
  

 

Synopsis 

Application Information 
Application Request: An appeal of The Sanctuary Recreational Lodge Conditional Use Permit, a permit to 

operate a recreation lodge on Lot 6 of The Sanctuary Subdivision, which is a 44.6 
acre lot in the F-40 zone, at approximately 9803 E. Maple Ridge Road.  
 

Agenda Date: Thursday, August 25, 2016 
Staff Report Date: Wednesday, August 17, 2016 
Applicant: Green Hills HOA

 File Number: BOA2016-05 

Staff Information 
Report Presenter: Charlie Ewert 
 cewert@co.weber.ut.us 
 (801) 399-8763 
Report Reviewer: RG 

Applicable Ordinances 

 §101-1-7 (Definitions) 

 §102-3 (Board of Adjustment) 

 §104-9 (Forest Zones) 

 §104-28 (Ogden Valley Sensitive Lands Overlay District) 

 §108-1 (Design Review) 

 §108-2 (Ogden Valley Architectural, Landscape and Screening Standards) 

 §108-4 (Conditional Uses) 

 §108-18 (Drinking Water Source Protection) 
 

Summary and Background 

On July 5, 2016, the Ogden Valley Planning Commission granted a conditional use permit for a recreational lodge 
on lot 6 of the Sanctuary subdivision. The approval was granted with four findings and 16 conditions.

1
 

 
The Sanctuary subdivision lots gain access through the Green Hill Country Estates subdivision’s private streets. 
Both The Sanctuary subdivision and the Green Hills Country Estates are approved and recorded subdivisions 
with private streets and private rights-of-way.  
 
On July 22, 2016, the Appellant filed an appeal regarding the decision.

2
 The appeal, among other things, alleges 

that the Planning Commission erred in its decision to approve the permit on the basis that it did not consider 
provisions and restrictions of private access agreement between the Mr. Tim Charlwood (herein referred to as 
“Permittee”) and the Green Hills HOA (herein referred to as “Appellant”) regarding access and usage rights along 
the private road known as Maple Drive. The Appellant is requesting that the Board of Adjustment reverse the 
decision.  
 
County staff has reviewed the appeal and recommend that the County uphold the Planning Commission’s 
decision. A complete analysis as to why is provided below.  
 

Board of Adjustment Review and Consideration Requirements 

The Board of Adjustment’s review of this appeal is governed by Weber County Land Use Code (LUC) Section 
102-3, and by Utah Code Annotated (UCA) Section 17-27a-7.  
 

                                                                 
1
 See Exhibit B for the Notice of Decision.  

2
 See Exhibit A for a complete review of the appeal application.  

 
Staff Report to the Weber County Board of Adjustment  

Weber County Planning Division 
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LUC Section 102-3-4 specifies the following (staff commentary is offered in italics): 
 

 (a) Appeals from decisions applying and interpreting the Land Use Code and Zoning Maps. 

(1) The board of adjustment shall determine the correctness of a decision of the land use authority 

in its interpretation and application of the Land Use Code and Zoning Maps.  

The Land Use Authority in this case was the Planning Commission. The Board of Adjustment 

needs to determine the “correctness” of their decision.  

(2) The board of adjustment may hear only those decisions in which the land use authority has 

applied the Land Use Code or Zoning Maps to a particular application, person, or parcel. 

 A final decision was rendered regarding a particular application and parcel. This provision is 

satisfied.  

(3) The Appellant has the burden of proof that the land use authority erred. 

 While this staff report will offer a cursory defense for the Planning Commission’s decision, it is 

not the County’s obligation to prove to the Board of Adjustment that the decision was correct, but 

rather, it is the Appellant’s responsibility to prove that Planning Commission erred. 

(4) All appeals to the board of adjustment shall be filed with the planning division not more than 15 

calendar days after the date of the written decision of the land use authority. 

 The appeal was filed in a timely manner.  

(5) Appeals to the board of adjustment shall consist of a review of the record. In cases where there 

is no record to review, the appeal shall be heard de novo. 

 The Board of Adjustment is limited in the information that it can entertain to determine the 

“correctness” of the decision. It may not entertain any information that was not presented to the 

Planning Commission for their deliberation.  

 

Staff Review of the Appeal 

In reviewing the record and determining the correctness of the Planning Commission’s decision, the Board of 
Adjustments should consider that the County’s land use decisions are limited to relevant provisions of the 
County’s Land Use Code. We offer no opinion herein whether the conditional use of a recreational lodge on the 
site – or access to it by means of a private road – is a good idea. We do, however, offer an opinion on whether 
the Planning Commission’s decision approving such a use complies with the Land Use Code. On this point, it is 
important for the Board of Adjustments to understand that in the event the Land Use Code provisions or 
permissions are in conflict with any private agreements, restrictions, etc., the County’s approval of such 
permission does not invalidate the requirements and obligations of those private agreements. 
 
The following is staff’s review of the claims of the appeal and a comparison with the record: 

 
1. The Appellants’ primary claim is that the Planning Commission had a responsibility to consider the 

obligations stipulated in a declaratory judgment and private access agreement (herein called “Private 
Agreement”).

3
 This Private Agreement governs the rights of access through the Appellant’s subdivision to 

the Permittee’s subdivision lot by use of the private road known as Maple Drive. The County is not a party 
to this Private Agreement in any manner. Without being a party to the Private Agreement, the County 

                                                                 
3
 To review an excerpt of the declaratory judgment and access agreement as provided by oral statement by David Cram in 

the July 5, 2016 Planning Commission meeting, see Exhibit C. The entire agreement was not provided for the Planning 
Commission’s review, and as such only the excerpts offered in the meeting should be considered by the Board of 
Adjustment. The oral statements can be found in the first paragraph of page five. 
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rejects the claim that the Land Use Authority, who is the Planning Commission in this case, has any 
authority granted to it by the County’s Land Use Code or the state’s County Land Use Development and 
Management Act (CLUDMA)

4
 for the interference in, interpretation of, administration of, or enforcement of 

this Private Agreement. There is no evidence in the record that would indicate that the County has any 
authority or obligation to enforce the Private Agreement. 
 

2. There is need for a technical clarification. The Appellant states that the property is in a FR-40 zone. The 
Private Agreement also refers to a FR-40 zone. We presume the Appellant and the Private Agreement is 
referring to the F-40 zone, which the subject property is indeed in. We have no indication that the zone 
has changed since the creation of the declaratory judgment and access agreement. We assume that 
references in the appeal and in the Private Agreement to an FR-40 zone were in error, and were actually 
intended to reference to the F-40 zone

5
.  

 
3. The Appellant states that the Private Easement that governs access through the Green Hill Country 

Estates subdivision to the lots in The Sanctuary subdivision limits all development to no more than 13 
single family dwelling units within The Sanctuary Subdivision. The Appellant further claims that access to 
the site for the use of a recreation lodge is not permitted by the Private Agreement. The Permittee, 
however, argues that this interpretation of the private agreement is illogical, and that an on-its-face 
reading of the private agreement will render a different interpretation. Regardless of the different ways to 
interpret the agreement, the County is not a party to the agreement. Therefore, interpretation, application, 
and enforcement of it are not within the Planning Commission’s authority. This authority rests only with 
the private parties and/or the courts. Legal counsel and staff discouraged the Planning Commission from 
considering, debating, or attempting to enforce the provisions of the Private Agreement. A review of the 
Planning Commission minutes indicates the Commission’s understanding of their authority.

6
 In the same 

manner, we are now discouraging the Board of Adjustments from considering the Private Agreement, 
except to note that the Planning Commission was correct to not consider it. 
 

4. The Appellant is using this appeal process in an attempt to use the County to enforce the terms of the 
Private Agreement. This is an improper use of the appeal process. LUC §102-3-4 indicates that appeals 
are only relevant when the Land Use Authority has applied the Land Use Code or Zoning Maps to a 
particular application, person, or parcel. Enforcement of the Private Agreement is not stipulated by the 
Land Use Code, and therefore it correctly has no part in the Planning Commission’s decision. The 
Appellant has a legal avenue to remedy their claim – and that is to seek relief from the courts. The 
Appellants can always ask the Court for an injunction to stay any building in the future while that issue is 
addressed, but that would not be an issue under the County’s purview. No part of the record or the Land 
Use Code would indicate that the Planning Commission has the authority to get involved in these private 
matters.  
 

5. As such, the Planning Commission’s decision was not contingent on the terms of the Private Agreement. 
Prior to the Planning Commission’s decision, staff verified that ordinance-required access to the site 
exists from the public right-of-way. It exists by means of formally platted subdivisions (Green Hills Country 
Estates and The Sanctuary) with the associated ordinance-required private rights-of way (Maple Drive). 
Whether these private access rights through the subdivisions were abridged by private agreement(s) is 
solely for the consideration of the private parties and the courts – the County has no stake in the 
agreement(s).  

 

6. Further, to the extent that it could be construed that the County is required to ensure that legal access 
exists to the site, rather than offering interpretation, administration, or enforcement of the private 
agreement, the Planning Commission instead addressed this concern in condition #14 of their approval,

7
 

which states that  
 

“[conditional use permit] approval is based on legal access existing via Maple Drive. In 

                                                                 
4
 The provisions of CLUDMA can be found in §17-27a of Utah Code Annotated.  

5
 See LUC §104-9-1 for regulations governing development in the F-40 zone. See also Exhibit H, Zone Map.  

6
 The Planning Commission’s understanding of their authority is well summed by oral statements by Commissioner Waldrip 

found in the last paragraph of page five of the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, Exhibit C. 
7
 See Exhibit B for a review of the conditions they applied to the permit.  
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the event it is proven that this access is not legal or valid for this use, then this CUP is 
invalid.”  

 
For the Appellant to now argue that the decision was incorrect is to argue that this condition does not go 
far enough to protect their interests.  However, the County asserts that they have their recourse through 
private legal claim in the Courts. With this condition, if the courts or the private entities are ever to 
determine that the legal access does not exist, then the County can determine that the permit also does 
not exist.

8
 

 
7. When the Planning Commission applied condition #14 to the permit they specifically asked the 

Appellant’s legal counsel whether the condition would remediate their concerns. At that time the 
Appellant’s legal counsel agreed that it does. Without this discourse, condition #14 would not have 
existed for the permit. It appears that this appeal is now contesting the very condition that was created to 
resolve the Appellants concerns.

9
 Thus, this appeal would suggest that they’ve changed their minds, and 

are now asserting that condition #14 does not go far enough. This appeal is based solely on the grounds 
that the Appellants feel the only satisfactory resolution would be for the Planning Commission to take on 
the responsibility of, and assume the authority for, enforcing the Private Agreement vis-à-vis a denial or 
postponement of the conditional use permit. This would be the equivalent of any private entity asserting 
that the County has an obligation to enforce the terms of their private land rights agreements when the 
County makes any land use decisions. In practical effect, this argument would present an extreme and 
unnecessary burden on the County, and would likely be an egregious overreach of government authority 
into private property rights. 

  
8. Supposing the Planning Commission chose to deny the permit based on the Appellants claim that it 

violates the Private Agreement, if it was determined through resolution of the parties or by the courts that 
the Permittee does indeed have legal rights of access, then the County could be found at fault for 
unlawfully denying a land use permit. In the event the decision to grant the conditional use permit was 
postponed in order for the parties to resolve the issue the County could still be found at fault for 
unnecessarily and unreasonably withholding a permit without a justifiable basis of law. Thus, the 
Appellant not only desires to use the County to enforce their interpretation of Private Agreement, but they 
also desire it be done without any liability of an erroneous withholding of a land use right.    

 
9. Regarding any basis of law that the Appellant claims should have been applied to deny this permit, the 

Appellant has failed to provide substantial evidence from the record to substantiate this claim. 
Specifically, the Appellant asserts that the declaratory judgment and access agreement is referenced on 
The Sanctuary subdivision plat, and as such should be enforced by the County as a condition of approval 
of that plat. No evidence has been submitted substantiating this claim. The plat references a 50’ wide 
right-of-way

10
 for the extension of Maple Drive through the Green Hills subdivision; however, the 

Sanctuary plat offers no language in the dedication or plat notes to refer to any governing agreements 
between the County, the Appellant, and/or the Permittee regarding the use of that portion of the 50’ wide 
right of way. The dedication language that does specify assignment of rights to the private rights-of-way is 
limited to the rights-of-way within the legal description of the plat – which no part of the Green Hill Country 
Estates subdivision is included.  

 
10. The Appellant claims that the Planning Commission erred in determining that the Permittee demonstrated 

compliance with the County’s access requirements by determining that the recordation of the private 
rights-of-way within the Green Hill Country Estates subdivision and The Sanctuary subdivision was 
sufficient evidence to prove access exists to the subject lot.

11
 The Appellant’s argument on this point 

relies on a misleading interpretation of the vesting doctrine as it relates to the current laws of the State of 
Utah. UCA §17-27a-508 specifies that an applicant is entitled to review of an application, and UCA §17-

                                                                 
8
 This concept was explained to the Planning Commission in their meeting, as provided in the first paragraph of page 4 of 

the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, Exhibit C. 
9
 The commission held much debate over the legality of the access and, after getting consent regarding condition #14 from 

the Appellant’s legal counsel, ultimately applied it to resolve their concerns. See paragraphs 3-4 on page 13 of the Planning 
Commission Meeting Minutes, Exhibit C. 
10

 See Exhibit E to review The Sanctuary subdivision plat.  
11

 To review this discussion, see page 11-13 of the Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, Exhibit C. 
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27a-506 specifies that a conditional use permit application is entitled to approval provided “reasonable 
conditions are proposed, or can be imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of 
the proposed use in accordance with applicable standards.” Thus, if a land use is listed in the zone as a 
conditionally permitted use, the applicant is entitled to approval as long as the reasonably anticipated 
detrimental effects are mitigated.  
 
This land right for a recreational lodge was assigned to the land at the time the F-40 zone was created, 
which predated The Sanctuary subdivision plat by several decades. The vesting doctrine in this case 
does not apply to whether a right to use the land exists under the law, it applies to the initiation of the use, 
and the government's review of the unique circumstances peculiar to it and the authority to limit or restrict 
the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects. In other words, the applicant is vested in the use – and the 
government is severely limited in its ability to strip the property of the use – after an application is 
submitted. However, the land owner has the right to initiate the use anytime, and the County’s approval of 
the use – subject to the mitigation of the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects – is mandatory.  
 
This is relevant because anytime the County considers development of any land, it also anticipates that 
any use, whether permitted or conditional, will occur on the site or in the area of the same zone unless 
the right is eliminated or restricted by means of rezone, zone text amendment, or agreement between the 
Land Owner and the County.  
 
The Planning Commission decision relied on a correct interpretation of the vesting doctrine, and no 
evidence can be found in the record otherwise.  
 

11. Further, the Appellant makes several claims that the Planning Commission violated County ordinance in 
their approval of this permit by not adequately considering items such as vehicle and pedestrian 
circulation, traffic safety, traffic congestion, other traffic issues and “other” matters. There is no evidence 
in the record that substantiates this claim. In fact, the evidence in the record is contrary to this claim. 
Pages 2-3 of the Planning Commission staff report

12
 shows an analysis of traffic demand. It was noted 

that the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the use would not significantly increase the 
traditional traffic demand of single family dwellings in the area -- and as such merited no further 
evaluation. Additionally, conditions of approval #5, #11, #12, and #14 were all imposed to offer mitigation 
of the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of these issues.  

 
The Planning Commission, not the Appellant, had the discretionary authority to determine what the 
detrimental effects are and the conditions needed to mitigate them. However, in making this 
determination they are required by the Land Use Code to rely on credible evidence.

13
 They cannot rely on 

public clamor or unsubstantiated claims. Pursuant to Weber County Land Use Code §108-4-5, the 
Planning Commission's review is limited to "credible evidence, relevant standards, and reasonable 
conditions." If the Appellant desired the planning commission to review traffic demands, circulation, and 
pedestrian considerations above and beyond the analysis of staff, the onus was on them to provide 
expert opinion on the matter at the time of the review.  Because there was no expert or credible opinion 
offered to the contrary, the Appellant has failed to point to any credible evidence in the record that 
specifies what reasonably anticipated detrimental effects should or could have been better mitigated; 
except to argue that a Private Agreement, of which the County has no tie and for which the County has 
no authority, should have been enforced by the County.   

                                                                 
12

 See Exhibit D.  
13 

 LUC §108-4-5 puts allows the Planning Commission some discretion in determining conditions of approval, however, 

offers  tight parameters to the discretion. It states that: 

(a) The land use authority may apply conditions of approval related to any of the standards of this section, 
provided that credible evidence exists that: 

(1) The application of the standard is relevant to the use; and 

(2) The conditions are reasonable and necessary to substantially mitigate detrimental effects of 
the use as specified in the standard. 

(b) The land use authority shall consider the expertise and experience of applicable reviewers and qualified 
professionals to help determine credible evidence, relevant standards, and reasonable conditions. 
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12. Finally, the Appellant asserts that the Permittee’s application was incomplete because it did not, among 

other things, provide the Private Agreement, the subdivision plat, the location of roads, etc. However, as 
specified herein, the Private Agreement is irrelevant. The application did include a copy of the plat, with a 
site plan. In totality the application was complete enough to merit substantive land use review as provided 
by UCA §17-27a-509.5.  All of the application information was uploaded to Miradi, the County’s project 
tracking website, at https://miradi.co.weber.ut.us/projects/view/2381 prior to the Planning Commission’s 
consideration of the item. There is no evidence in the record to substantiate that the application was 
incomplete.   

 
Thus, for these reasons there is not any evidence in the record that would support an overturn of the Planning 
Commission’s decision.  
 

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends that the Board of Adjustment upholds the Planning Commission’s decision with the findings 

and conditions provided by the Notice of Decision, Exhibit B, of this report. This is recommended with the 

following findings: 

1. There is no evidence in the record to indicate that the Planning Commission erred in its decision. 

2. This appeal appears to be an attempt to use the County to enforce a private agreement for which the 

County has no authority enforcing. 

3. That the Appellant has sufficient recourse for their claim in the courts.  

4. That in the event it is determined that no legal access exists for the conditional use permit, then the 

permit is invalid. This is sufficient protection for the Appellant.  

Exhibits 

A. Appeal Application 
B. Notice of Decision regarding The Sanctuary Recreational Lodge Conditional Use Permit Approval 
C. DRAFT Ogden Valley Planning Commission Minutes for July 5, 2016 
D. Ogden Valley Planning Commission Staff Report 
E. The Sanctuary Subdivision Plat 
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Ogden Valley Planning Commission 
NOTICE OF DECISION 

 
 
 
July 8, 2015 
 
Timothy Charlwood 
PO Box 980400 
Park City, UT 84098 
 
RE: File Number: CUP 2016-11 
 
You are hereby notified that your conditional use permit for a recreational lodge on Lot 6 of the Sanctuary 
subdivision, which is in the F-40 zone, was approved by the Ogden Valley Planning Commission on July 
5, 2016. Approval was based on the following conditions and findings: 

Conditions: 

1. The limits of disturbance shall not exceed the building pad areas, as shown in the application. In the 
event building activities must exceed the building pad area, a de minimis planning division review of 
the changes shall be conducted.  

2. That quiet hours shall be observed from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Daytime noises related to existence or the 
use of the lodge that are unreasonable, obnoxious, or out of character for a quiet residential 
neighborhood are prohibited.  

3. All exterior lighting shall be downward directional and fully shielded in a manner that obstructs the 
visible light source from view from adjacent properties. The intensity of outdoor lighting, including any 
landscape lighting, shall be minimized so as not to create unnecessary reflection on the mountain 
side. Exterior lighting shall be configured in a manner that has minimal visual impact when viewed 
from other properties. The building permit application shall include, for staff approval, the specifics of 
the light fixtures to be used.  

4. All lighting shall be inward directed so as not to create a light trespass on adjacent properties. 
5. Delivery or pickup in a 14,001 pound or greater truck (Class 4 GVWR or greater, pursuant to 49 CFR 

565.15), except for package delivery service at times and in intervals typical for a normal residential 
use, shall be limited to one delivery or pickup per day between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., 
Monday through Friday. A loading and unloading area, adequately sized to accommodate the type of 
truck and the size of the delivery or pickup, shall be provided on the site. No loading or unloading 
shall be permitted offsite. 

6. The applicant shall either submit an updated letter from a qualified geologist indicating that the 
findings of the general geologic hazards report(s) previously conducted are still valid for the specific 
building location, or an updated building-specific report shall be submitted with the building permit 
application that provides any necessary mitigation measures. 

7. Storm water drainage shall comply with typical engineering standards, as approved by the County 
Engineering Division during building permit review.  

8. CUP approval shall be subject to final review and approval by the Weber County Engineering Division 
during building permit review.  

9. CUP approval shall be subject to final review and approval of the culinary water and waste water 
systems, commercial kitchen, and pool or spa (if applicable), in accordance with Health Department 
requirements. 

Exhibit B: Notice of Decision     Page 1 of 2
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10. The colors of the facility shall be limited to general muted earth tones that are found in abundance on 
the site such that all man-made facilities have minimal visual impact and blend with the natural state 
of the property.   

11. There shall be sufficient parking spaces, pursuant to the Weber County parking standards of LUC 
§108-8, to provide for 10 onsite parking spaces. Parking provisions shall comply with ADA standards. 
The building permit application shall include a specific parking plan for staff verification.  

12. All affected streets shall be repaired to their current state upon completion of construction, as may be 
necessary.  

13. CUP approval shall be subject to final review and approval by the Weber County Fire Marshal during 
typical building permit review. 

14. CUP approval is based on legal access existing via Maple Drive. In the event it is proven that this 
access is not legal or valid for this use, then this CUP is invalid.  

15. Windows or window treatments shall be provided on all windows to significantly reduce reflectivity 
and glare and reduce the light intensity of internal illumination.  

16. The proposal shall maintain compliance with all other local, state, and federal laws.  

Findings: 

1. The proposed use is a recreational use and supports other recreational uses in the Ogden Valley, 
which is in compliance with the Ogden Valley Recreation Element of the General Plan.  

2. The proposed use complies with the Land Use Code’s definition of “Recreation Lodge.” 
3. Given the applicant’s proposal and the conditions provided herein, the proposal reasonably mitigates 

the anticipated detrimental effects of the use.   
4. That the applicant asserts that private legal access exists from the public right-of-way to the site. CUP 

approval is contingent on legal access to the site.   

Strict adherence to these conditions is required. Please refer to them when designing building and site 
plans pursuant to building permit application preparation. Please contact the Planning Division Office if – 
and before – compliance with the conditions becomes too challenging so we can discuss permit 
amendment options.  
 
This notice is a courtesy intended to inform you of the Planning Commission’s decision. Please contact 
our office for a copy of the official Planning Commission meeting minutes. 
 

* * * * * * * * * * 
 

The decision of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the Board of Adjustments by filing such 
appeal within 15 days after the date of this notice. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
Charles Ewert, AICP 
Principal Planner 
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Synopsis 

Application Information 
Application Request: Consideration of, and action on, a Conditional Use Permit to operate a recreational lodge 

on lot 6 of the Sanctuary subdivision, at 9686 East Maple Ridge Road.   
Agenda Date: Tuesday, July 05, 2016 
Applicant: Tim Charlwood 
File Number: CUP 2016-11 

Property Information 
Approximate Address: 9686 East Maple Ridge Road 
Project Area: Lot area: 1,755,032.4 sqft. (40.29 Acres). 

Building area: 7,440.25 sqft.   
Zoning: F-40 (Forest 40)  
Existing Land Use: Vacant subdivided land. 
Proposed Land Use: Recreation Lodge 
Parcel ID: 21-130-0003 
Township, Range, Section: Township: 6 North,  Range: 2 East,  Section: 

03 (Southwest Quarter Section) 

Adjacent Land Use 
North: Vacant/Forest and Wildland/Rural Recreation South: Large (40 acre) Subdivision Lot 
East: Open Space/Common Area (Green Hills HOA) West:  Large (40 acre) Subdivision Lot 

Staff Information 
Report Presenter: Charlie Ewert 
 cewert@co.weber.ut.us 
 801-399-8763 
Report Reviewer: RG  

Applicable Ordinances 

 §101-1-7 (Definitions) 
 §104-9 (Forest Zones) 
 §104-28 (Ogden Valley Sensitive Lands Overlay District) 
 §108-1 (Design Review) 
 §108-2 (Ogden Valley Architectural, Landscape and Screening Standards) 
 §108-4 (Conditional Uses) 
 §108-18 (Drinking Water Source Protection) 

Summary and Background  

This is a proposal for a 10 room recreation lodge, located on Lot 6 of the Sanctuary subdivision. Recreation lodge is listed as 
a conditional use in the F-40 zone. Standards that the Planning Commission should consider to apply to this conditional use 
include: 

 Standards relating to safety for persons and property, including fire fighting considerations and traffic mitigation. 

 Standards relating to infrastructure, amenities, and services, including public infrastructure and utility capacity.  

 Standards relating to the environment, including site disturbance and retention of native vegetation.  

 Standards relating to the current qualities and characteristics of the surrounding area and compliance with the 
intent of the general plan, including screening of incompatible uses from view from other properties, quality 
architectural design, landscaping, and potential noise and light issues.  

The Sanctuary was recorded in 2013 as an eight lot subdivision. At that time part of the subject parcel was designated for 
building purposes. This propose does not affect that. Subdivision approval also vetted access to the site, culinary and waste 
water feasibility for the site, and preliminary geologic information in the area.  

 
Staff Report to the Ogden Valley Planning Commission   
Weber County Planning Division 
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With the findings and conditions listed herein, the proposal appears to comply with County ordinances. Staff is 
recommending approval with conditions.  

Planning Commission Considerations 

Request. The Planning Commission is being requested to review and approve a 10 room recreation lodge in the F-40 zone. 
The lodge will provide general vacation services, including overnight accommodations and meal preparation, and is 
intended to provide recreational opportunities both on and off the property.   

Please review the applicant’s summary in Exhibit A for a complete description of the proposal.  

Zoning Analysis.  The requested use is for a “Recreation Lodge.” Recreation lodge is a term defined by Weber County’s Land 
Use Code as follows:  

The term "recreation lodge" means a lodge constructed in a mountainous or forested location, which may 
include up to 16 guest sleeping rooms, and facilities for guest's meals, providing on-site winter sports 
amenities such as cross country ski trails, snowmobile trails, ice skating and/or similar activities, and, if 
open yearround, offers summer recreation amenities such as equestrian trails, mountain biking trails, 
hiking trails, rock climbing training stations, golf course, putting green, and/or tennis courts. Accessory 
uses, such as sports equipment rental and repair may be included. The number of horses allowed, in the 
case of a riding stable, shall be calculated and may be permitted based upon acreage and site plan review, 
and recommended by the planning commission. Limited day use may be allowed based upon site plan 
review and approval of the overall project as a conditional use by the planning commission.

1
 

Recreation lodge is permitted as a conditional use in the F-40 zone.
2
 Pursuant to State Law and the County Land Use Code,

3
 

if a use is listed in the zone as a conditional use it shall be approved if reasonable conditions are proposed, or can be 
imposed, to mitigate the reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the proposed use in accordance with applicable 
standards.  

Conditional Use Analysis. In determining “applicable standards” that can be applied to this use, the Planning Commission 
should consider the following guidance offered by the Land Use Code: 

Sec. 108-4-5. - Conditional use standards. 

(a) The land use authority may apply conditions of approval related to any of the standards of this section, 
provided that credible evidence exists that: 

(1) The application of the standard is relevant to the use; and 

(2) The conditions are reasonable and necessary to substantially mitigate detrimental effects of the use 
as specified in the standard. 

(b) The land use authority shall consider the expertise and experience of applicable reviewers and qualified 
professionals to help determine credible evidence, relevant standards, and reasonable conditions.

4
 

Based on applicable standards of the CUP code, staff recommends that the 
Planning Commission consider the following information when determining the 
reasonably anticipated detrimental effects of the use. Staff recommends 
reasonable conditions in this staff report that are intended to mitigate known 
potential detrimental effects. 

Fire control.  A specific analysis of fire control for the proposal has been conducted 
by the local Fire Marshal, and is attached as Exhibit B. 

Access and circulation. The site is accessed through the Green Hills Subdivision 
along Maple Drive. The applicant asserts that an adjudicated right-of-way exists, 
with an access agreement,

5
 between the Green Hills HOA and himself, which 

                                                                 
1
 See LUC §101-1-7, “Recreation Lodge.” 

2
 See LUC §104-9-3 to review this and other conditional uses allowed in the F-40 zone.  

3
 See UCA §17-27a-506. Conditional Uses; and LUC §108-4-4.- Decision Requirements.  

4
 See LUC §108-4-5. – Conditional Use Standards.  

5
 Civil case number 010905924, Judge Michael D. Lyon.  

End of 
Public 

Right-of-
Way. 

9000 
East 
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provides the opportunity to access the site across private property, as proposed. This agreement is a private agreement 
between the applicant and the HOA. Enforcement of it is the responsibility of the HOA and the applicant, and as such the 
County should offer no opinion as to its provisions. The County’s public right-of-way ends at the end of 9000 East Street.  

In determining how the use will affect traffic demand, the Planning Commission should focus on whether the use will cause 
any material degradation in the level of service of public road infrastructure. It is anticipated that this lodge will average 
above 50% vacancy rate, with occasional peak times at full occupancy.  In Utah, the typical year-round single family dwelling 
that contains a household of 6 people generates about 32.7 vehicle trips per day (coming and going equals two trips)

6
 and 

possesses about two vehicles.
7
 In comparing the suggested average annual occupancy rate of the proposed use and the 

anticipation for the ordinance-based standard for the maximum peak parking demand of the proposed use (as specified 
below) it can be anticipated that the effect of the use on average traffic patterns in the area will be similar to a (very) large-
family single-family dwelling, with occasions of variance depending on peak/off-peak lodging demands. This demand does 
not appear to be significant enough to materially degrade any public infrastructure and as such it does not merit special 
traffic accommodations like off-site road or right of way improvements.  

Parking. Parking for the facility is proposed to be underground. County code does not specify the number of stalls for a 
recreational lodge, but offers guidance for a motel, a hotel, and a lodginghouse.

8
 A motel is required to have one space per 

sleeping or living unit (10 spaces for this proposal). A hotel is required to have one space per two sleeping units (five spaces 
for this proposal). A lodginghouse is required to have three spaces for every four persons to whom rooms will be rented 
(eight spaces for this proposal). Given the smaller scale of this use and the likelihood that maximum occupancy could 
occasionally occur, it seems most appropriate for the Planning Commission to apply the motel standard for this proposal. 
The parking facilities should provide ADA accessibility to the lodge.    

Architectural design.
9
 The building is being designed by licensed architect James Carroll. Building materials include rock, 

stone, steel, aluminum, steel, glass, and quality synthetic stucco. Based on the images presented in the application it 
appears that the color will be muted earth tones. This complies with ordinance requirements. No specific color palette has 
been provided. The Planning Commission may want to condition approval on an appropriate color scheme.  

The building height will be limited to 35 feet, as required by the F-40 zone.
10

 The structure appears to be located along a 
ridge, but is not visible from any two mile scenic corridors as provided for in the sensitive lands ordinance.

11
 The nearest 

scenic corridor (7100 East) from which the building pad might be visible is approximately three miles away.  

Lighting. No specific lighting plans have been proposed; however, the applicant has proposed that all lighting will be 
downward directional in a manner that does not disturb other properties. The Planning Commission may desire a condition 
of approval to ensure that all constructed exterior lighting is indeed downward direction and fully shielded so as not to 
produce unnecessary light pollution.  

Deliveries. The applicant asserts that deliveries can be restricted to the underground parking facilities or to the side 
entrance of the lodge. Considering that deliveries will pass through residential areas to get to the site, the Planning 
Commission may desire to limit the size and frequency of the delivery vehicles. Staff recommendation provides for this.  

Landscaping and irrigation. The applicant is proposing to generally leave the site in its current native state of vegetation. 
There is currently an area that has been cleared for the building, but the applicant asserts that the clearing was 
conservative. In the event construction activities lend the need for reseeding or replanting, the applicant has proposed to 
replant or seed with the same native vegetation in the immediate vicinity. The applicant indicates that he owns 1/5 acre-
foot of water for irrigation purposes if needed, but no irrigation is anticipated due to retention of native vegetation. The 
remote location, size, and natural state of the property may render additional landscape considerations unnecessary. 

Solid waste disposal. Solid waste disposal will be by means of private waste removal contract or owner removal. The waste 
receptacles will be located in the underground parking facilities away from public view. No outdoor dumpsters are 
proposed; therefore no dumpster screening should be required. 

                                                                 
6
 This is a generalized average based on national statistics. In Utah, according to http://governor.utah.gov/, a one person 

household in one Utah county generated 4.7 trips per day, while a six person household generated 32.7 trips per day.  
7
 Pulled from http://www.smartgrowthamerica.org/documents/saltlakecitysprawl.pdf  

8
 See LUC §108-8-4 for parking requirements.  

9
 See LUC §108-2-4 for general architectural standards.  

10
 See LUC §104-9-4 for height limitations.  

11
 See LUC §104-28-4 for Scenic corridors ridgeline protection provisions.   
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Water source. Culinary water will be provide via well. The Health Department has provided feasibility for it. The Planning 
Commission should consider conditioning CUP approval on the demonstration of adequate water rights, water yield, and 
water quality, as administered by the Health Department.  

Waste water. The applicant has proposed a packed bed media waste water system for waste water disposal. The Health 
Department will review the final design and functionality during building permit review, but they have offered general 
feasibility for the system during subdivision review and approval. They have updated that feasibility based on this proposal 
for 10 room lodging facility. For the purposes of waste water the Health Department is considering the use residential in 
nature, which they say is more restrictive than considering if for commercial lodging purposes.  

Source Protection. The waste water system will be located in zone two of a source protection area of another well in the 
[relative] vicinity. Zone two prohibits typical septic and drain fields. The Health Department and the State Division of 
Drinking Water does not consider a packed-bed media system

12
 the same as a typical drain field. The Health Department 

finds this waste water system suitable for this location. Approval should be conditioned on a packed-bed media system, and 
compliance with all state and Health Department regulations. 

Flood plain. According to the FEMA flood data, the property is located in the “X” flood zone. The X flood zone denotes areas 
determined to be outside the 500-year floodplain, or determined to be outside the 1% and 0.2% annual chance floodplains.   

Signage. No specific signage is being proposed for the property. There is an existing non-illuminated neighborhood 
identification sign made of timber and iron at the entrance of the lower approach road of the Sanctuary subdivision.  

Geology. This site is in a geologic hazards study area.
13

 A hazard study was provided for the Sanctuary subdivision
14

 that 
offered general guidance and recommendations to building in the area. It found minimal concern. Considering that the 
report was not specific to the footing/foundation of this proposed lodge, the Planning Commission should consider the 
need for an update letter from the project geologist to verify that the general scope, conditions, and findings listed in the 
report are sufficient to provide for a reasonable degree of safety when developing the site. An update letter from Western 
Geologic is in the process at this time, and will be provided prior to building permit review. 

Noise. Because the use involves short term lodging for persons not permanently vested in a quiet residential neighborhood 
experience, it could potentially produce intrusive noises during uninviting hours of the day. The Planning Commission 
should consider imposing quiet hours for the use in order to mitigate this concern.  

Conformance to the General Plan 

The Ogden Valley general plan recreation element supports recreation opportunities and uses. The allowance of recreation 
in the F-40 zone appropriately executes this desire.  

Staff Recommendation 

Staff recommends approval of the Sanctuary Recreation Lodge conditional use permit, file #CUP 2016-11, based on the 
following findings and conditions:  

Conditions: 

1. The limits of disturbance shall not exceed the building pad areas, as shown in the application. In the event building 
activities must exceed the building pad area, a de minimis planning division review of the changes shall be 
conducted.  

2. That quiet hours shall be observed from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. Daytime noises (related to the use of the lodge) that are 
unreasonable, obnoxious, or out of character for a quiet residential neighborhood are prohibited.  

3. All exterior lighting shall be downward directional and fully shielded in a manner that obstructs the visible light 
source from view from adjacent properties. The intensity of outdoor lighting, including any landscape lighting, shall 
be minimized so as not to create unnecessary reflection on the mountain side. Exterior lighting shall be configured 
in a manner that has minimal visual impact when viewed from other properties. The building permit application 
shall include for staff approval the specifics of the light fixtures to be used.  

                                                                 
12

 Pursuant to a letter dated October 28, 2013, sent to the Weber County Planning Director from The Director of the 
Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Drinking Water.  
13

 The Utah Geological Survey’s Ogden 30x60 Geologic Quadrangle, updated in 2016, indicates that the building site is in the 
Zkc geologic unit. This unit requires a geologic hazards study and report.  
14

 See report from Western Geologic, LLC dated September 23, 2010, located in project file.  
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4. Delivery or pickup in a 14,001 pound or greater truck (Class 4 GVWR or greater, pursuant to 49 CFR 565.15), except 
for package delivery service at times and in intervals typical for a normal residential use, shall be limited to one 
delivery or pickup per day between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. A loading and 
unloading area, adequately sized to accommodate the type of truck and the size of the delivery or pickup, shall be 
provided on the site. No loading or unloading shall be permitted offsite. 

5. The applicant shall either submit an updated letter from a qualified geologist indicating that the findings of the 
general geologic hazards report(s) previously conducted are still valid for the specific building location, or an 
updated building-specific report shall be submitted with the building permit application that provides any 
necessary mitigation measures. 

6. Storm water drainage shall comply with typical engineering standards, as approved by the County Engineering 
Division during building permit review.  

7. CUP approval shall be subject to final review and approval by the Weber County Engineering Division during 
building permit review.  

8. CUP approval shall be subject to final review and approval of the culinary water and waste water systems, 
commercial kitchen, and pool or spa (if applicable), in accordance with Health Department requirements. 

9. The colors of the facility shall be limited to general muted earth tones that are found in abundance on the site such 
that all man-made facilities have minimal visual impact and blend with the natural state of the property.   

10. There shall be sufficient parking spaces, pursuant to the Weber County parking standards of LUC §108-8, to 
provide for 10 onsite parking spaces. Parking provisions shall comply with ADA standards. The building permit 
application shall include a specific parking plan for staff verification.  

11. The proposal shall maintain compliance with all other local, state, and federal laws.  

Findings: 

1. The proposed use is a recreational use and supports other recreational uses in the Ogden Valley, which is in 
compliance with the Ogden Valley Recreation Element of the General Plan.  

2. The proposed use complies with the Land Use Code’s definition of “Recreation Lodge.” 
3. Given the applicant’s proposal and the conditions provided herein, the proposal reasonably mitigates the 

anticipated detrimental effects of the use.   
4. That the applicant asserts that private legal access exists from the public right-of-way to the site. CUP approval is 

contingent on legal access to the site.   

Exhibits 

A. Application 
B. Fire Marshal Review 
C. Engineering Review 
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Map 1 

 

Map 2 
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Ewert,Charles

From: Tim Charlwood [timcharlwood@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 10:04 PM
To: Ewert,Charles
Subject: Sanctuary CUP

 

Charlie, 
 
Building materials used to finish  include rock, stone, steel, Aluminum, Quality synthetic stucco, steel, 
glass.   
 
Designs by leading award winning architects. 
 
Is that enough? 
 
Thanks for all your help. 
 
Tim  
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Ewert,Charles

From: Tim Charlwood [timcharlwood@gmail.com]
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2016 1:11 PM
To: Ewert,Charles
Subject: [CAUTION link-attachment]CUP Sanctuary Lodge

Charlie, 
 

No.1.  I hope the images below provide enough for the CUP.  this shows the footprint for the 

Lodge,  Topo contours, underground parking is off the drive under Homesite footprint, no new 

landscaping as homesite prepared, no irrigation is planned any immediate disturbance will be re 

planted as natural native that exists with Maple, Elderberry and Sage, ground disturbance will be 

limited to building pad already cleared with minimum vegetation removal.  Solid Waste units 

will be out of sight within underground area.  Septic as indicated and approved will be packed 

bed mound system, Well as indicated already located in cleared area.  Additional rocks from 

Sanctuary will be placed on area across the approach road to form a decorative feature with 

natural local seeding between rocks.  Similar to those placed at Lot 1 photos below. 

 
############################## 
 
Be the Human Firewall! 
 
To prevent malicious software and viruses, NEVER open files 
or click on links from unexpected or unknown sources.  
 
Think Before You Click! 
 
############################## 
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No2.  Solid Waste in covered area inside entrance to underground car park with screened door. No dumpster 

required. 

 

No 3.  Deliveries can be to underground car park on approach road or to side entrance of lodge. 

 

No.4  Natural drainage to South, South West and North with Homesite on elevated plateau.  Small French drain 

as recommended in Geological Study by Western Geologic outside foundation on East side.  

 

Architectural and Design 

 

No.1 Building materials will comply with LUC 108-2-4 parts (2), (4), (6), and (7).   Highest quality used by architect 

James Carroll  in award winning homes will be the standard used. 

 

No.2 and 3.  Well below ridge line with maximum height less than 35 feet from finished grade. 

 

Lighting. 

 

Will be downward facing not disturbing other properties. 

 

Landscaping 

 

No.1  The natural vegetation will be retained mainly Sage and Maple.  Any damage vegetation 

will be replaced.  The Homesite sits on an elevated rock plateau prepared years ago with natural 

vegetation remaining on all sides. Compliance with all the code listed will be applied. 

 

No.2.  No irrigation is intended, retaining a natural environment is planned.  I acre foot water 

approved Well  Rights Approval E 4906 through Sept 30th 2021. 

 

 

 

Signage. 

 

A sign in natural timber and old iron sign established 8 years ago with letters carved out within 

exists on lower approach road indicating Curtain Bluff, no further signs required and no lighting. 
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Geological hazards. 

 

A pit was dug and formed part of the tests at Lot 6, the report has been written in 2007 and updated 2010 with 

no change, a further review letter is on the way from Bill Black at Western Geologic  
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Home Help Projects Map Charlie Ewert Dashboard Account Settings Log Out

Project: The Sanctuary Recreational Lodge
User: Brandon Thueson

Department: Weber County Special Events,   Weber Fire District
Created: 2016-06-06 10:09:59

Modified: 2016-06-09 08:48:12
Approved: Yes

Weber Fire District Comments- Conditional Use Permit

Notes
Date: June 6, 2016

Project Name: The Sanctuary Recreational Lodge

Project Address: 9803 E Maple Rd Lot 6, Huntsville Utah 84317

Contractor/Contact: Timothy Charlwood 435-901-2337 timcharlwood@gmail.com  

Fee(s): see attached pdf.

Fee Notice:

Weber Fire District has various fees associated with plan reviews, and inspections.  Please be prepared to make payments at the time of inspections or when
you pick up your approved plans. Impact Fees are due prior to taking out a building permit.  Make checks payable to: Weber Fire District.  

*A Written Response Is Required For This Review* 

Status:  USE APPROVED WITH CONDITIONS

 

Specific Comments:

1. Fire Flow:  Fire flow for this project will be 1,500 GPM for 1 Hour duration (90,000 gallons total). This is contingent upon the building being equipped
throughout with an NFPA 13 or 13R fire suppression system and a building no larger than 8,000 square feet in area.

2. Fire Hydrant(s):   At least one new fire hydrant must be provided within 100 feet of the fire department connection for the suppression system. This
hydrant shall be tied to the 90,000 gallon water supply and shall be capable of producing a minimum of 1,500 GPM at 20 PSI.

3. Fire Suppression System: The building will be an R1 occupancy type which requires a fire suppression system compliant with NFPA 13 or 13R (these are
not the same system types as a home would have).  These systems are more demanding for flow and pressure and they are hydraulically calculated.
Consult with a fire protection contractor concerning system design criteria (see IFC section 903.2.8).

4. Fire Alarm System: A full fire alarm system will be required throughout the building (see IFC 907.2.8)

General Requirements:

1. Fire Access roads to any property shall have a minimum clear width of 20 feet (face of curb to face of curb) and a vertical clearance of 13 foot 6 inches
and shall be capable of supporting a 75,000 pound load.

2. Roads shall have a maximum grade of 10% unless specifically approved as outlined by the International Fire Code. (Roads previously approved and
recorded are not subject to change.)

3. Radius on all corners shall be a minimum of 28'-0".
4. Dead end fire apparatus access roads in excess of 150 feet in length shall be provide with an approved area for turning around fire apparatus

constructed with the same requirements as the roads.
5. Roads and bridges shall be designed, constructed and maintained to support an imposed load of 75,000 lbs.
6. All roads shall be designed, constructed, surfaced and maintained so as to provide an all-weather driving surface.
7. Fire access roads for this project shall be completed and approved prior to any combustible construction. Temporary roads shall meet the same

requirements for height, width and imposed loads as permanent roads.
8. All required fire hydrants and water systems shall be installed, approved and fully functional prior to any combustible construction.
9. SEPERATE SUBMITAL NOTICE: Fire suppression systems and fire alarm systems require a separate submittal. A permit shall be applied for before any

installation of either fire suppression system or fire alarm system. The permit shall be on the job site and be available for review by any inspector.  The
APPROVED STAMPED set of plans shall also be on the job site and available for review by any inspector. If there is no permit and/or approved stamped
plans on the job site, there will be a Stop Work Order issued until both are on the job site. Submit plans at Weber Fire District, 2023 W. 1300 N. Farr
West.

10. If the building is equipped with an fire suppression system, there shall be a weather proof horn/strobe device located on the street side of the building
as approved by the Fire Prevention Division (coordinate with fire inspector regarding location).

11. If the building is equipped with a fire department connection (FDC) there shall be a cement pad measuring 3 ft x 3 ft under the FDC (coordinate with fire
inspector regarding this).

12. Fire suppression systems for kitchen hoods shall have the plans approved by the fire department before installation and a test of the system shall be
preformed for the fire department for approval.

13. A Knox Box is required for this building. These may be ordered at www.knoxbox.com. Please select WEBER FIRE DISTRICT as your jurisdiction. Only
3200 Series boxes are to be used.

14. Gates into the area shall be provided with either a Knox Box containing a key to the gate or if the gate is an electric gate, the gate shall have a Knox Key
Switch installed. See #18 for how to order.

 

Go

Edit Delete Add a File Email
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Every effort has been made to provide a complete and thorough review of these plans. This review DOES NOT relieve the owner, contractor and/or developer
from compliance with any and all applicable codes, and standards.

 

Any change or revision of this plan will render this review void and will require submittal of the new, or revised, layout for fire department review. If you have
any questions, please contact me at 801-782-3580.  

 

 

Brandon Thueson

Fire Marshal

 

            cc:        File

Files
Name Size Date Uploaded Actions

CUP- Sanctuary Rec Lodge 9803 E Maple Rd Lot 6 Huntsville.pdf 226 KB 2016-06-09 08:48:33  

© 2010-2016 Weber County Planning and Engineering Divisions.

Images, drawings, plats, elevations, renderings, site plans, et cetera on this site may be protected by copyright law. They are provided for viewing as a public
service. Permission from the copyright holder should be obtained prior to any uses other than personal viewing; any other uses of these files may be copyright
infringement.

Rename Delete
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Engineering

Notes
This letter concerns the above referenced Development.  I have had a chance to review the plan(s) and have the following comment(s): Written responses to
the following comments are required.

1. This lot appears to be in the Geological hazard study area.  A site reconnaissance from a Geologist will need to be done on the property.  This will need
to be done prior to getting the engineering on the building and submitting for building permit.

2. A site plan showing the contours and where the structure will sit  will need to be submitted for review.  This will be needed for the building permit
application and assume as well for the Geologist.

3. A Building Permit will need to be obtained through the Weber County Building Inspection Dept.
4. The necessary permits will need to be obtained through the Health Dept.
5. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is now required to be submitted for all new development where construction is required.  The State now

requires that a National Discharge Pollution Elimination Systems (NPDES) permit be acquired for all new development.  A copy of the permit needs to be
submitted to the county before final approval.  Permits can now be obtained online thru the Utah State Dept. of Environmental 
Quality at the following web site:     https://secure.utah.gov/account/login.html?
returnToUrl=https%3A//secure.utah.gov/stormwater/uii_authentication This is part of a Common Plan of Development and will need to be submitted
with the building permit.

6. A Storm Water Activity Permit will need to be obtained through our office before construction begins.
http://www1.co.weber.ut.us/mediawiki/images/5/56/Stormwater_Construction_Activity_Permit.pdf  This will need to be submitted with the building
permit.

I have tried to address all items of concern from the engineering department. However, this review does not forego other items of concern that may come to
this department’s attention during additional reviews or during construction of improvements. If you have any comments or questions concerning this letter,
feel free to contact me.

 

Sincerely,

                                                                               

Chad Meyerhoffer

Weber County Engineering Dept.

Phone: (801) 399-8004

e-mail: cmeyerho@co.weber.ut.us 

© 2010-2016 Weber County Planning and Engineering Divisions.

Images, drawings, plats, elevations, renderings, site plans, et cetera on this site may be protected by copyright law. They are provided for viewing as a public
service. Permission from the copyright holder should be obtained prior to any uses other than personal viewing; any other uses of these files may be copyright
infringement.
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