WESTERN WEBER TOWNSHIP PLANNING COMMISSION
MEETING AGENDA

WEBER COUNTY Tuesday, Fesl):l(;l(l)a;_};\al.l' 2014

o  Pledge of Allegiance
e Roll call

1. Minutes
1.1. Approval of the January 14, 2014 meeting minutes

Petitions, Applications and Public Hearings
2. Administrative Items
2.1. New Business
a. DR 2014-01 Consideration and action on an administrative application, design review approval of
the storage building that is more than twice the size of the home at 2139 S 4300 W,
(Josh Skidmore, Applicant; Dan Scarbrough, Agent)
b. DR 2013-13 Consideration and action on an administrative application, design review approval of
the new West Weber Elementary School at 4178 W 900 S (Weber School District,
Applicant; Paul Feser, NV 5 Engineering, Agent)
3. Legislative Items
3.1. New Business
a. ZTA 2013-01 Discussion and action on amendments to the Weber County Land Use Code Title 108
(Standards) Chapter 1 (Design Review) Title 101 (General Provisions) Section 101-7-7
(Definitions) Title 106 (Subdivisions) Chapter 1 (General Provisions) Section 106-1-8
Final Plat Requirements and Approval Procedure
b. ZTA 2014-01 Consideration and action on a proposal to amend Title 104 (Zones) Chapter S
(Agricultural-1), Section 7 (Site Development Standards), of the Weber County Land
Use Code by reducing the minimum separation (setback) standard in between a main
building and an accessory structure

4. Policy and Information Items

a. 2014 Planning Division Work Program
b. 2013 General Plan Implementation Update
c. Contact Information Policy

5. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda
6. Planning Commission Remarks

7. Planning Director Report

8. Legal Counsel Remarks

9. Adjourn to a Work Session

WS1. Cluster Subdivision Ordinance Discussion

The meeting will be held in the Weber County Commission Chambers, Weber Center, 2380 Washington Blvd,, Ogden UT
A pre-meeting will be held at 4:30 P.M. in Room 108, no decisions will be made in this meeting.

>

(In compliance with the American with Disabilities Act, persons needing auxiliary services for these meetings should call the
Weber County Planning Commission 24 hours in advance of the meeting at 801-399-8791)




Minutes of the January 14, 2014 Western Weber County Township Planning Commission, held in the Weber
County Commission Chambers, 2380 Washington Blvd., 1% Floor, Ogden, UT

Members Present: Andrew Favero
Doug Hansen
Ryan Judkins
Mark Whaley
Wayne Andreotti
John Parke
Jannette Borklund

Staff: Sean Wilkinson, Planning Director; Ben Hatfield, Planner; Sean Scott Mendoza, Planner;
Monette Hurtado, Legal Counsel; Sherri Sillitoe, Secretary

e Pledge
e RollCall

Chair Favero called the meeting to order; he led those in attendance with the pledge of allegiance and conducted
the roll call.

1. Minutes
1.1. Approval of the December 10, 2013 minutes
Chair Favero declared the December 10, 2013 meeting minutes approved as written.

Director Wilkinson read the Opening Meeting Statement.

Chair Favero asked if the members had any conflicts of interest or exparte communications they wished to declare
for any items on today’s agenda and no conflicts of interest or exparte communications were reported.

Petitions, Applications and Public Hearings
2. Administrative Items
2.1. New Business
a. Discussion and or action on Final approval of Pas De’ Calais Subdivision, 3 lots in conjunction with the
vacation of Lot 1R Calais Subdivision including a recommendation for a deferral of curb, gutter, and
sidewalk on Melanie Lane

Ben Hatfield presented a report and indicated that the applicant is requesting final approval of Pas de Calais
Subdivision consisting of three lots located at approximately 2927 E Melanie Lane in the RE-20 Zone. The
subdivision meets the area and lot width requirements of this zone. The 2.594 acre parcel was previously
divided into Lot 1R of Calais Subdivision. One home has been built on the lot which has access on Melanie
Lane. The owner is requesting to divide the property for two additional lots. These two new lots are proposed
to have access from 2900 East by a private right of way.

Part of this property was formerly the location of Bybee Pond. In 2002, the berm that held water for the pond
was determined to be a dam that could no longer meet the requirements for dam safety from the Utah
Division of Water Rights. The pond was drained and the area has been vacant since. Adjacent to the property
on Melanie Lane and 2900 East are two parcels owned by Weber County and the Uintah Highlands
Improvement District. An area on the Weber County property is used as a retention pond for storm water
runoff. A water storage tank and facilities are on the Uintah Highlands Improvement District (U.H.I.D.)
property. As access from Melanie Lane is difficult due to steep slopes, U.H.I.D. has a small access to the water
tank from the intersection and across the Weber County property. As this access creates a 5" point of access
at the intersection, an unsafe condition has occurred. Therefore, a different access location with a safe
distance from the intersection is preferred.

S T B O e S
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A separate issue is that some of the retention pond structure is located on Lot 1R. Weber County would like to
have these public structures completely on Weber County property. As a result of the proposed subdivision
and vacation of Lot 1R, Weber County would receive approximately 4,555 square feet of additional area.

The 30 foot wide access for the two new lots runs along the southwest portion of the retention pond. An area
appropriate for emergency vehicles to turn around will be located at the end of the access. The applicant has
applied and been approved for access at this location which was approved administratively by the Planning
Director on August 9, 2013. An administrative approval hearing was held on December 27, 2013 and due to
the amount of public comment received, the Planning Director determined this issue should be heard by the
Planning Commission.

Staff recommends final approval of Pas De Calais Subdivision subject to staff and other agency requirements
and recommendations based upon its compliance with the Weber County Land Use Code. Staff recommends
that a deferral is given for curb, gutter and sidewalk. Staff also recommends the vacation of Lot 1R of Calais
Subdivision.

Commissioner Borklund asked who approves the access, and Ben Hatfield stated that the County Commission
would approve granting of the easement. As far as the zoning requirement and granting access, that has been
approved by staff. Commissioner Borklund asked if it would be perpetually deeded as their access, and
Mr. Hatfield indicated that it would be a private lane owned by the property owners. Sean Wilkinson stated
that it would be recorded as an easement but the county would retain ownership of the property. There
would be a right to access that property granted.

Commissioner Hansen asked if it is common that the county would allow access across their property for
private access, and Ben Hatfield replied that the County granted access to U.H.I.D. for their tank at a different
location; however, the County would like to look for another location for that access. The applicant is
proposing to have an asphalt access. Mr. Hatfield indicated that he believed that the county no longer uses
that water tank.

Matt Rasmussen, applicant, indicated that he has spent many years as a carpenter and is a quasi-land
developer. He believes this is a garden variety development and he has tried to develop this subdivision with
all parties in mind. One lot will be set aside for his daughter who is not of age at this time. On the
southwesterly edge he has preserved a 70 ft. green space upon which nothing can be built. The utility
companies have agreed to serve him all utilities needed for the single family dwellings. He has given the
County between 4-5,000 sq. ft. which will allow them to maintain the integrity of their dyke and the overall
retention pond. He is sensitive to his neighbor’s concerns and did not want to increase the density and opted
rather to have larger parcels. He acquired the property in 1976.

Chair Favero asked the County Engineer to give a clear explanation of the engineering requirements to give an
overall picture for the audience. Jared Andersen explained that Mr. Rasmussen asked for access to his
property. It was relayed to Mr. Rasmussen that Weber County won’t grant access across their property.
Mr. Rasmussen indicated that he would build that access in another location approximately 30 ft. outside of
the grove of trees. Mr. Rasmussen understands that the pond would have to maintain the same area that
exists today to retain the water. The property would need to have a geotechnical report and Mr. Rasmussen
would need to follow any geotechnical report recommendations.

Commissioner Borklund would need to ensure that the any new homes built would be safe but it would also
have to ensure that safety of the existing homes. Jared Andersen indicated that they could see if the
geotechnical report could address existing home safety but usually it is just for the study area involved.

Dr. Carol Browning, 6182 S 2885 E, stated that she is very concerned about the geotechnical issues. In the late
1960’s they had a mudslide and it was several feet from her house. They had geologists come and make a
report. She would like to look at that report and would like the Planning Commissioners to also consider that
report. The geologist stated that the entire upper area was filled with honeycomb springs. She has a video of
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the mudslide. She believes it is apparent that the survey done is incorrect. After that survey was done, her
husband made an agreement that her neighbor share their water supply. She requests that a private company
do a survey and a water report.

Kent Rich, 6068 S 2900 E, presented some photographs and stated that those in their neighborhood purchased
their lots with the understanding that they would be on Bybee Pond; however, as a neighborhood they lost
that expectation. Regarding the easement, it appears that this is an easement of convenience, not necessity.
The developer has other options to access his property that wouldn’t rely on the County giving access across
their property. The property that is adjacent to that easement shown was bought by the land owner 40 plus
years ago. As a land owner the property went to the county and asked if the county would sell him that slice
of property, but at that time the county was not inclined to do so to a private owner but told him that he
could beautify and maintain that slice of property for the community’s benefit. On the County property there
is a grove of Oak and Maple trees that is a defining feature of their neighborhood. He recommends that the
Planning Commission doesn’t grant approval of the easement of convenience across the county land that
would benefit one property owner at the expense of the neighboring properties. If approved he would ask
that the easement be approved on the north side of the existing retention basin where the existing roadway
already exists.

Sean Wilkinson indicated that the Planning Commission’s recommendation is a recommendation to the
County Commission. Chair Favero stated that the Planning Commission will also not make a decision on the
easement; it will be a separate County Commission decision.

0.C. Hope, 5925 Spring Canyon Rd., stated that this property used to be the bottom of the pond. It is the
lowest point of the area. He asked the County Engineer what studies were done as to potential flooding or
drainage of this property. He indicated that the drawing shown was not accurate. The developer has stated
he would build the homes on the east side of the properties but the access would be on the west side of the
properties which does not make sense to him. They now have a beautiful green space instead of the pond.
He would hate to lose that space. More water would be used due to this development. How will garbage be
collected? Dr. Browning brought up the issue of the springs in the neighborhood. He has seen these springs
pop up all over the neighborhood. He urged the Planning Commission not to recommend approval of this
proposal.

Gary Bursell, 6138 S. 2900 E, concurred with Mr. Hope’s comments. He cannot understand why
Mr. Rasmussen wants to develop his property and place an access behind his home. He believes
Mr. Rasmussen has been reckless in his prior development in the area. Mr. Rasmussen put a 20 ft. berm on
the back of Mr. Bursell’s property and another neighbor’s property. He believes the access needs to be
relooked at.

Faith Rich, 6068 S. 2900 E, stated that the property proposed for development was purchased by
Mr. Rasmussen knowing that it was landlocked. There are two lots for sale right now. This is a matter of
convenience for Mr. Rasmussen not a necessity as there is other property that could be purchased for the
access. Approximately 20 years ago the property was built up and another property owner had to put in an
underground pipeline going down to eliminate some of the water. She is against this proposal even though
she knows Mr. Rasmussen has property rights. If the county approves the easement it would be for one
property owner’s benefit at the expense of other taxpayers.

John Reeve, 6172 S 2025 E, is the Chairman of Uintah Highland Water and Sewer District. He indicated that
the Water District surplussed the water tank property approximately five years ago and it is presently for sale.

George Pappas, 6106 S 2900 E, asked staff where the utilities would run. Ben Hatfield indicated that Mr.

Rasmussen is currently working on a location for the utilities. Mr. Pappas stated his concern about further
subdividing property after an initial subdivision was recorded.
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Ruth Kendricks, 6169 S. 2900 E, stated that granting a right of way across private property is a concern
because it is only benefitting one property owner and not other taxpayers. She would be concerned about
losing any retention there as she has seen the pond full. There is other property for sale that is a straight shot
to his property where the applicant could run utilities.

Ralph Vanderheide, 2873 E 6200 S., indicated that he doesn’t believe this has been studied appropriately. He
is also concerned about water in the area from the many springs.

Reed Browning, 6182 S. 2125 E., indicated that he has no issues with Mr. Rasmussen. As an Engineer, the dyke
behind their property, engineers deemed it unsafe so they drained the pond. There is a clay layer and a fault
line that goes directly through the property. When you build a structure on top of something unstable, it
changes the dynamics of the geophysics. He believes there have not been enough geotechnical studies done
on the property to determine the stability of the hillside. He would like to see the impact across both
properties studied before any further approvals are granted.

Commissioner Borklund asked if they should table this issue until they know the location of any access
granted.

Matt Rasmussen stated that the largest concern from the residents is the geotechnical report. The dykes and
pond was manmade and condemned. The homes built above went through several geotechnical studies. The
soil down below has had fill come in. He allowed the fill to come in although it did not benefit him. Any home
built there would have to be built on native soils. The County gave approval to access the demolition of the
reservoir and a building lot. No building was done, but the access is still there. He just finished a geotechnical
report and they found that the soil is good and any building would have to follow the geologist’s conclusions.
The survey is correct; this will be the third survey done and will ensure everyone that the property corners are
correct. He wants to make retain the greenspace for the Rich’s. The likelihood of a flood is near impossible.
He believes it is a good project that is good for the County.

Commissioner Borklund indicated that he has access on the east side. Mr. Rasmussen indicated that he has
looked at that and believes it makes a bad traffic situation. He will have a gate.

John Reeve stated that Mr. Rasmussen came to the Uintah Highlands Water Improvement District to ask for
easement across their property and at that time they replied no. They went through the proper channels to
get easement there. Mr. Rasmussen is welcome to purchase the property now to obtain the needed access.

MOTION:  Commissioner Judkins moved to recommend approval of 2.1.a subject to staff and agency
comments and the deferral of curb and gutter. Commissioner Andreotti seconded the motion.

DISCUSSION: Commissioner Hansen indicated that if the County Commission does not recommend approval of
the access and what they do tonight would be invalid. Any approvals tonight would be contingent upon all
agency review recommendations. He wonders whether it would be better to have the information before
they recommend approval. Commissioner Borklund agreed.

Commissioner Parke indicated that all comments made tonight are all covered under the conditions of
approval that have been recommended by the Planning Department. Commissioner Andreotti agreed with
Commissioner Parke. Chair Favero indicated that he agrees with Commissioner Parke’s comments that the
conditions are covered under the conditions of approval.

AMENDMENT: Commissioner Hansen indicated that they need to add the vacating of Lot 1R in the motion.
Commissioner Andreotti seconded the amendment. The motion carried by a unanimous vote.

b. Election of Chair and Vice Chair for 2014
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Commissioner Judkins moved to nominate Commissioner Whaley as Chair for 2014. Commissioner Hansen
moved to nominate Commissioner Borklund as Chair for 2014. Commissioner Judkins moved that
nominations cease. A vote was taken and Chair Favero declared Commissioner Borklund Chair for 2014 by a
6-1 vote.

Vice Chair

Commissioner Andreotti moved to nominate Commissioner Whaley as Vice Chair. Commissioner Judkins
moved that nomination cease. A vote was taken and Chair Favero declared Commissioner Whaley Vice Chair
for 2014 by a unanimous vote.

Commissioner Judkins was excused at 6:28 p.m.

C. Communication Policy
Sean Wilkinson indicated that this item will be heard at the next meeting.

2. Public Comment for Items not on the Agenda

0.C. Hope asked that the Planning Commission look at putting a bike path and signage along the road.
Commissioner Borklund asked that this issue be passed along to the Weber County Pathways.

4. Remarks from Planning Commissioners
Commissioner Hansen thanked Commissioner Favero for his service as Chair for 2013.
5. Planning Director Report

Director Wilkinson stated that the National APA Conference will be held in April 26-30" in Atlanta. Chair Favero
declined as well as Commissioner Andreotti. Commissioner Whaley indicated that he has interest in attending if he
is able to tie up some family issues by then. Sean Wilkinson indicated that he will work with Commissioner
Whaley.

6. Adjourntoa Work Session
The meeting was adjourned to convene a work session.

WS1. Cluster Subdivision Ordinance Discussion

Scott Mendoza gave an overview of the current Cluster Subdivision Ordinance and indicated that after his
overview, he would like to have an open discussion with the invited guests participating in the discussion if they
choose to.

The current cluster requires that 30% of the overall cluster area be open space and up to a 50% bonus density can
be given.

e Commissioner Hansen indicated that he is looking for ideas from others regarding bonus densities.

e Commissioner Borklund expressed her concern that some of the bonus densities are subjective and open
to interpretation. She believes that the first bonus density could be done away with because the
subdivision should meet the intent of the ordinance in the first place.

e  Mel Smith indicated that number one was placed in the ordinance as a basis.

e  Phil Hancock indicated that the words “up to” demands that every petitioner will challenge the Planning
Commission’s decision for more density.

e Deone Smith believes that you need to have pre-determined levels.

e Commissioner Hansen indicated that they want to incentivize the developers to develop in a creative or
innovative manner.

e Commissioner Andreotti indicated that the landscaping set the ideal cluster subdivisions in the Ogden
Valley apart from other cluster developments.
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Deone Smith indicated that she believes the developers should have a detailed list of what is expected of
them when developing.

Commissioner Favero believed that they need to focus on the general idea of what makes sense for the
developer and doesn’t create acres and acres of cookie cutter subdivisions.

Kurt Alder commented that he likes the idea of having variety offered.

Larry Dailey stated that flexible zoning and varying lot sizes are also attractive features.

Deone Smith indicated that there are different types of buyers for property in the western part of the
county versus the upper valley.

Mr. Dailey indicated that you would get a nice finished product but the development costs will be higher
than traditional subdivisions due to the increased infrastructure.

Mel Smith indicated that he believes that the 20-acre parcel in Wally’s Acre Cluster Subdivision was too
small. He believes 25 acres would have worked better.

Deone Smith indicated that she has found that more buyers are not wanting to participate or purchase
property if there is a home owners association. Another option is to create a tax instead of participation
in an HOA.

Mel Smith stated that they do not have a socio-economic base to take care of the open spaces in western
Weber County.

Mr. indicated that West Haven just adopted an Acre Density ordinance. He stated that once a developer
sells the lots, they do not have any control of whether the new owner would maintain the landscaping.
Commissioner Favero indicated that a bonus for xeriscaping would be a good thing.

Mel Smith indicated that 10% of the lot or homes set aside for Affordable Housing bonus density is a flaw
because it would kill a developer’s lot sales.

Scott Mendoza presented possible changes that interest the Western Weber County Planning Commission at this

point.

Commissioner Whaley indicated that he expressed interest in requiring a sketch plan versus requiring a
preliminary plan a couple of months ago.

Mr. Dailey indicated that as a developer they would rather be allowed to present a sketch plan early on
versus being required to submit a preliminary plan.

Mel Smith indicated that if lots are sewered, a developer should be allowed to have smaller lot sizes such
as 15,000 sq. ft. lots. Also, agriculture does not work on one acre.

Commissioner Whaley stated that in looking at the bonus densities, did he review the bonus density list
and find what worked and what did not work. Mel Smith indicated that he had the Planning staff help
him with the process. He struggled getting the bonus densities to work; however, he received the full
bonus densities allowed and was able to get 26 lots on 10 acres.

Mr. Dailey believed that stub roads are expensive and it is a good tool to receive a bonus density for
providing stub roads. A streamlined process would be a good incentive to develop cluster subdivisions.
Also, having good transitions are a good idea.

Phil Hancock stated that everybody wants open space, but nobody wants to pay for it. Even though he is
in development, he has always worked on a consultant contractor basis. He believes that they should
keep it simple. The bonus densities should be made simple and shortened down. The “up tos” should be
eliminated. You increase the ROl by decreasing the time spent in processing subdivisions. Defining what
you want will streamline the process and will entice developers.

It was felt that the present ordinance should be tweaked first rather than a complete overall being done.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:13 P.M.

Respectfully Submitted,

Sherri Sillitoe, Secretary,

Weber County Planning Division
-
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/ ?f Staff Report to the Western Weber Planning Commission

Weber County Planning Division

Application Information

Application Request: Consideration and action on an administrative application, design review approval of the
storage building that is more than twice the size of the home.
Agenda Date: Tuesday, February 11, 2014
Applicant: Dan Scarbrough, representing Josh Skidmore
File Number: DR 2013-05
Property Information
Approximate Address: 2139 South 4300 West, Taylor
Project Area: 40,216 square feet
Zoning: Agricultural A-1
Existing Land Use: Residential
Proposed Land Use: Residential
Parcel ID: 15-080-0048
Township, Range, Section: T6N, R2W, Sec 29
Staff Information ; 2
Report Presenter: Jim Gentry
jgentry@co.weber.ut.us
801-399-8766

Report Reviewer: SW

= Weber County LandUse Code Tltle104 (Zones) Chapter 5 Agrlcultural(A 1)
= Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 (Standards) Chapter 7 Supplementary and Quahfymg Regulatlons

Type of Decision

Administrative Decisions: When the Planning Commission is acting as a !and use authonty, itis actlng in an admlmstratlve
capacity and has much less discretion. Examples of administrative applications are design reviews, flag lots, and subdivisions.

Administrative applications must be approved by the Planning Commission if the application demonstrates compliance with
the approval criteria.

The apphcant is requestmg approval of a storage building that is approxnmately 9700 square feet at 2139 South 4300 West in
Taylor. The property is zoned Agricultural A-1 and the lot is 40,216 square feet in size. “The purpose and intent of a design
review by the planning commission is to secure the general purposes of this chapter and the master plan and to ensure that
the general design, layout and appearance of buildings and structures and the development of property shall in no case be
such as would impair the orderly and harmonious development of the neighborhood or impair investment in and occupation
of the neighborhood.”

There is a single family dwelling on the property as well as an accessory building. The new accessory building will tie into the
existing accessory building. The building will be used for recreation vehicle storage, personal vehicles, storage, as well as a
batting cage. The building will be “L” shaped with the length of the building being 135 feet long by 60 feet and the “L”
portion will be 100 feet by 30 feet by 40 feet.

Section 108-7-16, Large accessory buildings (1,000 square feet or larger), number (c) states “Accessory buildings that exceed
the dwelling in area by more than double as measured by the footprint of the dwelling shall require approval by the planning
commission as a design review.” The tax records indicate that the dwelling is 1,026 square feet in area; therefore Planning
Commission approval is required.

In Section 108-7-4, Area of accessory building it states “No accessory building or group of accessory buildings in any
residential estates zone, cluster subdivision, or PRUD shall cover more than 25 percent of the rear yard.” Since this property
is zoned Agricultural (A-1), there are no lot coverage standards.



Section 108-7-16, lists the setbacks for large accessory buildings (1,000 square feet or larger) as follows:

(a) Accessory buildings 1,000 square feet or larger in area that accommodates uses meeting zoning requirements shall:

(1) Be located at least six feet from the rear of a dwelling in the residential estates zones and at least ten feet from the rear
of a dwelling in the agricultural and forest zones.

(2) Have a side yard setback of at least ten feet on an interior lot and 40 feet on a corner lot where the side property line is
adjacent to a street.

(3) Have a maximum height of 25 feet.

Exceptions: The side yard may be reduced to three feet (except in a forest zone) and the height increased to 35 feet if the
accessory building is located at least 100 feet from a property line adjacent to a street and at least 40 feet from a dwelling on
an adjacent lot.

The proposed large accessory building will be located 10 feet from the rear property line, 21 feet on one side of the property
with the other side of the property at 23 feet. The accessory building will be 66 feet from the dwelling, 100 feet from the
front property line, and the building height appears to be 25 feet, so the structure meets the setback requirements.

ary of Planning Commission Considerations s
= |sthe project layout and setbacks consistent with applicable requirements of the Weber County Land Use Code?
= Would this project impair the orderly and harmonious development of the neighborhood or impair investment in and
occupation of the neighborhood?

Conformance to the General Plan o : ; : S
This site plan conforms to the General Plan by meeting the outlme of perm|tted land uses of the zone in which it is located,
and all of the applicable requirements of the Weber County Land Use Code.

= Requirements of the Weber County Engmeermg Division
= Requirements of the Weber Fire District
= Requirements of the Weber County Building Inspection Division

Staff Recommendation Ly ey ; o/

Staff recommends approval of the site plan for Iarge accessory bundmg at 2139 South 4300 West subject to staff and other
review agency requirements. This recommendation is based on the project complying with applicable County Ordinances.
The Planning Commission may base the approval on the following findings:

= The proposed use is allowed in the A-1 Zone
= All development standards have been met

A. Des;gn Review Appllcatlon Wlt narrative
B. Site Plans

C. Two sheets with building elevations

D. Photos of existing building

Adjacent Land Use
North: Agricultural South:  Church

East: Agricultural West: Agricultural
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Weber County Design Review Application

Application submittals will be accepted by appointment only. (801) 399-8791. 2380 Washington Blvd. Suite 240, Ogden, UT 84401
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Staff Report to the Western Weber Planning Commission
Weber County Planning Division

Application Information

Application Request: Consideration and action on an administrative application, Design Review approval of the
new West Weber Elementary School.
Agenda Date: Tuesday, February 11, 2014
Applicant: Paul Feser with NV 5 Engineering is representing Weber School District
File Number: DR 2013-13
Property Information
Approximate Address: 4178 West 900 South
Project Area: 8.2904 Acres
Zoning: A-1
Existing Land Use: School
Proposed Land Use: School
Parcel ID: 15-046-0024 & 15-046-0050
Staff Information
Report Presenter: Steve Parkinson

sparkinson@co.weber.ut.us
801-399-8768
Report Reviewer: SW

Applicable Ordinances - '
= Weber County Land Use Code Title 104 (Zones) Chapter 5 Agrlcultural Zone (A-1)
=  Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 (Standards) Chapter 1 Design Review
= Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 (Standards) Chapter 8 Parking
= Weber County Land Use Code Title 110 (Slgns) Chapter 1 General Provisions

' Type of Decision v , , : :
Administrative Decisions: When the PIannlng Commlssmn is actmg as a land use authority, it is actlng in an admlnlstratlve
capacity and has much less discretion. Examples of administrative applications are design reviews, flag lots, and subdivisions.
Administrative applications must be approved by the Planning Commission if the application demonstrates compliance with
the approval criteria.

The appllcant is requestlng a Design Revnew approval of a site plan for the West Weber Elementary School located at
approximately 4178 West 900 South. The existing 8.29 acre site is in the Agricultural (A-1) Zone. This site currently is
functioning as an elementary school. The existing school building is to be removed and the proposed school building is to be
built in its stead. The proposed development is looking to demolish the existing school building and construct a new, more
modern school.

®  Property: There are some issues on the overall site.

o Thessite is designed on two separate parcels, with the proposed building having a property line running through it.
If this was a commercial building the building department would have requirements of a fire wall along the property
line, a school should be no different. The easiest way to resolve this concern is to combine the two (2) parcels
together.

o There is a discrepancy between the county records and the proposed site plan on the configuration of the western
most parcel and the northern most property line. According to county records, as seen in exhibits A & B, the
property line goes further north than the eastern parcel, but within the proposed site plan the western parcel does
not even match the eastern parcel on the northern line. The issue is, if this is the School Districts property, then
they need to maintain it. If it is not the districts property then they need to create a subdivision combining the two
parcels (issue mentioned above) as well as dedicate that portion of the parcel to whomever it belongs too.

=  Architecture and Design: Staff has provided the elevations and site plan for the proposed school building (Exhibits C &
D). Staff has requested a color board, which illustrates the materials and colors but none has been provided.

= Parking/Access: Access & circulation for the parking area appears to function well. The parking stalls themselves have
issues, as follows:
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o  Within 108-8-4, public school is not listed therefore the requirements are to be established by the Planning
Commission. Within the same section of the ordinance there is a requirement for Educational Institution (Private)
with the requirements of: “Two spaces per three student capacity plus one space per staff member”. However, it
appears that this requirement does not differentiate between Elementary and High Schools. Elementary school
students do not drive, thus parking requirements should be based on the number of staff members. One example
from Ogden City requires: “Two (2) stalls per classroom” for schools grades K-9.

o Under the General Note section of the site plan, it states that 159 parking stalls are provided. However within the
site plan there are only 123.

o The proposed parking stalls are too small. According to 108-8-7 (d) (1) — “Each parking space shall encompass not
less than 180 square feet of net area. Each parking space shall be not less than nine feet wide, the width being
measured at a right angle for the side lines of the parking space.” The majority of the parking stalls are 9’ X 18’ =
162 square feet

= Lighting: Nothing was provided to indicate that exterior light fixtures are to be installed at this site. If exterior lights are
to be installed, they will need to ensure that light remains on the property and does not flood adjoining properties.

s Setbacks: The proposed building appears to meet the minimum setbacks for the A-1 Zone. However, no measurements
are provided on the site plan

* Landscaping: No landscape plan was submitted; therefore staff has not been able to determine exactly which non-
labeled areas will be landscaped.

= Signs: The site plan shows two locations for signs; no plans have been submitted for these signs. Signs are allowed for
this use; however they will need to meet the requirements found within the sign ordinance (Title 110 — Signs) of the
Weber County Code.

= Other Agencies Review Requirements: There are still some unresolved issues from a couple of other agencies.

o  Weber Fire District — had a few concerns that all fire hydrants be in working order throughout the construction as
well as having access to the property throughout the construction. Since this is a school, it also needs approval
from the Utah State Fire Marshall Office.

o  Weber County Engineering — has several issues regarding the construction of the site, i.e. storm drain, right-of-way,
and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP).

= s the poposed site layout and bmldmg desngn consistent with applicable requwements of the Weber County Land Use
Code?

This site plan can ' conform to the General Plan by meeting the outline of permitted land uses of the zone in WhICh it is
located, and all of the applicable requirements of the Weber County Land Use Code.

=  Requirements of the Weber County Engineering Division

= Requirements of the Weber Fire District

= Requirements of the Weber County Planning Division

= Construction must follow the approved site plan exactly

= Staff will inspect the site to ensure compliance with approvals prior to the issuance of occupancy permits

Staff Recommendation :

Staff recommends approval of the site plan for the West Weber Elementary School subject to staff and other agency review
requirements. This recommendation is based on the project being in compliance with applicable County Ordinances and
subject to the conditions listed in this report. The Planning Commission may base the approval on the following findings:

= The proposed use for this site is allowed in the A-1 Zone and can meet the appropriate site development standards.
= The proposed development provides buildings that meet the requirements and can provide sufficient parking for the
proposed use.

Adjacent Land Use
North: Agricultural South: Agricultural/Residential
East: Agricultural/Residential West: Agricultural
A. Site Location Map B. Aerial Map
C. Architectural Design D. Site Plan
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Exhibit A - Site Location Map
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Exhibit B - Aerial Map

i ‘-‘P%.&f‘gs

= TS e o

2%
i b

et
e

,%{ﬂ

Page 4 of 6




Exhibit C - Architectural Design
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Exhibit D - Site Plan
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Staff Report to the Western Weber Planning Commission
Weber County Planning Division

Application Information
Application Request:

Agenda Date:

Discussion and action on amendments to the Weber County Land Use Code Title 108
(Standards) Chapter 1 (Design Review) Title 101 (General Provisions) Section 101-7-7
(Definitions) Title 106 (Subdivisions) Chapter 1 (General Provisions) Section 106-1-8 Final
Plat Requirements and Approval Procedure.

Tuesday, February 11, 2014

Applicant: Staff
File Number: ZTA 2013-01
Property Information

Approximate Address:
Project Area:

Zoning:

Existing Land Use:
Proposed Land Use:
Parcel ID:

Township, Range, Section:

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

Adjacent Land Use :
North: Not Applicable South:  Not Applicable
East: Not Applicable West: Not Applicable
Staff Information

Report Presenter: Jim Gentry
swilkinson@co.weber.ut.us
(801) 399-8767

Report Reviewer: SW

Applicable Ordinances

= Weber County Land Use Code Title 101 (General Provision) Section 101-7-7 (Definition)
= Weber County Land Use Code Title 106 (Subdivisions) Chapter 1 (General Provisions)
= Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 (Standards) Chapter 1 (Design Review)

slative Decisions

When the Planning Commission is acting as a recommending body to the County Commission, it is acting in a legislative
capacity and has wide discretion. Examples of legislative actions are general plan, zoning map, and land use code
amendments. Legislative actions require that the Planning Commission give a recommendation to the County Commission.

Typically the criteria for recommending in a legislative matter require compatibility with the general plan and existing
ordinances.

Staff is proposing to amend the Weber County Land Use Code Title 108 (Standards) Chapter 1 (Design Review). The changes
are as follow:

Sec. 108-1-2, Application, and review (b) is to only require a PDF file. With Miradi PDF’s are easily imported in the system
for other agencies to review or make copies.

Sec. 108-1-4, Considerations in review of applications, 5 is language clarification.

Sec. 108-1-4, Considerations in review of applications, 6 (c) is language clarification.
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Sec. 108-1-7, Agreement for improvements, is adding a provision allowing the County Engineer to approve financial
guarantee of $25,000 or less.

Sec. 108-1-11, Modification, clarify the modifications to a Design Review application that the Planning Director can
approve.

The other changes proposed in this ordinance make the definition for financial guarantees consistent with the rest of the
ordinance and increase the amount of a financial guarantee that can be approved by the County Engineer.

The definition for financial guarantees changed at the time when banks were failing and the FDIC chose not to honor the
outstanding financial guarantees. The new definition reflects that policy change.

The second change to the definition section and the section 3 is to allow the County Engineer to approve escrow amounts
of up to $25,000. Staff has worked with the current limit of $10,000 for several years. This process of allowing the County
Engineer to sign off on escrows has worked well and the increase will allow for more flexibility with developers and stream
line planning processes.

Section 2: Title 101 General Provisions Section 101-1-7, Definitions is hereby amended:

Financial Guarantee: In lieu of actual installations of the improvements required by the Weber County Land Use Code, the
applicant shall guarantee the installation of improvements by depositing the financial guarantee funds into the Weber
County Engineer’s Escrow in an amount equal to the future cost (plus 10% contingency) of the installation of the
improvements, as determined by the County Engineer and/or Planning Director, and approved by the County Attorney
{unless the amount is less than $25,000), to assure the installation of such improvements within a period of time.

“Small Subdivision”:

a. A subdivision consisting of three (3) or fewer lots and for which no streets will be created or
realigned, or
b. An amended subdivision consisting of five (5) or fewer lots and for which no streets will be

created or realigned; or

C. A subdivision phase consisting of five (5) or fewer lots, which has a valid preliminary approval by
the Planning Commission and meets all conditions of preliminary approval, including proposed street
layouts and phasing plan. The County Commission will have to accept the roads and the financial
guarantee, unless under $10,;0090 $25,000.

Section 3: Title 106 Subdivisions CHAPTER 1, General Provisions Section 106-1-8, Final plat requirements, and approval
procedure is hereby amended:

(D) Approval of Final Plat.

1. After final approval, the Planning Division shall submit the plat for signatures to the County Surveyor,
County Health Department, and County Engineer.

After approval and signature by the County Engineer, the plat and financial guarantee shall be submitted to the
County Attorney and the County Commissioners respectively, for their approval. The County Engineer can approve
financial guarantee under $38;080 $25,000. Financial guarantees can be granted a time extension by the County
Engineer and or the Planning Director if the change in the financial guarantee is less than $16,000 $25,000 of an
increase. The final plat, bearing all official approvals, as above required, shall be recorded in the offices of the
County Recorder at the expense of the applicant.



Summary of Planning Commission Considerations

The Planning Commission should consider the following questions in making a recommendation to the County Commission:

e Do the changes that have been made make sense?
e Have any changes been left out that you feel should be addressed at this time?
e  Are there changes that have been made that you disagree with?

Conformance to the General Plan =

Not Applicable

Conditions of Approval

Not Applicable

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission consider the proposed changes to Weber County Land Use Code Title 108
(Standards) Chapter 1 (Design Review) Title 101 (General Provision) Section 101-7-7 (Definition) Title 106 (Subdivisions)
Chapter 1 (General Provisions) Section 106-1-8 Final Plat Requirements and Approval Procedure and as these changes will
make ordinances consistent and allow more flexibility with developers and stream line planning processes.

A. Staffs draft proposal



Section 1: Title 108 Standards Chapter 1Design Review is hereby amended:

Sec. 108-1-1. Purpose.

Sec. 108-1-2. Application and review.

Sec. 108-1-3. Exceptions.

Sec. 108-1-4. Considerations in review of applications.

Sec. 108-1-5. Conditions.

Sec. 108-1-6. Planning commission approval.

Sec. 108-1-7. Agreement for improvements.

Sec. 108-1-8. Time limitations on approval.

Sec. 108-1-9. Transfer of approval upon change in use.

Sec. 108-1-10. Conformance to approval.

Sec. 108-1-11. Modification.

Sec. 108-1-1. Purpose.

(a)

The purpose and intent of design review by the planning commission is to secure the general
purposes of this chapter and the master plan and to ensure that the general design, layout and
appearance of buildings and structures and the development of property shall in no case be such
as would impair the orderly and harmonious development of the neighborhood or impair
investment in and occupation of the neighborhood.

It shall not be the intent of this chapter to restrict or specify the particular architectural design
proposed or to specify the exterior detail or design, color, or materials proposed by the
applicant, except as such detail is of such magnitude as to affect the general appearance and
compatibility of the development with its surroundings or as guided by the Ogden Valley
Architectural and Landscape chapter.

Sec. 108-1-2. Application and review.

(a)

(b)

All applications for occupancy permits or building permits for all multifamily (over eight)
dwellings, recreation resort uses, public and quasi-public uses, business, commercial and
manufacturing buildings, structures and uses and their accessory buildings, shall be accompanied
by architectural elevations and site development plans to scale, which shall show building
locations, major exterior elevations, exterior building materials and color schemes, landscaping,
prominent existing trees, ground treatment, fences, off-street parking, vehicle and pedestrian
circulation, adjacent buildings, streets and property lines, and existing grades and proposed new
grades. All plans shall be reviewed and approved by the planning commission with the exception
that small buildings or addition with a total footprint of less than 10,000 square feet and a
prejeet impact an area of less than one acre shalt may be reviewed and approved by the planning
director after meeting the requirements of all applicable ordinances. All of the above required
architectural and site development plans shall be reviewed and approved prior to the issuing of
any land use, occupancy or building permit.

All documents submitted in the application shall be accompanied by a PDF file of the respective
document. All plans (including but not limited to site plans, architectural elevations/renderings,
etc.), and subsequent submittals and revisions, shall be accompanied by a full scale set of PDF
BWF-andJREG files of the respective plans.

Sec. 108-1-3. Exceptions.

For buildings and uses covered by conditional use permits or planned unit development
approval, design review shall be incorporated within such conditional use permit or planned unit
development approval and need not be a separate application, provided the requirements of this
chapter are met.



Agricultural uses, including agri-tourism, shall be exempt from meeting the landscaping
requirements as set forth in section 108-1-4.

Sec. 108-1-4. Considerations in review of applications.

The planning commission and/or the planning director shall consider the following matters and
others when applicable, in their review of applications and where the plan is found deficient, the
plan design shall be amended or conditions imposed to mitigate such deficiencies when

considering:
(1) Considerations relating to traffic safety and traffic congestion.
a. The effect of the development on traffic conditions on abutting streets.
b. The layout of the site with respect to locations and dimensions of vehicular and
pedestrian entrances, exits, drives, and walkways.
C. The arrangement and adequacy of off street parking facilities to prevent traffic
congestion.
d. The location; arrangement, and dimensions of truck loading and unloading

facilities. In the case of a commercial or industrial development which includes
an on-site owner/employee residential use, all residential windows should face
away from loading docks.

e. The circulation patterns within the boundaries of the development. In the case
of a commercial or industrial development which includes an on-site
owner/employee residential use, a separate ingress/egress may be required,
depending on the size and/or type of use, and for any multiple use complex.

f: The surfacing and lighting of off street parking facilities.

(2) Considerations relating to outdoor advertising. The number, location, color, size, height,
lighting, and landscaping of outdoor advertising signs and structures in relation to the
creation of traffic hazards, the blanketing of adjacent property signs and the appearance
and harmony with other signs and structures with the project and with adjacent
development.

(3) Considerations relating to landscaping.

a. The location, height, and materials of walls, fences, hedges, and screen
plantings to ensure harmony with adjacent development, or to conceal storage
areas, utility installations, or other unsightly development.

b. The planting of ground cover or other surfacing, such as bark or
colored/natural gravel, as described in subsection (3)g of this section, to
prevent dust and erosion and provide a visual break from the monotony of
building materials, concrete and asphalt.

c. A minimum landscape space of ten percent of the project area shall be
provided with consideration of drought resistant and water conserving
landscape materials, or as required by the Ogden Valley Architectural and
Landscape chapter.

d. The number and type of mature and planted size of all landscape plantings.

e. The method of irrigation and approximate location of the water meter, point of
connection, sprinkler and/or drip irrigation heads, and any blow-out or
winterizing system. Water conserving methods, such as bubblers and drip
systems and electronic timer devices are encouraged.

f. The location, type, and size of any existing trees over four-inch caliper that are
to be removed.

g. Landscape standards. Plant sizes at the time of installations shall be as follows:
1. Deciduous trees shall have a minimum trunk size of two inches caliper.
2. Evergreen trees shall have a minimum height of six feet as measured

from top of root ball.



(4)

(5)

3. All woody shrubs shall have a minimum height or spread of 18 inches,
depending upon the plant's natural growth habit, unless otherwise
specified. Plants in five-gallon containers will generally comply with
this standard.

4, Vines shall be five-gallon minimum size.

5. Turf grass species, if used, shall be hardy to the local area. Application
rates shall be high enough to provide even and uniform coverage
within one growing season. Turf areas, where erosion is expected to
occur under normal conditions, such as drainage swales, berms and/or
slopes greater than 30 percent shall be planted with sod or other
deep-rooting, water conserving plants for erosion control and soil
conservation.

6. Turf grass, if used, shall be limited to no more than 50 percent of the
landscaping requirement.

7. Ground cover may consist of natural or colored gravel, crushed rock,
stones, tree bark, or similar types of landscaping materials.

8. Water conserving landscaping methods and materials are

recommended and encouraged.
Plants used in conformance with the provisions of this section shall be hardy
and capable of withstanding the extremes of individual site microclimates. The
use of drought tolerant and native plants is preferred within areas appropriate
to soils and other site conditions. All irrigated non-turf areas shall be covered
with a minimum layer of three inches of mulch to retain water, inhibit weed
growth and moderate soil temperature. Non-porous material shall not be
placed under mulch.
The owner of the premises shall be responsible for the maintenance, repair,
and replacement, within 30 days of removal, of all landscaping materials on the
site. In cases where the 30-day time limit for replacement extends beyond the
normal growing season, replacement shall be made at the beginning of the
following growing season.

Considerations relating to buildings and site layout.

a.

Consideration of the general silhouette and mass of buildings including location
of the site, elevations, and relation to natural plant coverage, all in relationship
to adjoining buildings and the neighborhood concept.

Consideration of exterior design and building materials in relation to adjoining
structures in height, bulk, and area openings, breaks in facade facing on a
street or streets, line and pitch of roofs, and the arrangements or structures on
the parcel.

Considerations relating to utility easements, drainage, and other engineering questions.
Fhe Provision within the development shall provide for adeguaey adequate of storm
water and surface water drainage, and retention facilities, and for utilities to and
through the property.

Considerations relating to prior development concept plan approval associated with any
rezoning agreement, planned commercial or manufacturing rezoning, or planned
residential unit development approval.

a.

Does any proposed phase or phasing sequence of an approved concept or
preliminary development plan provide for logical workable independent
development units that would function adequately if the remainder of the
project failed to materialize?

Is this plan or phase thereof a more detailed refinement of the approved
concept plan?

Are any modifications of a majer significant nature that first need to follow the
procedure for amending the approved concept plan?



Sec. 108-1-5. Conditions.

Design approval may include such other conditions consistent with the considerations of this,
and/or any other chapter of the Weber County Land Use Code, as the commission or planning
director deem reasonable and necessary under the circumstances to carry out the intent of the
Land Use Code.

Sec. 108-1-6. Planning commission approval.

The planning commission, or the planning director, shall determine whether the proposed
architectural and site development plans submitted are consistent with this chapter and with the
general objectives of this chapter, and shall give or withhold approval accordingly. Denial of
approval by the planning director may be appealed to the planning commission, and denial by
the planning commission may be appealed to the county commission.

Sec. 108-1-7. Agreement for improvements.

Upon the grant of design approval, the developer shall enter into an Agreement with the County
detailing the public and private improvements to be constructed on and off site and
acknowledging his responsibility for such installation within the time peried allowed. Financial
guarantees for completing improvements shall be deposit into an escrow account with the
Weber County Engineering Division be-filed-with-the-County when and where so required.
Financial guarantee of $25,000 or less may be approved by the County Engineer. Occupancy shall
not occur until all improvements have either been installed or guaranteed forfuture installation.

Sec. 108-1-8. Time limitations on approval.

If construction of any development for which design approval has been granted, has not been
commenced within 18 months from date of design review approval, the approval shall be
deemed automatically revoked. Upon application, an extension of time may be granted by the
planning commission.

Sec. 108-1-9. Transfer of approval upon change in use.

Design approval shall be deemed revoked if the buildings erected or the classification of their use
or the classification of the use of land for which the approval was granted is changed, unless the
approval is transferred by the planning commission. The planning director may authorize the
transfer of design approval provided that all requirements of the Weber County Land Use Code
are met for the new use. If a conflict arises concerning the interpretation of the zeniag Land Use
Code erdinanee, the planning director shall refer the change in use to the planning commission
for review and approval.

Sec. 108-1-10. Conformance to approval.

Development for which design approval has been granted shall conform to the approval and any
conditions attached thereto.

Sec. 108-1-11. Modification.

Upon request of the applicant, modifications in the approved plan may be made by the Planning

Commlssmn or the PIannmg Dlrector #au-theﬂzeé—te—de—se—ff—ms—ﬁeemd#m—the-medm

De minimis Revisions: The planning director may approve revisions to an approved Design
Review Plan that he/she determines are de minimis. Proposed revisions shall be considered de




minimis if the Planning Director determines the changes to be slight and inconsequential and will
not violate any substantive provision of this Code. The Planning Director’s written approval of a
de minimis revision{s) shall be appended to the written decision of the Planning Commission.
Revisions that are de minimis shall not require public notice.

The planning commission may revoke or modify a design approval which does not conform to
any requirement of the approved permit.

Section 2: Title 101 General Provisions Section 101-1-7, Definitions is hereby amended:

Financial Guarantee: In lieu of actual installations of the improvements required by the Weber County Land Use
Code, the applicant shall guarantee the installation of improvements by depositing the financial guarantee funds
into the Weber County Engineer’s Escrow in an amount equal to the future cost (plus 10% contingency) of the
installation of the improvements, as determined by the County Engineer and/or Planning Director, and approved
by the County Attorney, to assure the installation of such improvements within a period of time.

“Small Subdivision”:

a. A subdivision consisting of three (3) or fewer lots and for which no streets will be
created or realigned, or

b. An amended subdivision consisting of five (5) or fewer lots and for which no streets will
be created or realigned; or

e A subdivision phase consisting of five (5) or fewer lots, which has a valid preliminary
approval by the Planning Commission and meets all conditions of preliminary approval, including
proposed street layouts and phasing plan. The County Commission will have to accept the roads
and the financial guarantee, unless under $38;000 $25,000.

Section 3: Title 106 Subdivisions CHAPTER 1, General Provisions Section 106-1-8, Final plat requirements, and
approval procedure is hereby amended:

(D) Approval of Final Plat.

e After final approval, the Planning Division shall submit the plat for signatures to the County
Surveyor, County Health Department, and County Engineer.

After approval and signature by the County Engineer, the plat and financial guarantee shall be submitted
to the County Attorney and the County Commissioners respectively, for their approval. The County
Engineer can approve financial guarantee under $36,660 $25,000. Financial guarantees can be granted a
time extension by the County Engineer and or the Planning Director if the change in the financial
guarantee is less than $36,000 $25,000 of an increase. The final plat, bearing all official approvals, as
above required, shall be recorded in the offices of the County Recorder at the expense of the applicant.



Staff Report to the Western Weber Planning Commission
Weber County Planning Division

Application Information
Application Request:

Agenda Date:
Applicant:
File Number:

Consideration and action on a proposal to amend, Title 104 (Zones) Chapter 5 (Agricultural-
1), Section 7 (Site Development Standards), of the Weber County Land Use Code by
reducing the minimum separation (setback) standard in between a main building and an
accessory structure.

Tuesday, February 11, 2014

Weber County Planning Division

ZTA 2014-01

Property Information
Approximate Address:
Project Area:

Zoning:

Existing Land Use:
Proposed Land Use:
Parcel ID:

Township, Range, Section:

Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable
Not Applicable

Adjacent Land Use
North: Not Applicable South:  Not Applicable
East: Not Applicable West: Not Applicable
Staff Information Y

Scott Mendoza
smendoza@co.weber.ut.us
801-399-8769

Report Reviewer: JG

Report Presenter:

= Weber County Land Use Code; Title 104 (Zones) Chapter 5 (Agricultural-1) Section 7 (Site Development Standards).

sgislative Decisi

When the Planning Commission is acting as a recommending body to the County Commission, it is acting in a legislative
capacity and has wide discretion. Examples of legislative actions are general plan, zoning map, and land use code
amendments. Legislative actions require that the Planning Commission give a recommendation to the County Commission.
When making a recommendation, on a legislative matter, the Commission will typically consider a proposal’s compatibility
with the general plan and existing codes.

The Weber County Planning Division is proposing an amendment to, Title 104 (Zones) Chapter 5 (Agricultural-1) Section 7
(Site Development Standards), of the Weber County Land Use Code by reducing the minimum separation (setback)
standard in between a main building and an accessory structure.

The Agricultural-1 (A-1) Zone requires a lot area of 40,000 square feet, a minimum lot width of 150 feet, and a variety of
setbacks depending on what type of structure is being built. For an accessory structure, the A-1 Zone currently requires a
minimum separation of ten feet in between the rear facing wall of a main structure and the front facing wall of an accessory
structure. This separation standard is only applied when a landowner chooses to site an accessory building in a yard area
that is less than ten feet from a side lot line. For example, a landowner may site an accessory structure as close as 1 foot to
a side lot line if the accessory structure is placed at least 10 feet behind the rear facing wall of the main building. If a
landowner prefers to site an accessory structure closer than 10 feet to the rear facing wall of the main building (or to the
side of the main building or in front of the main building) the accessory structure is required to be at least 10 feet from any
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side lot line. Generally, accessory structures have a 1 foot rear yard setback (10 foot otherwise if the subject lot is a corner
lot rearing on the side yard of an adjacent lot) and all structures are required to be sited at least 30 feet from a front lot
line.

This proposed amendment would change the current separation standard from 10 feet to 6 feet in the A-1 Zone. This
change would make the separation standard consistent with the County’s existing Agricultural-2 (A-2), Agricultural-3 (A-3),
Agricultural Valley-3 (AV-3), Residential Estates (RE-15 and RE-20), and Single-Family Residential (R-1-10, R-1-12) Zones.

'Summary of Planning Commission Considerations

= The Planning Commission may consider the benefits of having an accessory structure separation standard that is
consistent throughout the County.

IConformance to the General Plan
Not Applicable

Conditions of Approval

Not Applicable

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommends approval of the proposed amendment to the Agricultural-1 (A-1) Zone.

A. Existing Agricultural-1 (A-1) Zone Development Standard Table as shown below:

Permitted Uses Requiring 2 and 5 Acre

Permitted and Conditional Uses

Minimums

Minimum Lot Area 40,000 square feet 2 acres —5 acres
Minimum Lot Width 150 feet 150 feet
Minimum Yard Setbacks
Front 30 feet 30 feet
Side
Dwelling 10 feet with total width of 2 side yards not less than 24 feet.

Other Main Dwelling

20ft. each side

20ft. each side

Accessory Building

10 feet; except 1 foot if located at least 10 6 feet in rear of main building.

Accessory Buildings Over 1,000 sqft.
For Storage of Personal Equipment
and Materials.

See Section 108-7-16.

Side Facing Street on a Corner Lot. 20 feet 20 feet
Rear
Main Building 30 feet 30 feet

Accessory Building

1 foot; except 10 feet where accessory building on a corner lot rears on a side yard of
an adjacent lot.

Main Building Height

Minimum

1 story

1 story

Maximum

35 feet

35 feet

Accessory Building Height

25 feet unless meeting requirements of Section 108-7-16, Large accessory buildings.

Page 2 of 2




Weber County Planning Division

Date: February 4, 2014
To: Western Weber Planning Commission
From: Sean Wilkinson <>t

Planning Director

Subject: 2014 Planning Division Work Program

2014 Planning Division Work Program

The 2014 Planning Division work program builds on significant progress made in 2013 on several projects,
code amendments, general plan updates, and other items. The work program is a sampling of the major
projects that are anticipated to be completed in the coming year, though not every project is listed. The
work program is always subject to change based on staff work loads, unanticipated submittals, County
Commission direction, or other issues that may arise.

The work program does not show the large amount of current planning work that takes place on a daily
basis and takes up a significant amount of staff time. Long range projects are often set aside in order to
meet deadlines with current planning projects. With the addition of two new planners in 2014 we hope to
complete the work program, stay ahead of the current planning projects, and further streamline our
processes to make the Planning Division more efficient and effective.

Weber County Planning Division | www.co.weber.ut.us/planning
2380 Washington Blvd., Suite 240 Ogden, Utah 84401-1473 | Voice: (801) 399-8791 | Fax: (801) 399-8862



(ponwigns 19A Jou) suozay
T-44Q UIBIUNO 13pMOd

sjooyds annadesayl

suoinned

M3IASY Ue|d |RIBUID
pue uoday asn puet

|enuelp suoilesadQ

92IAJS JaW0ISN)

sai1epdn
shemyied A3jjep uapso

de 8uiuoz
3yl JO uonedyIpolay

anauey) Asjjen uspso

(sapoN) s1a1ua) a3eIA

°pod
AduednadQ jo 91ed1ua)

3p0D UOISIAIPANS J31SN|D

m3Inay udisag 9¢ Jaidey)

4
191dey) apo) uoIsIAIpgns

, ; Sapo)/sadueulpio
LEle AON| 19003100 Emm_ Hm:m:i Anr| w::; Ae| __E,i yodelN|  Asenigad| Asenuer| 5
| » _ | “ ' weisoid o
aweld awl] :s109foud a8uey Suoq d HOM ¥I0c




juswisnipy Jo pieog ayl wouj panowal atam suondixa [enads ,

6€ 6¢€ 0€ €C 91 6
S8 6L 6L 8L v9 [9CT
LYT ¥81 |TET 891 86T 0L¢C
L81 00c¢ vt L8T 0TC |[S8¢E
S¢ 14" 0c¢ T€ 99

[4 T 0 0 0 T

0 0 0 0 0 0

T L 0 0 0 0

T 0 0 0 0 0
8v¢ 61 4" [4% Ev |9l
LE 4" 8 9T €E |9¢€
Tce 961 |S9ST |91 951 |01¢
T1 L S (1 ¥T |OT
4 0 1 € [4 T

8 [T ) 8 8 1T
[4" 14" 91 6 [4 S

0 0 0 0 € €

0 0 0 0 [4 0
S¢ VT L S¢ ¢ 10¢
€10¢C ¢10C |T10C |010C |600¢ |800C

paulquwiod a1am Aayl JeaA siyy duung

S1uaAj [e1dads

suol3oadsu| asuadI] ssaulsng MaN
panjosay siuiejdwo)

sjurejdwo)

S3SVD LNIWIDHO4N3T 3d0D

SY31131 a1INg3¥-NON/a1INga3ly
SNOILVOVA LN3IWW3ISV3I
NOISSININOD AYONNOY
SNOILVYJId3a avod

SNOILVOVA 13341S

s107
suoljeolddy

SNOISIAIQENS

$34N12NJ3S 1ayjo pue suljama
SLINY3d 3SN ANV

suollad suiuoz

M3INSY BPIS|IH
Juawisnipy jo pieog
smalnay udisag

sue|d 2115 Supnioenuein
sue|d 91IS |eI4BWWOo)

asn [euoNIpUO)

SNOILYIINddVY



Weber County Planning Division

Date: February 4, 2014
To: Western Weber Planning Commission
From: Sean Wilkinson “>7</

Planning Director

Subject: 2013 Western Weber County General Plan Implementation Update

2013 General Plan Implementation Update

The Ogden Valley General Plan was adopted and in 1998 and the Recreation Element of the General Plan
was adopted in 2005. The West Central Weber County General Plan was adopted in 2003. The general plan
is a combination of goals, objectives, and policies that guide land use planning and zoning within the county
for the present and the future. The General Plan provides for compatibility and continuity within the
unincorporated county and within individual neighborhoods. Once policy direction is established, ordinances
are then created to implement the policies. This is the yearly update on the progress of implementing the
key issues identified in the General Plan. Attached is the summary of updates that have taken place in 2013
to implement the General Plans for the Ogden Valley and Western Weber County.

In 2013, the following plans, projects, new and modified ordinances, and significant special projects were
adopted, thus furthering the goals and objectives of the two General Plans:

e The Land Use Code was adopted and placed on the Weber County Planning Division web page.

e The Moderate Income Housing Plan was adopted as an element of the General Plan.

e The front and rear yard setbacks in the Residential R-1-10 Zone were amended.

e The standards for Flag Lots, Private Rights-of-Way, and Access Easements were amended to be
consistent with fire codes and engineering standards.

Significant work has been done in plan implementation on the following projects Staff is anticipating the
completion and adoption of these projects by the County Commission in 2014:

e Proposed amendments to the Cluster Subdivision standards
e Chapter 2 of the Subdivision Code
e land Use Surveys for the Ogden Valley and Western Weber County

Weber County Planning Division | www.co.weber.ut.us/planning
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Weber County Planning Division

Date: December 6, 2013
To: Ogden Valley Planning Commission
From: Robert O. Scott, AICP

Planning Director
Subject: Contact Information Policy

At the December 3, 2013 Ogden Valley Planning Commission (OVPC) meeting a proposal to establish a policy on
whether or not planning commissioner names should be put on the Planning Division website was held. The proposed
language is: “Commission members may choose to have their contact information available on the Weber County
Planning Division website.”

I have reviewed this language with our legal counsel, Chris Allred and we agree that this proposal is a policy decision
and not something that should be included with the OVPC Rules of Order. That, being said this is a decision for the
OVPC to make.

In 2008 the OVPC entertained a similar discussion. Below are the minutes from that discussion:

September 23, 2008
Planning Director’s Report

4.1. Ex parte Communication

Sean Wilkinson said Robert Scott was ill and asked him to present this item. Mr. Scott replied to an E-mail regarding a
request to add the Planning Commissioners names and contact information to the website as follows: “/ have checked
with County legal staff and found that the County does not have a policy regarding whether to place board member
names on the County web pages. Your stated purpose to have these names is to make contact with them regarding
agenda items. The appropriate time and place to contact commissioners is at the official meeting with communications
are on record. Contacts outside of a regular meeting are ex parte contacts. Ex parte contacts are required to be divulged
in public and further may have the effect that a member not being able to vote on an item. It would be inappropriate in
my opinion to have these names on the web unless the County Commission determines otherwise.”

The Planning Commission is appointed by the County Commission. The County Commission is the body that was voted
upon and represents the County. Ex parte communication is strongly discouraged and if it does happen, it should be
revealed in a Planning Commission meeting. If ex parte communication occurs regarding a particular project, it needs
to be revealed prior to each agenda item discussion. Depending what the Planning Commissioner says, it could prevent
them from voting on a particular item.

Chris Allred said from the Planning Commission Rules of Procedure and Ethical Conduct it states: that “Reports and
official records of a public planning agency must be open on an equal basis to all inquiries. Planning advice should not
be furnished to some unless it is available to all...” “Prearranged private meetings between a Planning Commissioner
and applicants, their agents, or other interested parties are prohibited. Partisan information on any application
received by a Planning Commissioner whether by mail, telephone, or other communication should be made part of the
public record.” Mr. Allred said this policy keeps the integrity of the process and prevents the members from being
lobbied individually and the information is given to all members.

Commissioner Graves said at their last meeting Snowbasin lobbied them to look at their new plan, and Robert Scott
discouraged him. He received two E-mails since that meeting from Snowbasin asking if he could meet with them, but
he declined to meet with them as an individual member.

Steve Clarke said his understanding is that everyone could send an E-mail to all PC members and also one to staff for
the public record. Chair Cooper said Legal Counsel said it would be better to send the information through staff or the
Planning Commission’s website. Sherri Sillitoe said she forwards the E-mails to the members when they are received
and staff also places a copy of the letter in the meeting packet.
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Commissioner Rounkles indicated his appreciation for Mr. Clarke’s input on the issues before them.

Chris Alired said they are trying to protect the Planning Commission from being bipartisan. He advised the members to
use good judgment in regard to talking to the press as well.

There are several options for the OVPC to consider:
1. Put contact information on the website including contact information.
2. Put names only on the website, e.g., Sun Valley and Haley, Idaho have the names, identify officers, and
appointment terms.
3. Do not put any information on the website.

Recommendation: Irrespective of which option is chosen, staff recommends that if either option 1 or 2 are chosen then
it should be all names listed. This is a policy decision; staff recommends either option 2 or 3.
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