














Western Weber Planning Commission May 10, 2016

11.

The Planning Division recomm 1s approval of fil CUP 2016-08, a I perrr r an agri-tourism operation
identified as the Cold Water Trout Farm |ocated at 2284 Fruitland Drive North Ogden, UT. This recommendation for
approval is subject to all review agency requirements and with the following conditions:

= A farm stay and a commercial development agreement will be executed and recorded prior to any construction of any
structure intended for the purpose of accommodating non-agricultural uses, reguirements of the Weber County
Building Inspection Division, requirements and recommendations of the Weber Fire District, requirements of the Weber
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This recommendation is based on the following findings:

1. The proposed use conforms to the West Central Weber County.

2. The proposed use will protect and preserve agricultural property in Weber County.

3. The proposed use, if conditions are imposed, will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare.

4. The proposed use, if conditions are imposed, wili comply with applicable County ordinances.

5. The proposed use will not deteriorate the environment of the general area so as to negatively impact surrounding
properties and uses.

Commissioner Borklund asked if they want to identify the items as being approved in any motion. Ronda Kippen stated that
in a motion they could list that they are approving the Agri-Tourism operations as identified in the staff report would be
sufficient. Every single use with the exception of the Farm Open air market is recorded within the small farm stay
development agreement. They do not need to do all the uses now, but the development agreement will include the uses
and will be recorded against all three parcels.

Neal Barker indicated that staff gave a fantastic presentation and he appreciates the county for their support.
Commissioner Andreotti indicated that he appreciates that Mr. Barker has decided to participate in the Agri-Tourism
Ordinance and agri-tourism in Weber County. Mr. Barker indicated that he believes agri-tourism this is the key to keeping
them around for many years to come.

Commissioner Heslop indicated that at the National APA Conference he saw a similar operation as this proposal and he
could give him some additional ideas.

MOTION:  Commissioner Heslop moved to approve the CUP 2016-08. Consideration and action for a conditional use
permit for an Agri-Tourism operation identified at the Cold Springs Trout Farm located at 2284 Fruitland Drive,
in the Agriculture {A-1) Zone. {Neal Ward and Carrie L. Barker, Applicants; Tarah Michelle Barker, Authcrized
Representative) subject to the staff report recommendations based on the findings listed in the staff report.
Commissioner Borklund seconded the motion. The Motion carried by a unanimous vote with Commissioners
Borklund, Andreotti, Greenwell, Heslop, Parke and Chair Whaley voting aye.

SPE 2016-02: Discussion and action on a conceptual sketch plan endorsement request for the Favero’s Legacy Cluster
Subdivision located at 3790 W. 2200 S in the Agricultural (A-1) Zone [Robert Favero, Applicant)

Ronda Kippen indicated that this was part of a larger sketch plan, but he has had to separate it and do a separate cluster.
This cluster did not meet the previously approved cluster, and staff felt that they should bring it back for a sketch plan
endorsement. The applicant has requested bonus density based on the following qualifying criteria: 10% bonus for
meeting the purpose and intent of the cluster subdivision and a 15% bonus density based upon adding 0.055 acres of open
space to be used as a community garden for an overall 25% bonus density.

Ronda Kippen stated that they have four open space parcels which are all over an acre so that they can be individually
owned. Thereis a 25 x 95 community garden and it would need to be owned by the Home Owners Association and have
CC&R’s. Mr. Favero does not want an HOA so he will need an open space management plan for that community garden
easement. The lot width and sizes all meet the design standards listed in the Cluster Subdivision Ordinance. One lot can
be below the 15,000 sq. ft. because it is adjacent from agriculture property that has not been developed.
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Commissioner Borklund asked if the size : __ nwould be adequate. Ronda Kippen indicated that the
code states that the county may at its discretion allow a 15% bonus density for a community garden. It does not list any
sizes of how big the garden has to be. Commissioner Borklund stated that if it is toc big it could go to weeds unless
properly managed and if it is too small, nobody would use it; they would have te find a balance. Ronda Kippen indicated
that there has tc be a good open space management plan.

Robert Favero indicated that some of the original plan might go forward in the future. He had purchased this property in
order to have access tc i€ and he has held on to it, but now he wants to sell it. The original subject was a cluster
subdivision and it had a cne acre community garden as part of it. They want to keep the cluster idea and have the garden.
They can enlarge the garden in the future. They plan to put grow boxes there so it just won't be open space. There is
secondary water there and it will be easier to take care of. Almost half of the eight acres is in open space. If there are
easements needed, they could provide them. The idea was that they could sell the lots at an affordable price and
somecne may want the extra ground.

MOTION:  Commissioner Berklund moved te give conceptual approval based on the standards that it meets the cluster
subdivision standards of the ordinance. Commissioner Greenwell seconded the motion. The Motion carried by a
unanimous vote with Commissioners Borkiund, Andreotti, Greenwell, Heslop, Parke and Chair Whaley voting aye. Motion
Carried {6-0}.

AE 2016-01: Consideration and action on an access exception to use a private right-of-way (ROW) as the primary
access for 6 Lots in the Hidden Oaks Subdivision located at a 6260 § 2125 E {Jared Circle)} in the Residential Estates {RE-
15) Zone (Somerset Land LLC, Applicant; Sharon Clark, Authorized Representative)

Ben Hatfield indicated that the property is located in the Residential Estates RE-15 Zone and the site is 3.28 acres. The RE-
15 Zone reguires single family dwellings to be on lots no less than 15,000 square feet. The applicant has provided a
narrative and concepts of the project.

The location of the proposed private R.O.W. is from a 29 foct gap that was left available for access when the subdivision
creating Jared Circle was platted in 1992. In 2004, this property received a variance from the Board of Adjustment to allow
for a right of way {R.0.W.) access for two lots. This approval was based the unique boundary conditiens of the property
which is surrcunded by developed lots with only a 25 foot gap and frontage on Highway 89. As Highway 89 is a divided
state highway, Utah Department of Transportation would not grant access due to traffic safety concerns. The approval
was conditioned upen the private R.O.W. meeting at the time of subdivision, the design standards that were in place at
the time.

Lot 1R in the Hidden Oaks Subdivision was a restricted lot and Utah Geological Survey cited that there were some steep
slopes and scils but the review of the house plans would provide the support for one residence at the bottom where it
was not so steep. A Geologic and Geotechnical report was submitted and reviewed by the county and the Utah Geolegic
Survey citing socme concerns as to the slope and soils, but that with a review of the house plans the property would
support one residence.

At the time of subdivision, the private R.O.W. will be required to meet:

1. All design, safety, and lot/parcel standards listed in Title 108 Chapter 7 Section 29 of the Weber County Land Use
Code.

2. Allreccmmendations made by applicable review agencies, approved plans, and reports.

3. A maintenance plan for the private R.O.W. must be put in place.

in addition to these standards, the request is required to comply with the criteria and conditions listed in Section 31,
which is specific to access by a private R.O.W. These standards are listed below under “Summary of Planning Division
Considerations.” Approval of the private R.O.W. as the primary access does not act as approval of the future consideration
of a subdivision plat,
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Larry G eft, '54 S 2125, i t ¢ children in the area along the road and cul-de-sac. ...e
property is very steep. This is the third meeting he has been to with people trying to build on this property. He believes it
is impractical to put six houses there.

Mike McGron Miller, who awns the lot on the east carner just above the applicant’s property, stated that his concern is
that the people an the east side of the ravine area; if land were to be taken away on that side of the ravine, he would be
concerned that they would lose more land up above. They already have to replace soil that washes away from his land up
above. If they have to cut the steep hill back even further, it would pose more prablems to his land up on top of the
ravine.

Brad Cutler, 6266 S 2125 E, stated that he pulled up a map and indicated that this property is in a landslide zone. He
would be concerned that people would want to build a single-family home in a landslide zone.

Kevin Black, 6280 S 2125 E, stated that he lives two houses down from the easement. His concern is that to retain the
hillside, they would have to dig cut the hillside and then retain that. The costs involved in and to secure the hillside would
be astronomical. He believes it goes down to 20-25 ft. The current road is more than the 25 ft. easement. Their children
sled down the slope and it is a concern. The hillside, the slope and the road on the other side would have to be retained
and maintained. It is a great concern te him. In fairness to the property owner, they would have to put in tremendous
cost to retain and maintain the area.

Chair Whaley said that the role of the Planning Commission, generally speaking, is to follow their staff recommendations.
This applicaticn is for an access exception. Itis not a final approval of a subdivision.

Chris Crockett indicated that the question presented tonight is really quite narrow. Given the topography of the property,
whatever happens tonight, the land will still have to go through the subdivision process, a hillside review, etc.

Chair Whaley stated as this proceeds, the process will continue to move forward when the subdivision process starts.

Kimberly Filler sated that it was her understanding that the ROW was approved for one dwelling and tonight’s decision is
to allow more than one dwelling in the ROW. They all believe that right now they have the opportunity to stop what has
happened for years. They are trying to show that it is not reascnable to allow more than one dwelling. She believes they
are talking about the narrow scape. They all bought their homes when this private road had access for only one dwelling.
To change that, she believes it is not reasonable to lock at the property and envision more than one dwelling. She
believes stopping it where it starts would be reasonable. There are concerns that it is not feasible.

Commissioner Greenwell indicated that it is yet to be determined whether it is right and feasible. He believes that what
they are doing tonight would send it to the County Engineer to determine that. Commissioner Andreotti indicated that he
believes it needs to follow the zoning rules and a subdivision applicaticn is not on the agenda tonight. The Planning
Commission needs to follow the zoning rules and follow their process.

Brad Cutler asked if it would be feasible for someone to travel down the road where there is only one outlet, The roadway
width is too narrow and is not wide enough to accommodate traffic to and from six homes. Chris Crockett believes that
these are legitimate questions and he believes that information will come out after the experts review the information. As
to whether to approve it tonight or not, it would have to be within the limits of the County Ordinance statute.

Commissioner Parke indicated that the approval isn’t tied to a number. Right now, it is for access to one lot,

Rick Grover stated that this item could have been approved administratively because they wanted to notify the residents
and make sure that they were aware. He has visited the site and also has concerns, but anyone has the right to make
application and go through the process under the zoning rules to prove that the property can be developed with six lots.
When the process gets to the subdivision level, the neighbors would all be notified. The access exception does not give
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any approval to any number of lots, They have approval for one restricted lot. L_ _ . will not give another access to that
area, but there are more hoops that would have to be gone through, hefore it gets to subdivision approval.

Larry Garret asked if there is not access granted to the lot there. Rick Grover indicated that there is already access
approved for one lot. If he meets the requirements, they can put one home there on a restricted lot. Ronda Kippen
indicated that initially, it was approved for one flag lot. The code allows for the access exception with strict criteria. If itis
fewer than five lots, the road has to be so much width. This is the first time they have been approved for an access
exception.

Commissioner Borklund asked if the fire department had locked at it for being more than one lot. Ben Hatfield indicated
that they were aware of the project and indicated that it would have to meet their standards, but they haven’t seen an
actual design to review yet. They would be concerned with the steepness, the clearance, the width of the road, the
weight capacity, the length etc.

Commissioner Parke asked why if the exception for the right of way and were to be granted and not be possible to do and
because if they can’t meet the requirements? Commissioner Borklund stated because they would be giving false security
to the owners saying that it could be developed into more than one lot when maybe it can’t; they don’t know that, they
do not have enough information to say if it meets the standards. Chris Crockett indicated that they do not have the
technical information right now to say what could happen right there.

Commissioner Borkiund indicated that the ordinance they are looking at tonight would be based on whether it is
impossible or impractical to extend any other access to that property. Chris Crockett read LUC 108-7-31 as shown in the
meeting packets at this time.

Kimberly Filler stated that her question would be is it practical or feasible to allow more than one homes worth of traffic
into a cul-de-sac. Is there a way to make their motion so that it is contingent upon approving the questions that they have
so that it is not falsely presented {an access that isn’t really accessible)? Chair Whaley stated that this is a valid comment
and they had the discussion earlier regarding parking. He wants to make sure they are focusing on what is on the table
before them.

Ronda Kippen stated that access exceptions expire eighteen months after the date of approval of the Land Use authority.
Land Use Code Title 108-7-29.4 states that the subdivision would have to be completed and recorded 18 months from the
date of approval of the exception. Commissioner Heslop asked if that would mean the prior right of way has expired, and
Ms. Kippen replied, no because it is recorded and platted. Chris Crockett stated that there is a difference between a right
of way and an access exception.

Commissioner Borklund looked at the subdivision ordinance regarding street grades. Does the 15% percent requirement
for a street apply to this? Ben Hatfield replied no; it is considered a private driveway. There is not a standard as far as the
grade of a driveway. In this case, the access would have to be less than 15%. As Lot 1 is platted, they would have water
and sewer provided from Uintah Highlands Water and Sewer District from the cul-de-sac and it would be a lift station that
would pump the water up to the service main.

Commissioner Borklund asked staff to clarify that the applicants are asking for the width, 25% of the whole length of what
they are asking for. Ben Hatfield replied yes. Commissioner Borklund also asked staff to clarify that one of the conditions
they are asking for is that there be no parking along the right of way. She believes this should be part of a motion.

Commissioner Parke asked staff to clarify that based on what they have heard tonight, there is no way they could deny the
access exception tonight. Ben Hatfield indicated that the staff report fists all the criteria and standards that the application
would have to meet.
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Commissioner Borklund stated that the narrowness and the steepness is still a concern to her. Commissioner Par
agreed. She believes they can’t say that they can have approval for more than one lot knowing what the property looks
like. Rick Grover stated that is why they have to rely on the professionals to show that and while they all fock at it and
wonders how it is going to work, they still have the ability to hire a professional to show how it can and to prove to them
how it can. Commissioner Parke indicated that what they are saying whether it is six or 20 lots, that they don’t know that
the road that could be constructed in there would be adequate or if it would meet the county’s requirements for a street.

ck over indicated that that is what would be addressed at the time of subdivisionap  wal.

Commissioner Borklund stated that if Rick Grover did not feel comfortable approving it, why shouldn’t they have to be
concerned? Rick Grover stated that he wanted the residents to be able to voice their concerns before it reached the
subdivision level. He didn’t want anything to happen behind closed doors and he wanted everything out in the apen,

Chair Whaley indicated that this is a useful and productive public hearing for them to be able to see what the concerns
are, He understands that the owner has the right to develop his property within the county regulations. This access
exception is a stepping stone that the applicant has to pass in order to get all the other issues discussed during a
subdivision approval process. Chris Crockett indicated that there will be questions that will have to be answered.

Larry Garrett indicated that in his common mind it seems like to him they are putting the cart before the horse. It seems
like they are granting access without knowing that the access could be feasible or practical.

Brad Cutler asked the minimum width that a multi-lot subdivision area would need to have for safety concerns,
Ben Hatfield indicated that the minimum ROW width is 16 ft. with a travel surface of 12 ft. Once you exceed 5 lots or
exceed a certain distance from the roadway, the Fire Marshal states that it be 20 ft. Ronda Kippen referred to LUC Title
108-7-29.1b and c. Ben Hatfield stated that a 50 ft. ROW would probably have 24 ft. width of asphalt and includes curb,
gutter and sidewalk and sometimes it has been reduced to 20 ft. in PRUD's. This is more like a driveway that would serve
five or more residences.

Chris Crockett stated that the ability to ask the question for subdivision preliminary approval, the code provides the
criteria that a ROW has to meet. It could be a big financial burden to a developer to go through the entire subdivision
process only to find out that it could not have adequate access. This is a question or way that can be answered before it
gets to the subdivision level. Ronda Kippen replied that Mr. Crockett is correct. The subdivision code requires that they
answer certain criteria and questions.

Donald Fulton stated that they are only asking for an access exception to the property. 't doesn’t entitle them to develop
it or any subdivisions. In order to develop into a subdivision, it would have to meet the subdivision code and be reviewed
by the reviewing agencies.

Commissioner Parke stated that it is their duty to support the code, not the staff’s recommendation. Based on the criteria
presented, they have to approve the access exception today even though 5 contrary to what they want to see done.
There really isn’t a question to debate. Chair Whaley indicated that they want the community to be aware of the process
which is why it was placed on the agenda. Commissioner Borklund stated that they don’t know how steep the property is
and how steep the road is going to be. Commissioner Heslop stated that the question is can they get to the property to
determine that.

Sarah Wikern asked if there was anything in the code that prevents people from changing the intended use of the
property or that protects the neighbors from so much traffic going through a cul-de-sac. Rick Grover indicated that if
there are permitted uses in the zone in which a property is located and someone wanted to have a different use, then the
new use as a permitted use in the zone in which their property is located it would be approved. Codes change all the time,
so it would depend on the code regulations at the time of application.
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Commissioner Borklund stated that they would have to meet setback requirements also, and she believes  will /-
If they approve the item the way it is listed on the agenda, it is confusing. Sarah Wikern stated that she believes they the
reason they are asking for six lots is that they are asking for 29 feet which puts them in the code requirement of if it is over
five lots it would require 20 ft. road width. In answer to Chair Whaley who asked that staff clarify the code regarding road
width improvements, Ronda Kippen stated that with fewer than five lots, 16 ft. is allowed and for over five lots, 20 ft. is
required. Thereis no limit on the number of lots.

K ly Fille s that it does not make sense to her that the planning commission has to approve an access
exception. If you are asking for an exception, it is an exception; the rules have already been established. She appreciates
the notice given so that they could be here. She feels like there was a reason why the planning commission wanted to
hear their concerns, but she feels like they don’t want to approve this so she is unclear as to why they have to approve it.
Chris Crockett indicated that they have to answer the question based upon how it was asked; why their concerns exceed
the narrow scope of that question. Commissioner Borklund indicated that they do not have to say it is for more than one
lot. Chris Crockett indicated that legally they are not approving six lets no matter what they do; that question has not
been asked of them.

MOTION: Commissioner Borklund moved that they recommend approval for the private right of way for primary access
for a one lot subdivision based upon the findings that there is a typical access requirement that only allows a unique way
and is undesirable for other access to the property and limited to one lot with the criteria 1b and 2b. Commissioner Parke
seconded the motion.

DISCUSSION:
Chair Whaley asked Legal Counsel if he had a question. Chris Crockett said the purpose for the question and for this

application is so that they can ask the question to subdivide the property of six lots. They already have the access for one
lot. He believed that it's platted that was approved, so they wouldn’t be approving the subdivision; it's already there.
Commissioner Parke said they would be approving a wider access, is that’s what they are doing with one lot? Mr. Crockett
said they have to ask if their motion is going to allow the applicant to proceed forward and present a subdivision
application. Commissioner Borklund said that was her motion. Chair Whaley asked Commissioner Borklund to restate her
motion with offset that she was going to talk about parking or does she want to add that in there or just leave it out.
Commissioner Borklund replied yes.

MOTION: Commissioner Borklund moved that they recommend approval for the private right of way for primary access
based on the recommendations that it meet all the recommendations of the County Engineering Department, Hillside
Review approvals, installation of the reguired improvements, requirements of the Fire District, and that no parking would
be allowed along the access road.

Chair Whaley asked the commissioners if they had a clear understanding of what the motion is. Commissioner Andreotti
said that he had a clear understanding as well as Commissioners Heslop and Greenwell.

Chris Crockett indicated that they are not approving a one-lot subdivision; that is already platted.

Vote: A vote was taken with Commissioners Borklund, Andreotti, Greenwell, Parke, and Chair Whaley voting aye. Motion
Carried (6-0).

2. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda
Brent Fowers, 4393 W. 4300 S., Qgden UT 84401, stated that he has come before this Planning Commission. They do not

have any parks in the area. They would like to set up a Park District in that area and then instead of having smaller parks
there, then they could turn any money received into land that they could set aside for a larger park.
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1.4.

Rick Grover indicated that they are meeting with the West Warr  Park D I _ dii _ ncreasing

their Park District in the near future. They are starting a grass roots dialogue as has happened in the past but died or
fizzled. Kathy Verniew stated that she and Brent Fowers would alse like to attend the park district expansion meetings.

Brent Fowers asked if it was legal to transfer those rights from a smaller open space park area in a cluster subdivision to
the district. Rick Grover stated that they first start with the General Plan to determine if and where they would [ike parks.
Right now, they don’t have a park district to implement that. They do have private businesses that donated to the West
Warren Park District.

Commissioner Heslop indicated that in the General Plan, the only area designated for a park is in the West Weber, West
Warren, Taylor area that is behind West Weber Elementary School.

Rick Grover indicated that t RMHP Plan will start the discussion but it will not be part of the General Plan yet. There have
not been funds set aside yet for the General Plan update. Chair Whaley asked that they be apprised of any park expansion
or designation meetings.

Commissioner Parke asked to be excused at 6:56 p.m.
DISCUSSION: PRUD Code related to Bonus Density — Scott Mendoza

Today the county may approve up to a 50% bonus. In the county’s PRUD Code, Title 108 Chapter 5, it is rare that
developers would present a PRUD to them because there is a lot of upfront cost. For a PRUD, an applicant would have to
come before the Planning Commission with landscape plans, elevations for the housing types, the uses that arein a PRUD,
open space, materials, Architectural styles, and colors, etc. The trade-off is a relaxation of the rules. The Planning
Commission would be able to get a feel of the type of community the proposal would bring. The question he would like to
ask tonight is if they would ever consider taking what is in the PRUD Code {a 10% bonus max potential) and increasing that
bonus potential. If they like the development pattern in the PRUD, the 10% bonus is not much of an incentive. If the
Planning Commission likes the development patterns that the Cluster Subdivision offers patterns and they like the
preservation that it can provide, whether it is agriculture or just open space, the PRUD Code can alsc offer these types of
things, but 10% is not much of an incentive. A PRUD development is more detailed.

In answer to a gquestion by Chair Whaley, Mr. Mendoza stated that a cluster subdivision requires a financial guarantee.
The conditional use permit acts like a conceptual approval. Brad Blanche is here tonight and staff sat down with him a
little while ago and discussed this issue. He has a piece of property in the western county area that he would like to
develop. Mr. Mendoza indicated that the minimum width open space in the cluster subdivision code is 75 ft. and requires
that there be at [east 3 lots in a cluster but no more than 20 lots. Mr. Blanche’s PRUD concept shows larger, less chopped
up, open spaces. The open spaces are larger and more useabie.

Brad Blanche stated that when they looked at the cluster ordinance, they found it was restrictive and they were trying to
figure out how they would get 20 lots surrounded by 75 ft. of open space and they also wondered what they would do
with that space. They wanted to honor the agriculturai environment in the area that this property is in, but with 75 ft.
swathes, it almost makes it impossible to utilize the ground for the cluster concept. He believes the PRUD concept would
allow them to provide a development with useful open space such as a park and it wouldn’t be as restrictive as the cluster
subdivision requirements. They drew up a proposal of what they wanted the PRUD to look like as far as large open space
parcels that allows useful open space. Their design is designed with 50% open space bonus density. Mr. Blanche indicated
that the project would not be financially viable using only a 10% open space bonus density and he believes it would not be
a design that anyone would want.
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(23}

Commissic  Gr¢ well asked if a coffee shop or bakery would be allow on the « + 1ld they have to
come in and take up one of the lots. Scott Mendoza indicated that they would be on parcels within the subdivision. They
may even have work space below and living space above,

Ronda Kippen indicated that for the smaller PRUD’s, it would not fit, but for Mr. Blanche’s concept it would.

Brad Blanche indicated that with an organic farm, you wouldn’t want a lot of property, probably a 10-12 acre parcel of

. T ' T : -30 acres of organic farming in his concept. Itis a unique proj Ly but t
no old farm houses there; however, with the work that has been done on the Weber River, he believes it makes it a
unique and a good candidate for this type of development. There is a large property where they don’t have water. He
would like to maximize the water available and be environmentally friendty. His brother in law is a landscape architect in
Oregon and has turned him onto some ideas he would like to explore. If they got 50% bonus in clustering, what is wrong
with having 50% in PRUD’s? The Commissioners expressed that they believe they should start at 50%. They should see
what qualifies for greenbelt and that may alleviate the smaller lots from this. Mr. Blanche indicated that he would like to
begin dialogue with them.

Commissioner Heslop stated that in Agri-topia, they plant alfalfa under their citrus trees and they have a portable chicken
coop so that the manure doesn’t concentrate in one area. They move their water containers as well. Ronda Kippen stated
that that would probably keep the bugs down and control the use of pesticides.

Brad Blanche indicated that there is the concept in Ohio (a 200 acre development) that is becoming a trendy thing right
now.

Remarks from Planning Commissioners

Commissioner Heslop expressed his thanks for the county sending him to the National Conference. There were several work
sessions that were excelfent. He could present his findings at a meeting where there is a small agenda.

Planning Director Report
On the May 24™ there is a combined Training Session with Brent Bateman to begin at 5:00 p.m.

Rick Grover stated that he appreciated the members working with staff and being willing to meet in the break-out room with
the County Commissicn meeting being held in the County Commission Chambers.

Remarks from Legal Counsel - None

. Adjourn
There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.

Respectfully Submitted,

Sherrj Sillitoe, Secretary
Weber County Planning Commission
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Commission is the Land Use Authority for development that is located within a natural hazard study area. While
this provision may make sense for certain types of more complicated applications, it does not lend to an efficient
or expedient review of simple applications, like single family dwelling building permits.

Additionally, this requirement conflicts with other provisions in the Land Use Code. Those provisions designate
other entities, such as the Planning Director or the County Commission, as the Land Use Authority for some types
of applications.*

We are now emerging into a busy building season. Without the proposed medifications there will be a significant
delay for building permit applications while they wait for a Planning Commissicn review of natural hazards. There
is significant urgency to get the proposal adopted to replace the existing code. For this reason, this proposal has
been expedited for Planning Commission review without the typical work session deliberation. It is critical to the
current building season to get the changes completed as soon as possible.

Despite the expedited nature of this proposal, staff took considerable time and effort carefully reviewing and
modifying the ordinance. Review and modification has been a cross collaboration between the Pianning Division,
Engineering Division, Attorney's Office, and outside expert legal counsel. We have also reached out to a private
geologist for comments.

Through this careful evaluation it became apparent that there is significant work needed on this ordinance,
including the need for clarifying provisions, and in some places, reconstruction. This proposal makes a best effort
to initiate the effort, but only provides an intermediary solution to resolve the Land Use Authority problem, and a
few other simple clarifications.

The proposal provides better consideration for the designated Land Use Authority when considering natural
hazards; it also helps clarify the role of the Planning Director in certain Land Use Authority decisions; and then,
generally, it provides for clarity, removes redundancies, and includes process steps and appeal provisions for
reviews of projects when natural hazards are present.

\

Recommended method of reviewing the proposal. The complete proposal is presented in the attached
exhibits in track changes. The exhibits provide a more specific analysis of the changes in the text-ballcons in the
margins.

The proposal is lengthy. To ease in the Planning Commission’s review, consider the following. Exhibit B is the
complete text of the proposed changes, which is in the same format that the proposal will be presented to the
County’s codifiers. However, because the natural hazards code is being removed from §104-27 and added into
§108-22, this exhibit does not emphasize in track-changes all of the changes being made between the two.
Rather, it oniy shows that §104-27 was deleted and §108-22 was added. For this reascn staff offers Exhibit D,
which is a document that emphasizes in track-changes what changes are occurring between the current §104-27
to the proposed §108-22. Staff recommends that the Planning Commission starts their review with Exhibit D.
Some members of the Planning Commission have previously requested clean copies with the track-change
copies, thus Exhibit C is being provided as well. It is the same thing as Exhibit B, but without track-changes.

A brief synopsis of the changes is provided below.

Policy considerations. It can be noted that throughout the proposal the term “planning commission” has been
replaced with “land use authority.” This is because the code designates different land use authorities for different
types of permits. For example, the Planning Director is the land use authority for approving alternative lot access,
the Planning Commission is the land use authority for approving conditional use permits, and the County
Commission is the land use autherity for approving road dedications. By changing Planning Commission to Land
Use Authority the proposal points the reader back to whomever is the Land Use Authority for a given permit type,
as otherwise designated elsewhere in the code.

The current code could be more clear for what types of permits, and under what circumstances, the Planning
Director is the land use authority. This proposal addresses that.

*For example, LUC §102-1-2 sets up certain land use authority permissions for the planning director.






Exhibit A: Summary, list, and key to proposed changes

The following cade changes are being proposed to clarify that the Planning Commission is not the only land
uUseau orityow A | ,rooveredundancies, and include
process steps and appeal provisions for natural hazards reviews.

This change addresses the following code sections:

& 101-1-7. Definitions

§ 102-1: General provisions

§ 104-27: Natural hazards cverlay districts

§ 108-7: Supplementary and gualifying regulations

§ 108-14: Hillside development review procedures and standards

Key to reading track changes:

Three periods {...) indicates that there are codes sections that have been left out of the
proposed changes. These code sections will remain unchanged.



Title 101 - GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 101-1-7. - Definitions.

smic (earthquake) fault displaying evidence of
ng ene or more of its traces during Holocene

ans a landstide which is known to have moved
e ottt e e o s e pro ot oo e el DY @ geotechnical investigation.

Aquifi neans a geological unit in which porous and permeable conditions
existera¢. ..., _ _..._. .._...ddrfi, and thus are capable of yielding usable amounts of water.

Aquifer recharg rea means an area that has soils and geological
features that are C........ « iy —g-ewwot @amounts of surface water to percelate into
groundwater.
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CHAPTER 7. - SUPPLEMENTARY AND QUALIFYING REGULATIONS

HAPTER 14, - HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCEDURES AND STANDARD:

Sec. 108-14-1. - Purpose and intent.

(a} It is recognized that the generai provisions, definitions, procedures, improvements and design

(b)

requirements, standards and principles set out in the Land Use Code of Weber County reguire
supplementation to protect and preserve the public health, safety, and welfare in regard to hillside
terrain and environmentaily sensijtive areae Whan greas are subdivided or developed on sensitive
areas, such features as special sc onditions, steep terrain, highly combustible native
vegetation, and other conditions n..., fcuw cerien - potential consequences such as increased fire,
flood or erosion hazards, fraffic circulation problems, sewage dispesal problems, property damage
from extensive soils slippage and subsidence, and adverse effects from destruction of natural scenic
beauty and unsightly developments. Such consequences may be avoided if special consideration is
given to areas where one or more such conditions exist.

In the administration of the provisions of this chapter, the hillside development review board shall
strive to achieve the objective of preserving the natural contours of the hillside areas by encouraging
and requiring, where necessary, the following:

(1) A minimum amount of grading which preserves the natural contours of the land.
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(2) Retention of tre < ir i
results} which siaunzes =weep nmsues, rewile soawdle, provee cruans anu ellanues wis
natural scenic beauty.

{3) Construction of roads on steep hilisides in such a way as to minimize scars from cuts and fills
and avoid permanent scarring of hillsides.

{4) Placement of building sites in such a manner as to pemmit ample room for adequate defensible
area as defined by the fire code, landscaping and drainage between and around the buildings.

{5) Grading which will eliminate the sharp angles at the top and toe of cut and fill slopes, both with
respect to building sites and o road cross-sections.

(€)

(7} Cluster type development or other new concepts and techniques, where appropriate, in order to
eliminate, as far as possible, construction on steep, sensitive or dangerous ferrain.

(8) Early temporary or permanent planting, or other materials, wherever appropriate to maintain
necessary cut and fill slopes in order to stabilize them with plant roots or other materials,
thereby preventing erosion and to conceal the raw soil from view,

Sec. 108-14-3, - Applicahility.

{(a) All parcels, subdivision lots, roads and accesses, where the natural terrain has average slepes at or
exceeding 25 percent shall be reviewed by the Hillside Development Review Board as part of an
application request for land use and building permits. Hillside Revie' ie requi~=- =5 part of the
rralimin=rv eybdivision review. This requirement may be waived by the innine actor and the

ant gineer on a case-by-case basis.

{b) The planning division shall not issue any land use permits, and the building official shall not issue
any building permits until detailed plans and engineered drawings have been submitted te, and
approved by the hillside development review board. Any condition attached to such approval by said
beard shall be a condition required with the issuance of land use permit. All parceis, subdivisions,

Inte rnade and arraceoe mav rama nindar cancidaratinn Af tha ravioew haard §if raanoctad b the

Sec. 108-14-4, - Procedure.

Application plans and applications of the proposed development and any relevant information
regarding building and excavation of the site are to he submitted to the planning division. Information shall
include, but not be limited to the following:

(1) Detailed engineering p'ans and profiles for retaining wall, cuts, filling andfor excavating of land.
(2) Site plan with contours.
{3) Cross sections of improvements.

(4) Retaining wall designs with engineers stamp (if applicable).

Gy

{6) Other studies and/cr information deemed necessary by the members of the board.
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HAPTE IATURA

Se(

| {a)

Sec

L. = Purpose and intent.

The purpose and intent of this chapter is to coordinate the application of natural har~~~ ~idnlinan
and standards, in order to protect the health, welfare and safefy of the citizens of th.

and to minimize potential effecis of natural and manmade hazards by identifying Krivwe: i s
areas. This portion of the chapter specifies the areas for which an environmental analysis shall be
performed prior to development, the content of the analysis and the procedure by which
development applications requiring the anaiysis are reviewed and processed.

The ‘ecognizes individual property rights and shall make every effort to balance the
fighe w0 wo wwavadl property owner with the health, welfare, safety and the common geod of the
generat public.

!, - Potentiai hazards.

The following potential hazards have been identified:
(1) Surface-fault ruptures.

a. Surface faufting has been identified as a potential hazard in th Vaps have
been produced delineating the known area where a hazard ri.ay e wwin wJrface fault
ruptures. Broad subsidence of the valieys accompanying surface faulting may affect areas
several mile= ~+my from the fault. These effects are not considered here, but are covered
in subsectio) if this section.

b, Studies along the Wasatch fault have indicated that during a "characteristic" earthquake
which produces surface faulting, offsets of six feet or more may occur ¢n the main trace of
the fault zene. This offset will result in formation of a near-vertical scarp, generally in
unconsolidated surficial deposits, that begin to ravel and ercde back te the material's angle
of repose (33-35 degrees) soon after formation. Antithetic faults west of the main trace may
also form, generally exhibifing a lesser amount of offset, but sometimes as much as
several feet. The zone between these two faults may be complexly faulted and tilted with
offset along minor faults of several inches or more.

c. Based upon this data, it is difficult, both technically and economically, to design a structure
to withstand six feet or more of offset through its foundation. Thus, avoidance of the main
traces of the fault is the principal risk reduction technique that can be reasonablv taken.

d.
e gt £ S b S A L M A1 AL AT T A e 1103 1
be necessary. Less damaging {smaller) offsets of less than four inches, and tilting may
occur and sfructural measures may be taken to reduce casuallies and damage. However,
structural damage may still be great, and buildings in the zone of defermation may not be
safe for occupants following a large earthquake.

e M tn tha ecala niead tn man thaea sanae thara ie nnt ananah Astail ta dalinasta aill faald

f.
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water mains, -a-ll ef whlch can add water to the sl|de plane and promote further movement.
Flooding may also be caused.

Many methods have been developed for reducing ndslide Proper
planning and aveidance is the least expensive Moucu. 2, if I3 woiue prone wo8s are
identified early in the ptanning and development process. Care in site grading with proper
compaction of fills and engineering of cut slopes is a necessary follow-up to good land use
planning. Where avoidance is not feasible, various engineering techniques are available fo
stabilize slopes, including de-watering (draining), retaining structures, piles, bridging,
weighting or buttressing slopes with compacted earth fills and dramage dwersmn Smce

e 1 N e T 1

e m e [ — e s v e e M) MR LATALIRY D

fallure potentlal effects of development and recommendations for mitigative measures.
Slope stability analysis shall include potential for maovernent under static, development-
induced and earthquake-induced conditions as well as likely groundwater conditions.

1ic subsidence.

ectonic subsidence, also called seismic tiliing, is the warping, lowering and titing of a
vailey floor that accompanies suiface-faulting earthguakes on normal (dip slip) faults such
as lhe Wasatch fault zone. Inundatien along the shores of lakes and reservoirs and the
ponding of water in areas with a shallow water table may be caused by fectonic
subsidence. Certain structures which require gentle gradients or horizontal floors,
particularly wastewater treatment facilities and sewer lines may be adversely affected.

Because subsidence may occur over large areas ({ens of square miles), it is generally not
practical fo avoid the use of potentiaily affected land except in narrow areas of hazard due
to lake shoreline flooding. For gravity-flow structures such as wastewater treatment
facllities that are within areas of possible subsidence, it is advisable to consider the
tolerance of such structures to slight changes in gradient. Some structures may have to be
releveled after a large-magnitude earthguake. Critical facilities which contain dangerous
substances should have safety features to protect the structure, its occupants and the
environment from both tilting and flooding.

Flooding problems along lakes from tectonic subsidence shall be reduced using standard
techniques such as raising structures above expected flood levels and dikes can be built.
Development adjacent to lakes or reservoirs shall be prohibited within three feet of
elevation above projected lake levels to protect against natura! rises from wet periods,
storrm waves and earthquake induced seiching, as well as hazards associated with tectonic
subsidence.
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Rises in the water table accompa ~ tectenic subsidence may cause water to pond,
flood basements and disrupt buriet .wwu.des in areas of shallow groundwater adjacent fo
the fault on the down dropped side,

The principal application of the identified tectonic subsidence areas is to make the public
aware of the hazard and 1o indicata thnea ara=g where further study may be necessary.
Site specific tectonic subsidence udies are recommended only for critical
facilifies in areas of potential l.... .....,.. .- ponded shallow groundwater flooding.
However, certain vulnerable facilities such as high cost wastewater treaiment plants and
hazardous waste facilities should also consider potential tilting.

Rock fall.

d.

Rock falls are a naturally occurring erosional process in mountain areas in Weber County.
As development advances higher onto the bench areas and into the canyons the risk from
falling rocks becomes greater. A primary mechanism responsible for triggering rock falls is
waler in outcrop discontinuities. Rock falls present a hazard because of the potential

Aamana a larna racls race teaualinn at a ralabiirabs hink galaalbe asodd cmiimn Sa smdecinb oo

SuauEZAUVI  WEUTIYUGD  auldl aa  uuilny,  cawie  dsiing,  ourying, ana  graunng
discontinuities, removal or break-up of potential rock clasts, as well as deflection berms,
slope benches, and rock catch fences to stop or at least slow down falfing rocks.
Strengthening a structure to withstand impact is an example of modifying what is at risk.
Mitigation problems can arise when rock source areas are located on land not owned by
the developer.

In argas »wharn the enel {3l hazard [s present bui very low, b]
pofentiz 0 land owners and residents with an w..c o g v cos 80a
willingNues w auvesp nawility may be an acceptable alternative to avoidance or mitigation
for singte-family residences.

Debris flows.

a.

Debris flows are mixiures of water, rock, soil and arganic material {70-90 percent sofids by
weight) that form a muddy slurry much like wet concrete and flow down slope, commonly in
surges or pulses, due to gravity. They generally remain confined to stream channels in
mountainous areas, but may reach and deposit debris over large areas on alluvial fans at
and beyond canyon mouths.

Th ebris flow hazard maps were constructed from the boundarles of active
allu v e v i wiwas with slopes steeper than 30 percent. Any proposed development in
areas identified as debris flow hazard areas shall be evaluated prior to approval of the
proposed development.

stuc ihall be prepared by an engineering
GEOIOG v it iy e prupeena s w awaosit (0 a debris flow hazard area and
shall include:

Page3



151 |
152
153

154 |
155
156

157 |
158

159 |
160
161

162
163
164

165

166
167
168
169
179
171
172
173

174
175
176
177 |
178
179
180 ‘

181
182
183

184 |
185
186

187 |
188
189
150
151

192

153
154
155

196
197
198

a.

n an; * s of the drain basin's potential to produce debris flows based on the
rresenwe of debris slide.. ..nd colluvium-filled slope concavities, and an estimate of
the largest prebable volumes likely to be produced during a single event.

An analysis of the stream channel to determine i the channel will supply
~dditional debris, impede flow, or centain debris flows in the area of the proposed
development.

An analysis of manmade structures upstream that may divert or deflect debris
HOWS,

ecommendations concerning any channel improvements, flow modifications and
<atchment structures, direct protection structures or floodproofing measures, if
necessary, in order to protect the development.

Liquefaction areas.

Earthquake ground shaking causes a variely of phenemena which can damage structures
and threaten lives. One of these is termed soil liquefaction. Ground shaking tends to
increase the pressure in the pore water between soll grains, which decreases the stresses
between the grains. The loss of intergranular stress can cause the strength of some soils
to decrease nearly to zero. When this occurs, the scil behaves ke a liquid. When
liquefaction occurs, foundations may crack, buildings may tip, buoyant buried structures
such as septic tanks and storage tanks may rise, and even gentle slopes may fail as
liquefied soils and overlying materials move down slope.

Areas of potentiai liquefaction have been deiineated and the following regulations and
mitigation measures have been adopted in order to reduce the hazard and consequences.
Areas (\F mnadarata ta hinh llaoafaatinn natantial mand maf ha Aavaldad Claosbieal mnmamniiran
and sit
liquefat
and sh
engine

Standard scil foundation study, for the proposed development, shall include
iquefaction potential evaluation based upon depth to groundwater, soil types and
ground failure hazard.

" liquefiable soils are present, standard penetration tests and/or cone penetration
«2sts shafll be required to determine critical accelerations needed fto Induce
liquefaction.

shali include scurate 5f the area
iy iy prvpeoss e reopnond, e location o wore htics anwe St pits, the
site geology, and location and depths of any liquefiable scils noted, along with the
probability of critical accelerations needed to induce liquefaction in these soils being
exceeded for appropriate time periods.
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L. , . . U U
increase the flood hazard to other property in the area. Recommendations shail be
made for floodproofing or other mitigation techniques for development within flood
hazard areas. (Site investigations for proposed development in lake-flooding areas
near Great Salt Lake need only indicate the site elevation. Development proposals in
areas with elevations less than 4,218 feet will be reviewed with respect to lake-
flooding potential and compatibility of proposed use.)

The proposed development is elevated above the 100-year flood base elgvation.

For federally-insured loans, flood insurance is purchased from a company
participating with the Federal Insurance Administration or a like private carrier.

e e U S LU IR G TG W S GRaR QLW LU as Jlalal i

reduction measures taken.

sheet flow. Certain areas of the Cgden Valley have been identified and mapped
w4 areas of sheet flow flooding. The hazard from such flooding shall be addressed
and appropriate hazard reduction measures taken.

Othe
a. As in many counties in the Western United States, development in the
renrbeninad ook~ presence of natural and manmade hazards. These ha
wvalanche, siocpe movement, soils categorized as haviry vo o cununy
s e won onep@§ eXceeding 30 percent.
b.
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