
ELK RIDGE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 1 

October 11, 2012 2 
 3 

 4 
TIME AND PLACE OF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 5 

A regular scheduled meeting of the Elk Ridge Planning Commission was held on Thursday, October 11, 2012, at 7:00 p.m. at 80 East 6 
Park Drive, Elk Ridge, Utah.  7 
 8 

ROLL CALL 9 
Commissioners: Kelly Liddiard, Jed Pfaff, Sharon Dahlstrom, Randy Jones 10 
Absent: Debbie Cloward, David Clark, Clint Ashmead, Kevin Hansbrow 11 

 Others: Greg Magleby, LEI Engineer 12 
  Marissa Bassir, Planning Commission Coordinator 13 
  Brian Burke, City Council 14 
  Lee Haskell 15 
 16 
OPENING ITEMS 17 

Kelly Liddiard, Chair, welcomed at 7:05 PM.  Opening remarks were said by Randy Jones followed by the pledge of allegiance. 18 
 19 

APPROVAL OF AGENDA 20 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair, reviewed the agenda and there were not any changes. 21 
 22 

ALTERNATE APPROVAL 23 
KELLY LIDDIARD MOTIONED AND SHARON DAHLSTROM SECONDED TO MAKE ALTERNATE, JED PFAFF, A 24 
VOTING MEMBER FOR THIS MEETING.  VOTE: YES – ALL (3), NO – NONE, ABSENT – (4) DEBBIE CLOWARD, 25 
KEVIN HANSBROW, DAVID CLARK, CLINT ASHMEAD 26 

 27 
HASKELL COMMERCIAL ASSISTED LIVING SITE PLAN 28 

Mr. Haskell said he has submitted a site plan to be approved or recommended to be approved by the city council. 29 
The planning commission and LEI reviewed the site plan and there were a few concerns – rear sight-obscuring fence, landscaping 30 
improvements cost estimate and a plan or comment placed on the drawings illustrating why landscaping will not be completed to the 31 
rear of the property. 32 
Mr. Haskell stated they would like to not have to put up a fence because down the road they would like to do an addition and aren’t sure 33 
about where that will go.  Also, the reason to build in the location was to enjoy the view.  A six-foot fence would ruin the view. 34 
Mr. Magleby indicated that if the site-obscuring fence was put up on the property line, then the view would not be affected.  The 35 
building sits much higher. 36 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair asked if the landscaping and the fence should be on the same timeline. 37 
Mr. Magleby said it would be best to put them on the same timeline because it is one lot and wouldn’t make sense to have to remove 38 
landscaping if there will be an expansion.  If building continues to the north of the lot, then it might be warranted at that time.  The 39 
landscaping would have to be done within two years of building if there is not an expansion by that time.  There is some landscaping 40 
associated with the building  41 
Kelly Liddiard thought the build-out would be going west, but it was confirmed that it would go north of the building. 42 
Mr. Haskell explained that the building is a u-shape and the wings would just continue to the north to increase the size of the “U” and 43 
there would be more bedrooms. 44 
Kelly Liddiard questioned what was done with the fire hydrant since there were questions at the TRC (Technical Review Committee) 45 
just in case they did build an addition.  Would there be a fire hydrant within the designated feet from the property edge? 46 
Mr. Haskell said he checked with Seth Waite, Fire Chief, and there will be a letter from Seth to the City indicating there was a fire 47 
hydrant within the specified footage and another fire hydrant was not necessary, even after the addition. 48 
Kelly Liddiard stated that his concern was with the fence.  As a neighbor or another citizen, if the fence isn’t required with the Assisted 49 
Living, then why is it being required with everyone else?  He doesn’t want to cause havoc with other people. 50 
Mr. Haskell asked if the residents are required to put in fences. 51 
Kelly Liddiard said if there were going to be so many parking lots then a fence is required. 52 
Greg Magleby commented that it is only going to be the rear yard, not all of it.  Usually, there is an interface that goes from commercial 53 
to residential and it is the commercial property’s responsibility to put the fence up.  This is not the case with the said property. 54 
Mr. Haskell said that if it was put up, it is just so far down north that it will be eventually torn down…it’s just a row of fence. 55 
Sharon Dahlstrom asked if there needs to be a variance for it. 56 
Kelly Liddiard said it doesn’t have to have a variance.  He didn’t think of it being commercial so that is different from residential.  A 57 
site-obscuring fence would be a six-foot fence. 58 
The planning commission reviewed the large map to get a bearing where the fence would go and property lines.   59 
Kelly Liddiard indicated that the fence probably isn’t necessary because of the lay of the land and the fact that there isn’t any residential 60 
building to the north and it is currently zoned as commercial. 61 
Mr. Haskell indicated that the north lot is commercial and he owns it.  There could be a commercial entity there, but he would have to 62 
sell the lot first. 63 
Greg Magleby said if it is commercial zoned to the north then there isn’t a need for a fence, but if it is re-zoned residential, then there 64 
would probably need to be a fence.  He also commented it is odd because there is only one line of fence.  A side yard fence is not 65 
required. 66 
Kelly Liddiard read that Mr. Haskell also needs to submit a landscape estimate and asked if that was only because it is commercial. 67 
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Greg Magleby confirmed that in commercial there isn’t a bond for the driveways on site, but there is code requiring a bond for the 68 
landscape.  So an estimate is needed so bonding can occur before a building permit is issued. 69 
Mr. Haskell indicated he has the estimate, but not with him.   His understanding is that the site plan can be approved without the 70 
estimate because they do not have plans to complete the landscaping for at least nine months.  Mr. Haskell thought he didn’t have to 71 
bond for the landscaping until right before they were going to do the landscape. 72 
Sharon Dahlstrom read from code that the cost estimate is required before the building permit is issued. 73 
Lee Haskell rebuked that he should have been told about having the landscape bond with the site improvement bonding. 74 
Greg Magleby confirmed that the cost estimate for the landscape bond needed to be done before the building permit is issued.  The 75 
landscape plan was just completed with the last rendition. 76 
Kelly Liddiard asked Mr. Haskell what the landscape plans are for the backyard without the addition.   77 
Lee Haskell explained there will be about 25 feet of grass and bushes and trees.  It is kind of steep so it will not be used that much.  The 78 
courtyard in between the u-shape will be utilized, but he doesn’t think the residents will go down the hill. 79 
Kelly Liddiard said his concern is that the yard becomes an eye-sore with weeds. 80 
Lee Haskell indicated that the rest of the yard will be maintained by cutting it. 81 
 82 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair opened the public hearing at 7:24 pm. 83 
There was not any public comment. 84 
Kelly Liddiard, Chair closed the public hearing at 7:25 pm. 85 
 86 
RANDY JONES MOTIONED AND JED PFAFF SECONDED TO ACCEPT THE CONDITIONS AS RECOMMENDED AND 87 
RECOMMEND APPROVAL TO THE CITY COUNCIL.  VOTE: YES – ALL (4), NO – NONE, ABSENT – (4) DEBBIE 88 
CLOWARD,  KEVIN HANSBROW, DAVID CLARK, CLINT ASHMEAD 89 
 90 
Conditions: 1.   Rear sight obscuring fence is waived for the first building phase since the top of the sight obscuring fence is at 91 

the same elevation as the final improvements due to the existing topography of the site. 92 
 2.  Landscape cost estimate will need to be provided for bonding before a building permit is issued. 93 

3.  Rear landscaping beyond 25 feet from the building is postponed two years after the completion of the building.  94 
If Phase II of the site has not commenced within that two year period, the City will require the completion of the 95 
landscape to the rear of the lot. 96 
 97 

Jed Pfaff commented that an agenda item for the amendment of 10-12-31-C8 Rear Yard Sight Obscuring Fence. 98 
 99 
BUILDING SIZE ORDINANCE DISCUSSION 100 

Greg Magleby provided a bit of background of why the planning commission is looking at the building size because at the last meeting, 101 
they didn’t want Rural Housing to build small homes.  There is code that has varying lot sizes, but nothing to vary home sizes.  There 102 
isn’t any hierarchy of homes to create a differentiating values or potential market that go along with the zones.  Mr. Magleby provided a 103 
table that showed zones with existing and proposed building sizes with regards to with a basement or without a basement; rambler or 104 
multi-story.   In the existing code, the multi-story square footage numbers for the foundation, main floor and total square footage just 105 
don’t add up correctly.  More definition needs to be added to distinguish whether a split level basement is counted as livable square 106 
footage.  Mr. Magleby is proposing just using livable square footage with or without a basement for a rambler or multi-story.  The 107 
proposed definition for finished area is any living space that is at least 50 percent out of the ground and full finished at time of 108 
occupancy.  Each home requires an enclosed two-car garage. 109 
Jed Pfaff asked if someone could build a complete living space with just a carport. 110 
Greg Magleby confirmed that it is against code.  When there is multi-family housing, then it is a negotiated issue and there could be 111 
carports. 112 
Kelly Liddiard asked what the purpose of the 50 percent out of the ground was. 113 
Greg Magleby indicated that is not considered a basement.  Basements are valued at less than above grade.  When half of the basement 114 
is in the ground and half is not because of the slope, it is based on the average.  There may be some builders, particularly Rural Housing 115 
that may come in with a no basement option.  Homes next door to each other should be of comparable value and it is hard to get into the 116 
value because it is a “slippery slope”.  They are trying to make similar values by using the square footage.  If there isn’t a basement, then 117 
more square footage should be required.  Multi-story square footage is counted as any square footage above grade so the space above the 118 
garage could be counted if it is a livable space.  Referring to the table, Mr. Magleby indicated that the house sizes get larger gradually 119 
with each zone.  The basement option of a rambler with a 12,000 square foot lot, the minimum square footage is 1400 square feet and it 120 
steps up 200 feet for each zone until the HR-1 zone.  A lot of the future new development within the city will be in HR-1 zone which is 121 
1900 square feet minimum with basement on a rambler. 122 
Sharon Dahlstrom commented that she liked the table and it made sense to her.  In the community, there should be different size homes 123 
for the lot size purchased, instead of having a huge lot and then have a small 1200 square foot house…that just doesn’t make sense.  124 
Greg Magleby explained that each zone exist within the city.  The code has to be dissected to locate the square footage requirements for 125 
each zone.  It might be good just to put a table within the code to make it easier to locate, cut out some text and it just makes sense.   126 
Further explanation took place regarding the lot size and requirements for each zone.  Mr. Magleby explained that the PUD overlay and 127 
hillside cluster overlay are used for negotiations.  Lot size can be negotiated, as well as open space.  There are some methods that can be 128 
used to deal with the City’s issues, but the CC&Rs are left for the developer’s issues.   129 
City of Spanish Fork did a design guide for a certain subdivision so they could control some aspects on the city side, as well as the 130 
builder side.  The design guidelines are incorporated into the CC&Rs and it is part of the approval document of Legacy Farms 131 
subdivision.  There is a thorough process of review by the Legacy Farms committee before the city will accept a building permit.  It has 132 
to meet the criteria with Legacy Farms.  The guidelines follow the land regardless of ownership.  It is the way it is recorded.  The city 133 
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has control on the setbacks, which are based on the frontage of the lots.  Street appeal is the number one issue.  50-70 foot frontage lot 134 
requires eight corners on the house and of the eight corners, at least six of the have to be on the front elevation.  There has to be variation 135 
in the front which also changes the roof line.  The big thing in the subdivision was each home had to have a nice front porch dominating 136 
the home or enclosed courtyard.  The porch had to have proportional sized columns for the size and style of home.  That is the extent of 137 
the city’s involvement in the design. 138 
The architectural control committee comes into play with the project review.  Mr. Magleby displayed a home that was only 45 feet wide 139 
and about 1500 square feet, but it looked very large and nice because of the design.  He explained that there are different options to 140 
make the home look esthetically pleasing.  There were also requirements for landscaping for the subdivision.  There is an application 141 
that must be filled out and submitted to the HOA.  The HOA reviews the application and provides comments and conditions of approval.  142 
Then they will submit the form to the city after approval.  It is very thorough and detailed. 143 
 144 
Greg Magleby thinks that something like the said design guide is required to get what the city wants long term for PUDs.  The city 145 
shouldn’t be afraid of making requirements.  The developer will decide whether it is in their best interest.  It’s when things are changing 146 
midstream where the frustration happens.  With the Spanish Fork subdivision, the city was afraid the development wouldn’t have 147 
enough money to improve the parks at the end of the 900+ lots.  So along the way, they put $6500 into a joint escrow account between 148 
the city and the developer, which takes both to sign off.  Therefore, in the end, there will be enough money to build the next 149 
improvement.   150 
Jed Pfaff asked if the city code would need to be changed to allow for design guidelines. 151 
Greg Magleby indicated there would not have to be any code change.  The PUD indicates that it is a negotiation.  There are some 152 
criteria, such as minimum lot size and it is at the discretion of the planning commission and city council.  The two bodies need to be 153 
educated enough to realize that the developer’s pitch is not going to work or negotiate with some controls. 154 
Kelly Liddiard commented that the whole idea is great because the guidelines will be recorded against the land. 155 
Greg Magleby said that as he was researching code, the hillside cluster overlay is the one that will be used in the future with the HR-1 156 
zone.  The Hillside Cluster Overlay is to potentially drop the density from one acre to half acre lot.  The math does not work in the zone.  157 
For example, if there were a 100-acre development in the HR-1 zone, there could be one hundred lots.  If the lot size were dropped to 158 
half-acre lots, then 50 acres could be used in lots and the required 30 percent open space and about 20 acres of roads.  The overlay starts 159 
kicking in so the density could be increased by 30 percent so there could potentially be 30 more lots for more open space.  Potentially, 160 
there could be 10 percent more or 10 more lots if there is some kind of improvement to a park and another 10 percent potential for some 161 
other improvement.  The development would have to be stretched from 100 to 150 acres to even utilize the code.  The numbers don’t 162 
add up and physically the code doesn’t work.  There would not be any benefit. 163 
Greg Magleby also indicated that the HR-1 zone doesn’t allow any use of anything above 20 percent slope.  It is called undevelopable.  164 
CE-2 uses 30 percent and the other PUD uses 30 percent.  In the overlay zone, the code says anything above 20 percent has to be 165 
donated as open space.  20 percent is still buildable. 166 
Kelly Liddiard commented that there was a reason that was done.  They don’t want a strip mine. 167 
Greg Magleby indicated that those requirements can now be put into some of the CC&Rs and instead of slopes; retaining walls will be 168 
the focus and other grading aspects.  The buildable slopes should be consistent among the zones.  If the consensus is 20 percent then the 169 
other zones need to be changed.  30 percent is the standard. 170 
Further discussion took place regarding cuts and fills, re-vegetation and steep roads.  They also discussed the retaining wall off of 171 
Fairview Circle.  The standard zone needs to meet the standard grades. 172 
Greg Magleby said the HR-1 zone needs to be amended for the slopes and to be made “undesirable” by possibly increasing the frontage 173 
requirements and lot sizes, and make additional restrictions on road grades so the overlay can be used for negotiations.  The overlay 174 
could be changed by eliminating specific numbers and just saying if these improvements are done, negotiations can be made for more 175 
density.  The negotiations have to be reasonable for both sides. 176 

 177 
STORM DRAIN CODE ORDINANCE 178 
  This discussion was tabled until the next meeting. 179 

 180 
APPROVAL OF 9/13/12 PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 181 

Some corrections were made to the minutes of September 13, 2012. 182 
 183 
KELLY LIDDIARD MOTIONED AND SHARON DAHLSTROM SECONDED TO ACCEPT THE PLANNING 184 
COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 13, 2012 AS CORRECTED.  VOTE: YES – ALL (4), NO – NONE, 185 
ABSENT (4) DEBBIE CLOWARD, KEVIN HANSBROW, DAVID CLARK, CLINT ASHMEAD 186 
 187 

CITY COUNCIL UPDATE 188 
  The city council representative was not present for an update. 189 
 190 
OTHER BUSINESS 191 
  Kelly Liddiard asked what was happening with Dean Ingram. 192 
  Planning Coordinator, Marissa Bassir indicated that Mr. Ingram was looking at purchasing Elk Ridge Meadows Phases 5 and 6 and he 193 

wanted to know how the open space was figured and if the school property was counted as open space.  He is just researching right now 194 
and seeing if it is feasible. 195 

 196 
  Planning Coordinator, Marissa Bassir also indicated there was a gentleman inquiring about having substance abuse rehabilitation in a 197 

home located up on Coley’s Cove.  The city has to allow it per state code.  They have to also abide by the state code.  The home will be 198 
for eight people.  It is just an FYI because residents will probably have questions.  199 
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 200 
  Kelly Liddiard commented that curfew should be changed so it is just anyone under 18 across the board and it will work better. 201 

 202 
  203 

 204 
ADJOURNMENT – Chair, Kelly Liddiard, adjourned the meeting at 9:05 p.m. 205 
 206 
 207 

  ____________________________________________ 208 
         Planning Commission Coordinator   209 


