer be managed to encourage natural forest succession through ‘no-mow’ policies and the 
periodic removal of invasive alien plant and tree species. 
 
 (h) Pedestrian Access.  Developer shall provide adequate pedestrian access to 
conservation land which is open to public or resident use. 
 
 (i) Maintenance Access.  Developer shall provide sufficient maintenance access to 
all conservation land and constrained and sensitive lands within the Conservation Subdivision. 
 
 (j) Landscaping.  All conservation land that is not wooded, farmed, or maintained as 
conservation meadows, grassland, or other approved open space, shall be landscaped at 
developer’s sole cost and expense in accordance with landscaping requirements for subdivisions. 
 
11-12-140 Permanent Protection of Conservation Lands. 
 
 (a) Conservation Easement.  All conservation land shall be permanently restricted 
from future development by a conservation easement or other method of protection and 
preservation acceptable to the City.  Under no circumstances shall any development be permitted 
in the conservation land at any time, except for those permitted or conditional uses listed herein 
and approved in conjunction with the Conservation Subdivision.  All conservation easements, or 
other acceptable method of protection and preservation of the conservation land within a 
Conservation Subdivision, shall be approved by the City and recorded prior to or concurrent with 
the recording of the final plat for the Conservation Subdivision.  
 
 (b) Terms and Conditions.  All conservation easements, or other acceptable method 
of protection and preservation of the conservation land within a Conservation Subdivision, shall 
be in substantially the same form as the standard conservation easement form provided by the 
City and shall include, at a minimum, the following terms and/or conditions: 

 (1) legal description of the easement; 
 (2) description of the current use and condition of the property; 

  (3) permanent duration of easement; 
 (4) permitted and conditional uses; 

  (5) prohibited development and/or uses; 
  (6) maintenance responsibilities and duties; and 
  (7) enforcement rights and procedures. 
 
 (c) Grantee.  Unless otherwise approved by the City, the grantee of a conservation 
easement shall consist of one of the following acceptable entities which entity shall be qualified 
to maintain and enforce such conservation easement:  land trust, conservation organization or 
governmental entity.  The City may, but shall not be required to, accept, as grantee, a 
Conservation Easement encumbering conservation lands within a Conservation Subdivision, 
provided there is no cost of acquisition to the City for the easement and sufficient access to and 
maintenance responsibilities regarding the conservation land are provided. 
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11-12-150 Ownership of Conservation Lands. 
 
 (a) Undivided Ownership.  Unless otherwise approved by the City and subject to the 
provisions set forth in this Chapter, the underlying fee ownership of the conservation land shall 
remain in single ownership and may be owned and maintained by one of the following entities:  
homeowners’ association, land trust, conservation organization, governmental entity, or private 
individual.   
 
 (b) Property subject to a conservation easement, or other acceptable method of 
protection and preservation, shall not be subdivided.   
 
 (c) Owners’ Association.  Conservation land may be held in common ownership by a 
condominium homeowners’  or other acceptable owners’ association, subject to all of the 
provisions for owners’ associations set forth in State regulations and the City’s Subdivision 
regulations.  In addition, the following regulations shall be met: 
 
(1) A description of the organization of the proposed association, including its by-laws, and 

all documents governing ownership, maintenance, and use restrictions for conservation 
land, including restrictive covenants for the Subdivision, shall be submitted by the 
developer with the Preliminary Plat application. 
  

(2) The proposed association shall be established and operating (with financial subsidization, 
if necessary) prior to or concurrent with the recording of the Final Plat for the 
Subdivision.   
  

(3) Membership in the association shall be mandatory for all purchasers of property within 
the Subdivision and their successors in title. 
  

(4) The association shall be responsible for maintenance and insurance of conservation land. 
  

(5) The by-laws of the association and restrictive covenants for the Subdivision shall confer 
legal authority on the association to place a lien on the real property of any member who 
falls delinquent in dues.  Such dues shall be paid with the accrued interest before the lien 
may be lifted. 

   
(6) Written notice of any proposed transfer of conservation land by the association or the 

assumption of maintenance for the conservation land must be given to all members of the 
association and to the City no less than thirty (30) days prior to such event. 
  

(7) The association shall have adequate staff to administer, maintain, and operate such 
conservation land. 

 
11-12-160 Maintenance of Conservation Lands.   
 
 (a) Costs.  Unless otherwise agreed to by the City, the cost and responsibility of 
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maintaining conservation land shall be borne by the owner of the underlying fee of the 
conservation land. 
 
 (b) Plan.  The developer shall submit a Maintenance Plan providing for and 
addressing the means for permanent maintenance of the conservation land within the proposed 
Conservation Subdivision with the Preliminary Plat application for the Subdivision.  The 
Maintenance Plan shall provide the following:   
 

 (1) The Plan shall define ownership. 
 

(2) The Plan shall establish necessary regular and periodic operation and 
maintenance responsibilities for the various kinds of open space (e.g., 
lawns, playing fields, meadow, pasture, wetlands, stream corridors, 
hillsides, cropland, woodlands, etc.). 

  
 (3) The Plan shall estimate staffing needs, insurance requirements, and 

associated costs, and define the means for funding the maintenance of the 
conservation land and operation of any common facilities on an on-going 
basis.  Such funding plan shall include the means for funding long-term 
capital improvements as well as regular yearly operating and maintenance 
costs. 

  
 (4) At the City’s discretion, the applicant may be required to escrow sufficient 

funds for the maintenance and operation costs of common facilities for up 
to one year. 

  
 (c) Approval.  The Maintenance Plan must be approved by the City prior to or 
concurrent with Final Plat approval for the Subdivision.  The Maintenance Plan shall be recorded 
against the property and shall include provisions for the City’s corrective action rights as set 
forth herein.  Any changes or amendments to the Maintenance Plan shall be approved by the 
City. 
 
 (d) Failure to Maintain.  In the event that the organization established to maintain the 
conservation land and the common facilities, or any successor organization thereto, fails to 
maintain all or any portion thereof in reasonable order and condition, the City may assume 
responsibility, as a right but not an obligation, for maintenance, in which case any escrow funds 
may be forfeited and any permits may be revoked or suspended. 
 
 (e) Corrective Action.  The City may enter the premises and take corrective action, 
including extended maintenance.  The costs of such corrective action may be charged to the 
property owner and may include administrative costs and penalties.  Such costs shall become a 
lien on said properties.  Notice of such lien shall be filed by the City in the County Recorder’s 
office.  The Maintenance Plan and all other documents creating or establishing any association or 
conservation organization for the property shall reference the City’s corrective action authority 
set forth herein and shall be recorded against the property.  
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Formerly “Residential Zone R-22”, repealed 4/1/92, Ord. 92-08 
Recodified as “Multiple Family Residential Zones”, 4/15/92, Ord. 92-14 
Chapter 12 Amended, 12/8/93, Ord. 93-44 
11-12-106 Amended, 3/2/94, Ord. 94-12 
11-12-104(1) Amended, 4/19/95, Ord. 95-15 
Recodified from Chapter 12 to Chapter 13,  4/21/99, Ord. 99-19 
New Chapter 12 Adopted, 4/21/99, Ord. 99-21 
Chapter 12 Amended and Recodified, 10/17/01, Ord. 2001-38 
Amended - 4/19/06 11-12-090 (f) Yard Regulations 
Amended 11-12-090(f) & enacted 11-12-090(g) & (h); 10/3/06 Ord. 2006-68 
Amended 11-12-090(f)(1) & 11-12-090 (f)(5) 08/18/2011 Ord. 2011-10 
Enacted 11-12-068 Fee in Lieu; Conservation Land Dedication 05/17/2011 Ord. 2011-10 
Amended 11-12-100 and 11-12-110, 09/17/13 Ord. 2013-20 

   
Findings: 
 
1. The proposed amendment is reasonably necessary because the original ordinance doesn’t 

fulfill the intent of the conservation subdivision. 
2. The proposed amendment removes portions of the ordinance that are superfluous and adds 

necessary language to more fully define the regulation of conservation subdivisions. 
3. The revised ordinance better meets the spirit of the conservation subdivision and addresses 

various problems that have arisen since the ordinance was first adopted. 
4. The amended ordinance creates more realistic lot sizes that will more accurately reflect the 

surrounding neighborhoods. 
5. The Farmington City General Plan is based on the overall goal of creating within the 

community a healthy, attractive, and pleasant living environment for its residents. This goal 
is the most significant element underlying the General Plan.  This text amendment strongly 
supports this goal. 
  

Applicable Plans/Ordinances 
1. Title 11 Chapter 12 – Conservation Subdivision Design Standards 
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Planning Commission Staff Report 
April 17, 2014 

 
 
 

              
 
Item 6:  Zone Text Amendment Regarding Flag Lots 
 
Public Hearing:     Yes 
Application No.:    ZT-4-14 
Property Address:    NA 
General Plan Designation:    NA 
Zoning Designation:    NA  
Area:       NA 
Number of Lots:     NA 
Property Owner:     NA 
Applicant:    Farmington City 
 
Request:  Applicant is requesting a recommendation  to amend the City's Subdivision Ordinance by 
modifying the regulatory mechanisms related to flag lots. 
              
 
On February 6th, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed the City’s flag lot ordinance as a discussion 
item.  Staff presented a draft rewrite of the ordinance and received Planning Commission feedback 
concerning some of the language and the commissioners generally felt that the ordinance in its current 
state is insufficient and should be changed to make the regulations of flag lots stricter.  The general 
sentiment was that flag lots are a less than ideal solution to a development design problem, but that in 
certain cases, flag lots make sense and should be allowed.  In these instances, it would be good to have 
more regulatory mechanisms in place to ensure that the creation of flag lots is designed as well as 
possible.  In addition to the design requirements listed in the ordinance rewrite (below) the 
commissioners suggested adding a requirement that addresses side by side flag lots, this was addressed 
in design requirements i and j.  In those instances, two drives of 28’ each may prove to be superfluous.  
Therefore, in the event that a back-to-back flag lot is created the drives should have more flexibility as 
to the width and a contingency should be in the ordinance.  The City Council had the flag lot ordinance 
rewrite as a discussion item on the February 18th meeting and echoed the Planning Commission’s 
recommendations and sentiments.   

Currently Farmington City Subdivision Ordinance 12-7-030(10) regulates how flag lots are to be 
developed.  It states: 
 
“(10) Flag lots may be approved by the Planning Commission in any residential zone 
where, due to unusual parcel dimension, configuration, or topographic conditions, traditional lot design 
is not feasible. Approval of flag lots shall not be permitted solely on the basis of economic benefit. Such 
lots shall meet the following criteria: 
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(a) The stem of the lot shall be not less than twenty feet (20') in width and 
shall not exceed one hundred fifty feet (150') in length; 
 
(b) The stem of the lot shall serve one lot only and shall have direct access to 
a dedicated and improved street; 
 
(c) The nearest fire hydrant shall be located no further than one hundred fifty 
feet (150') from the nearest corner of the proposed building on the lot; and 
 
(d) The body of the lot shall meet the lot size and dimensional requirements of 
the applicable zone. The stem area shall not be used in computing lot size. 
Proposed buildings shall comply with the minimum setbacks required for 
the zone. Determinations as to which are the front, side, and rear setbacks 
shall be made by the Zoning Administrator at the time a building permit is 
requested and shall be based on the orientation of the proposed home on 
the lot. 
 
(e) The number of flag lots shall not exceed ten percent (10%) of the total lots 
in the subdivision unless it is determined by the City that the property 
could not reasonably be developed otherwise.” 
 
Suggested Motion: 
 
Move that the Planning Commission recommend that the City Council amend Section 12-7-030 
(10) of the Subdivision Ordinance to read as follows:  

 
12-7-030 Lots. 
 
(10) Flag lots may be approved by the Planning Commission and the City Council and are 
prohibited except: 
 

1. To reasonably utilize an irregularly shaped parcel; 
2. To reasonably utilize land with severe topography; 
3. To provide for the protection of significant natural or environmentally 

sensitive areas; or 
4. To allow a property owner reasonable use and benefit of a parcel of land 

not otherwise developable. 
  
The creation of a flag lot is a subdivision, therefore all applicable subdivision ordinances, 
standards and regulations apply.  Flag lots are for single family residential dwellings only 
and are prohibited if the proposed flag lot will increase the number of access points 
onto a major thoroughfare or re-subdivide an existing lot or lots in a recorded 
subdivision.   
  
The design requirements for a flag lot are as follows: 
 
a) A flag lot shall be comprised of a stem portion and a flag portion. 
b) The stem portion must be contiguous to a dedicated public street. 



 3 

c) All buildings can be placed on the flag portion only. 
d) The front yard shall be considered one of the two sides of the flag portion that 

adjoins the stem and all buildings must face the front yard. 
e) A flag lot must comply with all requirements, standards and ordinances as 

determined by the underlying zone district in which it is located; this includes 
setbacks, building height, accessory buildings, minimum lot size, etc. 

f) Minimum lot size calculations exclude the stem and only take the flag portion of 
the lot into consideration. 

g) The stem shall be at least 28’ wide and no longer than 150’ long. 
h) The stem shall service one lot only. 
i) No more than two flag lots shall be allowed in a subdivision. 
j) For back-to-back flag lots, a reduction of each stem to 20’ wide is permitted 

where the stems abut one another. 
k) The access drive shall be at least 20’ wide and no greater than a 15% grade.  The 

drive shall be paved with a hard surface such as asphalt or concrete and 
conform to all applicable Fire Code regulations, including access to fire hydrants, 
emergency access and turnarounds.   

l) The access drive must have a minimum of 4’ wide landscaped yard along both 
sides. 

m) All utilities and related services (including easements) shall be provided to the 
flag lot in accordance with the applicable regulations and ordinances adopted 
by the City. 

  Findings: 
 
1. The proposed amendment is reasonably necessary because there is too much flexibility in 

the current ordinance. 
2. The design requirements in the updated ordinance labeled c, d, g, h, I, j, k and l are the  

changes to the previous ordinance, and these requirements give stricter definition to flag 
lots and allow for less flexibility in flag lot design. 

3. In addition to those design requirements listed above, broadening the definition on when 
flag lots are prohibited, places stricter regulations on the use of flag lots and when they are 
allowed. 

4. The Farmington City General Plan is based on the overall goal of creating within the 
community a healthy, attractive, and pleasant living environment for its residents. This goal 
is the most significant element underlying the General Plan.  This text amendment strongly 
supports this goal. 
  

Supplemental Information 
1. Section 12-7-030(10) 

 
Applicable Plans/Ordinances 

1. Title 12, Chapter 7 – General Requirements for all Subdivisions  
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