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To: Salt Lake City Appeals Hearing Officer

From: Wayne Mills — Planning Manager

(385) 226-8461 or wayne.mills@slcgov.com

Date: January 28, 2021 (hearing date)

Re: PLNAPP2020-00790 — Appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve a Planned
Development known as Stanford Commons at approximately 2052 E. Michigan Ave.
(Petition PLNPCM2020-00230)

APPEAL OF A DECISION BY THE PLANNING COMMISSION

Property Address: 2052 E. Michigan Ave. (approx. address)

Parcel IDs: 16-10-303-001

Zoning District: RMF-30 — Low Density Multi-Family Residential
Master Plan: East Bench Community Master Plan - Neighborhoods
Planning Commission Hearing Date: September 23, 2020
Appellant: David P. Rose and Lisa S. Rose

BACKGROUND AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The subject development project (Stanford Commons) is located at the southwest corner of the Townes
Condominiums (Townes). On May 7, 2020 an application was submitted to subdivide a portion of the
Townes property for future development. The portion of the property subdivided from the Townes property
previously served as a common area for the Townes but was no longer needed. The preliminary subdivision
plat was approved through an administrative process on August 14, 2020 according to the process and
standards applicable to preliminary plat approvals.

On March 19, 2020 an application was submitted for a Planned Development to develop the property subject
to the previous preliminary subdivision approval. The project (Stanford Commons) would further subdivide
the property into four lots that would house three townhomes and a common area. Details of the project are
included in the Planning Commission Staff Report (Attachment F).

On September 23, 2020 the Planning Commission heard and considered the proposal at a public meeting.
Following presentations made by Staff and the applicant, and after taking public comment on the proposal,
the Planning Commission voted 5-2 to approve the Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision
subject to certain conditions. The minutes of the Planning Commission meeting are included as Attachment
E.

On October 6, 2020 the City received an application from David P. Rose and Lisa S. Rose (appellant)
appealing the Planning Commission decision approving the Planned Development.

PLNAPP2020-00790, Appeal of Planning Commission Decision Appeal Meeting Date: January 14, 2021


mailto:wayne.mills@slcgov.com

BASIS FOR APPEAL:

This is an appeal of a Planning Commission decision; therefore, the Appeal Hearing Officer’s decision
must be made based on the existing public record. This is not a public hearing; no public testimony
shall be taken. The appellant’s application and brief are included as Attachment B and the City
Attorney’s response to the appeal is included as Attachment C.

NEXT STEPS:
If the decision is upheld, the decision of the Planning Commission stands. If decision of the Planning
Commission is not upheld, the matter could be remanded back to the Planning Commission. The

decision made by the Appeal Hearing Officer can be appealed to the Third District Court within 30
days.

ATTACHMENTS:

Vicinity Map

Appeal Application and Brief

City Attorney’s Brief

Planning Commission Record of Decision

Planning Commission Minutes of September 23, 2020 Meeting
Planning Commission Staff Report — Published September 18, 2020
Agenda, Notice, and Mailing List of the Planning Commission Hearing
Early Notification Letter and Mailing List

Stanford Commons Developer Opposition to Appeal

FrQEEDQwE

PLNAPP2020-00790, Appeal of Planning Commission Decision Appeal Meeting Date: January 14, 2021



ATTACHMENT A: VICINITY MAP
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ATTACHMENT B: APPEAL APPLICATION AND BRIEF

PLNAPP2020-00790, Appeal of Planning Commission Decision Appeal Meeting Date: January 14, 2021
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_OFFICE USE ONLY
Project # Being Appealed: Received By: Date Received:
PLNPCM2020-00230
Appealed decision made by:
Planning Commission [] Administrative Decision [] Historic Landmark Commission
Appeal will be forwarded to:
[] Planning Commission Appeal Hearing Officer [] Historic Landmark Commission

Project Name:
Stanford Commons

PLEASE PROVIDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION

Decision Appealed:
Approval of Planned Development with Conditions.

Address of Subject Property:
2052 E. Michigan Avenue, Salt Lake City, UT 84108

Name of Appellant: Phone:
David P. Rose and Lisa S. Rose 8012329440
Address of Appellant:
1020 S. Foothill Drive, Salt Lake City, UT 84108
E-mail of Appellant: Cell/Fax:
davidprose77@gmail.com 8012329440
Name of Property Owner (if different from appellant):
Lisa S. Rose, Trustee
E-mail of Property Owner: Phone:
roselisa26@gmail.com 8015586844

Appellant’s Interest in Subject Property:
Neighboring property owner objecting to the proposed Stanford Commons Planned Development.

AVAILABLE CONSULTATION

Please call (801) 535-7700 if you have any questions regarding the requirements of this application.

APPEAL PERIODS

An appeal shall be submitted within ten (10) days of the decision.
Applicant of an HLC decision being appealed can submit within thirty (30) days of a decision.

REQUIRED FEE

Filing fees must be submitted within the required appeal period.
Filing fee of $265, plus additional fees for required public notices and multiple hearings.

SIGNATURE

If applicable, a notarized statement of consent authorizing applicant to act as an agent will be required.

_Signature g r Agent: j Z? . Date: ,
- -+ ey ; ; / : . )
Iy i A Rotw | vo/a/ns20

Updated 7/1/20




SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENT _

A written description of the alleged error and the reason for this appeal.

WHERE TO FILE THE COMPLETE APPLICATION

Mailing Addréss: Planning Couhter In Person: Planning Cdunter
PO Box 145471 451 South State Street, Room 215
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 Telephone: (801) 535-7700

INCOMPLETE APPLICATIONS WILL NOT BE ACCEPTED

“TY, 77

Df)gﬁsg‘racknowledge that Salt Lake City requires the items above to be submitted before my application can be processed. |
understand that Planning will not accept my application unless all of the following items are included in the
submittal package.

Additional Guidelines for Those Appealing a Planning Commission or Landmarks Commission Decision

A person who challenges a decision by the Planning Commission or the Landmarks Commission bears the burden of showing
that the decision made by the commission was in error.

The hearing officer, according to state statute, must assume that the decision is correct and only reverse it if it is illegal or
not supported by substantial evidence in the record.

“Substantial evidence” means information that is relevant to the decision and credible. Substantial evidence does not include
public clamor and emotion. It involves facts and not mere speculation. A witness with particular expertise can provide
substantial evidence, but conjecture and public opinion alone are not substantial evidence.

The “record” includes information, including the application by the person seeking approval, the staff report, the minutes of
the meeting, and any information submitted to the commission by members of the public, the applicant or others, before
the decision was made. It does not include facts or opinion, even expert opinion, expressed after the decision is made or
which was not available to the commission at the time the decision was made.

A decision is “illegal” if it is contrary to local ordinance, state statute or case law, or federal law. An applicant is entitled to
approval if the application complies with the law, so a person challenging a denial should show that the application complied
with the law; a person challenging an approval should show that the application did not conform to the relevant law. Issues
of legality are not restricted to the record of the decision, but the facts supporting or opposing the decision are limited to
those in the record.

With regard to the factual information and evidence that supports a decision, the person bringing the appeal, according to a
long line of decisions handed down by the Utah State Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals, has a burden to “marshal the
evidence” and then to demonstrate that the evidence which has been marshaled is not sufficient to support the decision.

The appellant is therefore to:

1. Identify the alleged facts which are the basis for the decision, and any information available to the commission when the
decision is made that supports the decision. Spell it out. For example, your statement might begin with: “The following
information and evidence may have been relied upon by the Commission to support their decision . . .”

2. Show why that basis, including facts and opinion expressed to the commission is either irrelevant or not credible. Your
next statement might begin with: “The information and evidence which may have been relied upon cannot sustain the
decision because . . .”

If the evidence supporting the decision is not marshaled and responded to, the hearing officer cannot grant your appeal. It
may be wise to seek the advice of an attorney experienced in local land use regulation to assist you.

Updated 7/1/20



October 2, 2020

Via Email

SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
c/o Nick Norris

Planning Director

451 South State Street / Room 406

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5480

P.O. Box 145480

Nick.norris@slcgov.com

Linda Mitchell

Principal Planner

451 South State Street / Room 406
Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5480
P.O. Box 145480
linda.mitchell@slcgov.com

Via U.S. Mail

Salt Lake City Recorder

P.O. Box 145515

Salt Lake City, UT 84114-5515
Attention: John Delaney, Esq.
Salt Lake City Attorney
John.Delaney@slcgov.com

Dear Mr. Norris,

We, the undersigned property owners who reside on Foothill Drive in Salt Lake City
(“SLC”), hereby act to appeal the action taken by the SLC Planning Commission to approve the
4-Lot Preliminary Subdivision of the Stanford Commons PLNSUB2020-00231 (also identified
as PLNSUB2020-00349) and the Planned Development of the Stanford Commons

(PLNSUB2020-00230). This letter constitutes the appeal of these Planning Commission
actions. The source material for this letter comes principally from the Planning Division Staff
Report from Linda Mitchell, Principal Planner, to the Salt Lake City Planning Commission dated
September 18, 2020, already part of the public record for these applications (the “Staff
Report”), testimony given at the SLC Planning Commission Public Hearing on September 23,
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2020 (the “September 23"¢ Planning Commission Hearing”) and county tax records and other
public documents.

BACKGROUND FACTS AND MARSHALLING OF EVIDENCE

The Townes, A Condominium Project (“The Townes”) is a condominium subdivision
located on Parcel No. 1610303001 at approximately 2052 East Michigan Avenue in Salt Lake
City. See Page 1 of the Staff Report. The Townes consists of 20 residential dwelling structures
built on a 2.18 acre, triangular parcel of property. Except for The Townes’ principal common
area consisting of its swimming pool and attached green space on 11,696 square feet, most of
The Townes’ real property is occupied by its 20 dwelling units, with minimal landscaped area
around its exterior. See Letter in Opposition of David P. Rose and Lisa S. Rose, Pp.54-56 of the
Staff Report. The Townes is zoned RMF-30, Low Density Multi-Family Residential.

Working with real estate developers named Altus Development Group, LLC and/or its
affiliate, Sanford Commons, LLC (collectively, the “Developer”), The Townes filed Petition
Number PLNSUB2020-00349 with SLC to amend The Townes condominium plat and subdivide
its principal common area. The Townes proposed subdivision would take away and remove
from its condominium project The Townes’ 11,696 square foot dedicated common area
previously used as a swimming pool with adjoining green space. Instead, the 11,696 square feet
of common area would be separated from The Townes and sold off to create a much smaller,
entirely new 4-lot subdivision (the “4-Lot Subdivision™). See Pp. 2-4 of the Staff Report. The
lots of the 4-Lot Subdivision would have the following sizes:

Lot # Lot Area (square feet)
Lot 1 2,393 s.f.
Lot 2 2,046 s.f.
Lot3 2,539 s.f.
Lot 4 4,717 s.1.
Total 11,696 s.f.

See P. 7 of the Staff Report.

The Developer has entered into a contract with the Townes to purchase the 4-Lot
Subdivision. The 4-Lot Subdivision is proposed to be named the “Stanford Commons”. A
depiction of the proposed Stanford Commons and its site plan is shown on Pp. 3-6 of the Staff
Report. The Developer intends to develop the Stanford Commons with 3-single family,
attached dwelling units on Lots 1, 2 and 3 fronting on the residential street named Foothill




Drive.1 On August 14, 2020 Petition Number PLNSUB2020-00349 for the preliminary
subdivision amendment of The Townes was approved by the SLC Planning Department as an
administrative action. No public hearing was held on this preliminary subdivision. The
Townes Condominium amendment and the 4-Lot Subdivision is pending final plat approval.

On May 13, 2020, pursuant to Chapter 21A.55 of the Salt Lake City Ordinance, Stanford
Bell for the Developer filed a planned development application to the SLC Planning Department
for the Stanford Commons. This Planned Development Application has been identified as
PLNSUB2020-00230 (the “Planned Development Application”). The Developer submitted its
Planned Development Application to the SLC Planning Commission for a public hearing and
consideration of approval on Wednesday, August 26, 2020. However, the Developer failed to
give the required legal notice. The surrounding owners were not duly notified of the hearing for
the Planned Development Application. As a result, the hearing was ultimately rescheduled to
Wednesday, September 23, 2020.

Prior to the September 23™ Planning Commission Hearing, the Foothill/Sunnyside
Community Council submitted to the Planning Department its written opposition to the Planned
Development Application because of (i) the negative impact to the safety, purpose and character
of Foothill Drive as a cul-de-sac; (ii) its elimination of common area that provides buffering to
abutting properties, and (iii) its incompatibility with the neighborhood. See Letter in Opposition
by Devon Olson, Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council Chair on Page 53 of the Staff Report.
An additional 11 letters and emails expressing the views of 12 residents of the community were
sent in opposition to the Planned Development Application. No positive letters or emails in
support of the Planned Development Application were sent. See Pp. 53-68 of the Staff Report.
On Wednesday, September 23, 2020, SLC’s Planning Commission held the public hearing to
consider the Planned Development Application.

At the September 23™ Planning Commission Hearing, despite opposition from the
Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council and most of the surrounding residents, the Planning
Commission voted, with conditions, to approve the amendment of The Townes condominium
plat, the preliminary subdivision of the 4-Lot Subdivision and the Planned Development for the
Stanford Commons (the “Decision”). The Planning Commission found for the Applicant under
the belief that:

A. The Stanford Commons proposal generally meets the standards in terms of Master Plan Policies
and Zoning Ordinance standards (set forth in more detail in Attachment F to the Staff Report
and incorporated into this Appeal), Planned Development standards (set forth in more detail in

1 This residential street Foothill Drive (“Foothill Drive”) is located a block west of the far busier street that is also,
confusingly, named Foothill Drive and is the 4-6 lane boulevard commonly used to access Sunnyside and the
University of Utah. For ease of reference the much larger and busier Foothill Drive that runs adjacent to The
Townes east boundary is referred to herein as “Foothill Boulevard”.
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Attachment G to the Staff Report and incorporated into this Appeal), and the Subdivision
Ordinance standards (set forth in more detail in Attachment H to the Staff Report and
incorporated into this Appeal).

. The Stanford Commons proposal will provide housing that meets the intent of the RMF-30
multi-family zone of which it is a part and that it provides increased home ownership
opportunities in SLC, which is a policy goal of multiple SLC master plans. The Stanford
Commons dwellings will possess a maximum height under thirty feet (30') as required in this
zoning district. Likewise, the three dwelling units on the proposed acreage will possess a
density of less than fifteen (15) dwelling units per acre. Finally, the three more dwelling units
planned for the Stanford Commons would provide the opportunity to purchase three more
homes.

. The Stanford Commons proposal meets the density of the RMF-30 zoning district to which it is
subject similar to The Townes. The RMF-30 zone allows one dwelling unit per 3,000 square
foot lot. The 3,000 minimum lot size for each of the Stanford Commons attached homes is
satisfied if the Planning Commission through the application of the Planned Development
ordinance allows the Stanford Commons to waive the strict requirement of 3,000 lot size
minimum and incorporate the square footage of the common area of its Lot 4 into its
calculations.

. The Stanford Commons proposal will be compatible with the RMF-30 zoning and district and
the surrounding neighborhood on Foothill Drive and Foothill Boulevard because there are 20
attached homes to its north in The Townes.

Despite the foregoing evidence supporting the Decision, the SLC Planning Commission has
made several errors when it concluded that the Stanford Commons met the strict factual
requirements needed to satisfy the Standards for Planned Developments set forth in SLC
Ordinance Section 21A.55.050. This appeal describes the errors below.

L APPEAL OF SEPTEMBER 23, 2020 SLC PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION

Section 21A.16.030.A.2 of the Salt Lake City Ordinance provides that any person or entity
adversely affected by a decision administering or interpreting Title 21A may appeal to the
appeals hearing officer “within ten (10) days” of the “Planning Commission decision.” In
contrast, Utah Code Ann. § 10-9a-704 requires a land use decision to be appealed within ten
calendar days of a “written decision,” unless a city or town establishes a longer period by
ordinance. A Record of Decision of the Planning Commission’s conditional approval for the
Stanford Commons Planned Development has been posted on the SLC website with a date of
September 23, 2020. We do not know for certain when the SLC Planning Commission’s
decision was written. Nevertheless, out of an abundance of caution, we now hereby appeal the
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decision rendered by the SLC Planning Commission in the September 23 Planning Commission
Hearing (the “Decision”). To prevail, we must carry “the burden of proving the decision
appealed is incorrect”2 by showing the Appeals Hearing Officer that the Decision “is not
supported by substantial evidence in the record or it violates a law, statute, or ordinance in effect
when the decision was made.”3 A careful examination of the Record and this brief will show
that we have met that burden.

The Decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record. Moreover, the
Decision is illegal and/or improper because it does not comply with the Standards for Planned
Developments set forth in SLC Ordinance Section 21A.55.050 for at least four reasons: (A) the
scale, mass and intensity of the Stanford Commons is not compatible with the neighborhood
where the planned development will be located; (B) the building setbacks along the perimeter of
the Stanford Commons do not provide sufficient open space buffering between the proposed
development and neighboring properties to minimize impacts related to privacy and noise; (C)
Mobility is not enhanced while crowded parking and dangerous street traffic is greatly increased;
(D) mature trees located along the periphery of the Stanford Commons and the existing
landscaping will not be preserved and maintained. Finally, the planned development is illegal
and/or improper because it did not satisfy any of the objectives stated in Section 21A.55.010 of
the SLC Ordinances. For these reasons the Decision is incorrect, not supported by substantial
evidence in the record, arbitrary and capricious, and it should be overturned.

A. Incompatibility with the Neighborhood

The scale, mass and intensity of the proposed Stanford Commons is not compatible with
the neighborhood where the planned development will be located. The surrounding
neighborhood is characterized by R1-7000 single family detached homes, religious institutions
and twin homes. In the words of the Planning Division, “While moderately scaled residential
structures are located to the north, the immediate neighborhood context primarily includes low
scale single-family structures.”4 Immediately to the south and adjacent to the proposed
Stanford Commons is the beautiful, Emery single family detached home located on .30 acres that
is zoned R1-7000.5 West of the proposed Stanford Commons across Foothill Drive are three,
lovely, detached single family homes: the Babcock home located on 0.25 acres, the Jones home
located on .27 acres and the Rose home located on .56 acres. Each of these properties are zoned
R1-7000.6 The Planning Staff recognized the R1-7000 zoning district under which these
residences were constructed. However, the Planning Staff and by extension the Planning
Commission failed to describe the much greater sizes of their lots above and beyond the 7,000

2 SLC Ordinance Section 21A.16.030F.

3 SLC Ordinance Section 21A.16.030.E.2.c.

4 P. 7 of the Staff Report.

5 See Planning Division Summary, P. 2 of the Staff Report.
6 Seeid.



square foot minimum of the R1-7000 zone and that their increased size establishes the standard
for the scale, mass and intensity of the neighborhood. Similarly, the Planning Commission did
not recognize that all of these homes have deep setbacks of 35 feet at the least up to 65 feet or
more to the sidewalk and public right of way for Foothill Drive.7 As a result, their massing is
greatly subdued. In contrast, the 3-Story, Stanford Commons seeks to be within 5 to 18 feet of
the sidewalk, much less than the required 20 foot setback, with a dominating, oppressive massing
along Foothill Drive.8 As stated by the Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council,

This proposal is for a single residential building of three units. We do not have
triplexes in our neighborhood and this is an escalation towards denser residential
development in a part of Salt Lake City that is known for its strong single family
homes. We need to maintain the character of this neighborhood.9

Additionally, to the west are the Zions Lutheran Church located on 1.85 acres and the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-Days Saints Ward House located on 1.77 acres. They are
zoned R1-7000.10 Besides busy church activities and worship services that happen on a weekly
basis, there are constant youth activities at these facilities and even a daily “Let It Shine”
Preschool at the Zions Lutheran Church. Yet, different than the Stanford Commons, the scale
and intensity in use of these religious buildings is appropriate to the much greater size of their
lots.

Finally, immediately to the north of the Stanford Commons are The Townes
condominiums. There are 20 dwelling units (10 twin homes) in The Townes that are zoned
RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential District.11 However, 14 of The Townes
dwellings orient and front onto Foothill Boulevard or Michigan Avenue, not Foothill Drive.

The Planning Commission made a mistake when it failed to recognize that their vehicular access
only comes off of a private, mid-block driveway that enters and egresses onto Michigan Avenue.
As a result, there are just six of The Townes condominiums that orient and front upon and get
their vehicular access from Foothill Drive. Had the Planning Commission realized this, it would
have known that its approval of the Stanford Commons 3-attached homes would increase the
intensity of use and massing of the attached home product fronting onto Foothill Drive by 50%.
Moreover, the Planning Commission also mistakenly failed to recognize that the Townes
condominiums are twin homes with a single car garage for each home. In no case are there 3 or

7 See Vicinity Map on P. 9 of the Staff Report.

8 See Planning Division Summary, Pp. 2, 4, 42 of the Staff Report; Objections of Christian Dunbear, a resident of
The Townes, P. 62 of the Staff Report; Comments of Scott Jones at the September 23™ Planning Commission
Hearing.

9 Email of Devon Olson, Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council Chair, to Linda Mitchell, September 17, 2020, P.
53 of the Staff Report.

10 See Planning Division Summary, P. 2 of the Staff Report.

11 See Planning Division Summary, P. 2 of the Staff Report.
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more attached homes in The Townes and in no case are there 2-car garages like the Stanford
Commons has proposed. If the Planning Commission had realized this it would have known
that if the Stanford Commons were allowed to proceed with its three, 2-car garages in a single, 3-
home attached dwelling on the combined lot size of a mere 6,978 square feet,12 it would create
another “Garage-Mahal” that will be a blight on the Foothill/Sunnyside Community.13 Thus,
there is not substantial evidence in the record to support the Planning Commission’s decision that
the Stanford Commons is compatible with the neighborhood.

B. Insufficient Open Space Buffering Adversely Affect Privacy and Noise

The Stanford Commons building setbacks as proposed provide inadequate buffering that
are a great detriment to the privacy and noise of the neighboring properties. Lot 4 of the
Stanford Common is proposed to be dedicated as Common Area Open Space.14 It is
principally located east, well behind the proposed three attached homes. The one area it truly
buffers from the Stanford Commons 3-attached homes is Foothill Boulevard where there are no
residences. Although they spoke of the need for buffering and the minimal landscaping that
would be installed near the neighbors to the south, north and west, the Planning Division and
Planning Commission principally focused only on the existence of Lot 4 as a buffer to the east.
They did not fully grasp that the essential need for substantial buffering was on the east, north
and west where the existing residences are located. Lot 4 is wholly inadequate to buffer the
negative effects of the Stanford Commons upon the single family homes located to its south and
west, as well as the twin-homes to the north, where it is truly needed.15 In particular, the third of
the attached homes on Lot 3 will severely damage the privacy of the Emery home to its
immediate south.

I submit that, as the homeowner most nearly adjacent to the proposed parcel
(1065 Foothill Drive), there would be zero buffer between my property and the
new structure. The plans which I have seen, both from the developer and in the
documents provided by the City, show the proposed structures abutting directly
up to my lot.

See Email of Benjamin R. Emery to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 60 of
the Staff Report.

Likewise, the first of the attached homes on Lot 1 will severely damage the privacy of the
Dunbar home to its immediate north.

12 See Planning Division Analysis on P. 7 of the Staff Report: Lot 1 (2,393 s.f.) + Lot 2 (2,046 s.f.) + Lot 3 (2,539
s.£)=6,978 s.f.

13 See Public Comments of Ben Emery at the September 23" Planning Commission Hearing.

14 See Planning Division Summary, Pp. 3 of the Staff Report.

15 See the discussion on Pp. 4-5 above.



This development will reduce our privacy, increase noise levels, & burden our
general well-being as a community. . . . The original proposition has also
changed since the first time it was proposed. We were told that we could keep our
front yard and recently our HOA Management said it cuts into our already small
yard, leaving our yard fully removed.

See Email of Christian Dunbar, a Resident of The Townes whose home is
adjacent to Lot 1 of the Stanford Commons, to Linda Mitchell, September 5,
2020, P. 62 of the Staff Report.

In the press of so many details related to the Stanford Commons, it appears that the
Planning Commission did not recognize the highly intrusive nature of having windows located
along the perimeters of the Stanford Commons high walls. The 3-story, 26+ feet tall
townhomes of the Stanford Commons will create a looming intrusion into privacy of its
neighbors like the Emerys to its south, the Dunbars to its north and Kong and Kwak to the
east.16 The exterior windows on the 2-story and 3-story sides of the north, east and south
elevations of the Stanford Commons will peer into their neighbors’ homes in a completely
unwelcome and ordinance-violating intrusion.17

Our residence is located only 20 ft east from the construction area. Due to the
proximity, we would be affected by the noise from the construction site. . . . [ am
currently a full-time Nurse at the U of U hospital, where I dedicate many hours to
helping those who are ill and unwell. . . . After a hard day at work, I would like to
have time to relax and rest. . . . If this construction does occur and is completed, it
would ruin our view. Currently we are able to look out the window and see the
gorgeous sky and the sunset shining down accompanied by the view of my
neighborhood. However, at the end of the construction, our view would be at
another person’s glass window or brick wall.

See Email of YounDeok Kong, a Resident of The Townes east of the Stanford
Commons, to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 63 of the Staff Report.

I would also like to voice that this construction project and the resultant buildings
would largely affect our privacy due to the proximity. Our household would really
lose our privacy not just during construction but also after as well.

16 See Planning Division Summary, Pp. 3 of the Staff Report.
17 See Elevation Figure 7 Front (West) Elevation Rendering, P. 6 of the Staff Report; see also Renderings and
floorplans on Pp. 20-22 of the Staff Report.



See Email of Seodam Kwak, a Resident of The Townes east of the Stanford
Commons, to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 64 of the Staff Report.

[This project] if approved will dramatically affect me. When the proposal was
originally proposed to the Townes HOA members we were assured that the space
slated for purchase would be at the existing fence line. As per the proposal before
you, that has changed and now if approved I will lose most of the green space I
presently have out my front area, [it] will be reduced dramatically.

See Email of D. Lanette Dunbar, a Resident of The Townes whose home is
adjacent to Lot 1 of the Stanford Commons, to Linda Mitchell, September 5,
2020, P. 67 of the Staff Report.

The Stanford Commons directly impinges upon the privacy and quiet of its neighbors,
violates the ordinance, and does not qualify for the exception treatment afforded in the Planned
Development ordinance. As a result, the Decision in this regard is not supported by substantial
evidence in the record and it is arbitrary and capricious.

C. Failure to Increase Mobility

The Planning Commission failed to order a traffic study and properly consider how the
Stanford Commons design for the actual location and neighborhood in which it will be located is
detrimental to the concept of “Mobility” expressed in SLC Ordinance Section 21A.55.050.
Specifically, Stanford Commons (i) will negatively impact the safety, purpose and character of
Foothill Drive; (ii) does not create a safe and accommodating pedestrian environment; (iii) does
not provide bicycle facilities; (iv) does nothing to minimize conflicts between different
transportation modes; and (v) does not promote or enable access to adjacent uses and facilities.

A thorough traffic study should have been submitted by the Developer for the Stanford
Commons. There is no evidence of any such study in the Staff Report. If the Planning Division
and Planning Commission had ordered such a traffic study to be done as commonly occurs when
zoning waivers are sought in order to maximize the density on a small residential street, the real
traffic impacts on the community from the proposed Stanford Commons might have been more
easily discerned. Further, other than a conclusory statement by the Developer that the Stanford
Commons should not contribute any significant amount of traffic onto Foothill Drive,18 there is
virtually no analysis within the Staff Report that specifically addresses the Stanford Commons
impact on traffic on Foothill Drive. However, the adjoining neighbors, owners, and community
council have spoken on this issue. In the absence of any countervailing evidence from the

18 See Letter of Stanford Bell to Salt Lake City Planning dated May 13, 2020, P. 36 of the Staff Report; see also
Planning Division analysis on P. 48 of the Staff Report.



Developer and the Planning Commission, the experience and statements of community
stakeholders must carry the day.

Foothill Drive is a cul-de-sac. Nevertheless, it experiences a fairly heavy amount of
traffic and parking problems due to the two churches located at each end of the block and the
“Let Me Shine” daily pre-school held by the Zions Lutheran Church. Foothill Drive also is an
important pedestrian, jogging and bike route commonly used by these users for travel, exercise
and fun going south to north and north to south, as well as an import accessway between the
residents of the University Village to the north going to the Foothill Shopping Center and Dan’s
grocery store to the south.19 Hence, an increase of three homes on this street where it has not
been planned for such an increase is dangerous and should not be allowed.

This development is the most dense in our neighborhood. Allowing a key amenity
and open space at this location to be removed will make our neighborhood even
denser and exacerbate our parking and traffic problems.

See Email of Devon Olson, Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council Chair, to Linda
Mitchell, September 17, 2020, P. 53 of the Staff Report.

The Planning Commission apparently did not fully appreciate that only six of The
Townes twin home dwellings get their vehicular access onto Foothill Drive. The remaining
fourteen of The Townes twin home dwellings get their vehicular access off of a private, mid-
block driveway that egresses onto Michigan Avenue, not Foothill Drive. The 6 dwellings from
The Townes that do access onto Foothill Drive enter from single car garages with a single lane
driveway. Hence, the number of vehicles and the traffic impact on Foothill Drive from The
Townes is relatively low. In contrast, the 3-attached homes of the Stanford Commons each have
2-car garages with 2-lane driveways. This will negatively translate into disproportionately as
many or more vehicles and more trips onto Foothill Drive than the traffic impact from The
Townes.

I purchased my home, approximately four years ago, with the intention to live on
a quiet cul-de-sac street with low traffic in a walkable neighborhood. The
addition of 3-4 more homes on our street is too much to allow, we already have
two churches and a pre-school (within the Lutheran church) in one block and
there over flowing street traffic from both congregations on Sundays and days of
community events from activities. Our street can’t support another large
subdivision. The addition of these homes, and the subdivision of the property

19 See Email of YounDeok Kong to Linda Mitchell dated September 5, 2020, P. 63 of the Staff Report; Email of
Lanette Dunbar to Linda Mitchell dated September 5, 2020, P. 67 of the Staff Report.
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itself, dramatically changes the flavor or our block and the community that we
live in.

See Email of Benjamin R. Emery to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 60 of
the Staff Report.

Linda, It’s our understanding that concerns regarding the new development of
[three] condominiums on Foothill Blvd. should be directed to you. We live across
the street at 1046 Foothill Blvd and are worried about the prospect of the
addition of that many new residents, traffic flow, noise, and rental fluctuations.

See Email of Dave Babcock to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 61 of the
Staff Report.

The design of the Stanford Commons also negatively affects the safety and walkability of
the community. Where once there was an uninterrupted sidewalk, now there are six driveway
lanes that cut through the sidewalk (1 driveway lane for three 2-car garages). Further, existing,
front yard setbacks required under the current zoning have been waived and reduced. Rather
than being 20 feet from the setback line as required, the fagade of the 3-story building will be
only 18 feet from the setback and metal stairs and railings will encroach all the way to within 5
feet of the setback line!20 This certainly violates the zoning laws and no “building
articulations”, decorative features or other extraordinary benefit has been provided worthy to
merit the granting of a planned development and waiver of these laws.21

Not enough time and attention was spent in the Staff Report putting the Stanford
Commons’ proposed walkway in geographic context of the neighborhood in which it is located
so that the Planning Commission would be properly informed. The Developer has claimed that
it has improved Mobility by constructing a walkway connecting Foothill Drive to Foothill
Boulevard.22 However, Foothill Drive already connects to Foothill Boulevard at the end of the
cul-de-sac, just one lot away, making the addition of the proposed walkway superfluous.23 The
walkway will most likely only be used by the residents of the Stanford Commons, if at all. Such
a walkway is so minimal in scope and function that it does not increase in any sense the mobility
or walkability of the neighborhood. Like its failure to order a traffic study to better understand
the pernicious effects the Stanford Commons would have on traffic and parking on Foothill
Drive, the Planning Division did not truly understand how the actual location and neighborhood
made the Stanford Commons’ walkway a meager offering that does not satisfy the Mobility
Requirements of Section 21A.55.050. The paucity of the Staff Report on this subject of

20 See Planning Division Summary, P. 4 of the Staff Report.

21 Id.

22 See Letter of Stanford Bell to Salt Lake City Planning dated May 13, 2020, P. 36 of the Staff Report.

23 See Vicinity Map on P. 9 of the Staff Report; Site Plan with Proposed Walkway on P. 33 of the Staff Report.
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Mobility and the failure of the Planning Division and Planning Commission to require a traffic
study and take the other actions described above prove that regarding the essential requirement
of Mobility, the Decision is not supported by substantial evidence in the record and it is arbitrary
and capricious.

D. Mature Trees and Existing Landscaping Will Not Be Preserved

The Planning Commission did not correctly understand the requirement of Section
21A.55.050D because almost every condition of this Section comes out negative when applied to
the Stanford Commons. Section 21A.55.050D declares,

D. Landscaping: The proposed planned development preserves, maintains or
provides native landscaping where appropriate. In determining the landscaping
for the proposed planned development, the Planning Commission should
consider:
1. Whether mature native trees located along the periphery of the property
and along the street are preserved and maintained.
2. Whether existing landscaping that provides additional buffering to the
abutting properties is preserved and maintained.
3. Whether proposed landscaping is designed to lessen potential impacts
created by the proposed planned development; and
4. Whether proposed landscaping is appropriate for the scale of the
development,

1. Mature native trees located along the periphery of the property and along the street
are NOT preserved and maintained. The Planning Staff’s analysis states, “There are
several trees along the north periphery of the property that will be removed and may
not otherwise survive if retained due to their proximity to the new building.”24 In
addition, “existing mature street tree within the adjacent park strip will be
removed.”25 The Planning Division further states, “The design of the development,
with two frontages, would remove the park strip along the street frontage.”26

2. Existing landscaping that provides additional buffering to the abutting properties is
NOT preserved and maintained. See the Planning Staff’s description of the removal
of vegetation above. The adjacent property owners who were intended to be

24 See Planning Division Analysis, P. 47 of the Staff Report.

25 Id.

26 Id. at P. 48. The Planning Division sought to excuse the acknowledged removal of the park strip with its trees
in its misleading statement that there are “two frontages.” The clear intention of this provision is to analyze the
frontage on which the building occurs. That is on Lots 1-3. The frontage of these residences with their scale,
massing and density that are the concern of Section 21A.55 orient and front on Foothill Drive. See Planning
Division Analysis, P. 3 of the Staff Report.
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protected by the conditions of Section 21A.55.050D have bemoaned this fact.

When the proposal was originally proposed to the Towns HOA members we
were assured that the space slated for purchase would be at the existing fence
line. As per the proposal before you, that has changed and now if approved I
will lose most of the green space I presently have out my front area, [it] will
be reduced dramatically. I have enclosed two photos that show the present
space, if this is allowed to proceed I will lost most of it.27

3. The Developer’s proposed landscaping designed to lessen the negative impacts
created by the Stanford Commons does not remotely remedy the loss of mature trees
and existing trees. This cannot be done because the amount of land set aside for such
replacement is so shrunken or non-existent. The side yard for Lot 1 of the Stanford
Commons is only 4.0 feet.28 The side yard for Lot 3 is even worse, it is 0.0 feet.29

4. For the reasons given above, the proposed landscaping is wholly inappropriate for the
scale of the Stanford Commons. The mass, density and scale of the Stanford
Commons is on Lots 1-3. Except for minimal rear yards and Lot 4, there has been no
material effort to preserve or maintain landscaping where it is most needed on the
south, west and north sides of the 3-attached homes.

IL THE STANFORD COMMONS IS ILLEGAL FOR FAILING TO MEET ANY OF
THE OBJECTIVES OF SECTION 21A.55.010.

Although there is a written discussion in the Staff Report, it appears that the Planning
Staff did not spend enough time meeting with the Planning Commission to properly brief it on
the true nature of the objectives contained in Section 21A.55.010 of the SLC Ordinances. Ifit
had, the Planning Commission would have likely recognized that the Stanford Commons does
not qualify for planned development treatment because it does not satisfy any of the objectives
stated in Section 21A.55.010 of the SLC Ordinances.30

A. The Stanford Commons does not preserve, protect or create open space and natural
lands. It destroys The Townes’ principal common area consisting of its swimming
pool and attached green space on 11,696 square feet.31 Where once there was

27 See Email of D. Lanette Dunbar, a Resident of The Townes whose home is adjacent to Lot 1 of the Stanford
Commons, to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 67 of the Staff Report; see also Email of Benjamin R. Emery to
Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 60 of the Staff Report.

28 See Planning Division analysis, P. 42 of the Staff Report.

29 Id.

30 See David P. Rose public comments made at the September 23 Planning Commission Hearing.

31 See Letter in Opposition of David P. Rose and Lisa S. Rose, Pp.54-56 of the Staff Report; Email of Benjamin R.
Emery to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 60 of the Staff Report;
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11,696 square feet of dedicated common are for open space there will now only be
4,717 square feet of open space in Lot 4.

Moreover, it is wrong to allow any subdivision to sell off the dedicated common area
that was approved as part of its original entitlement to subsequently sell off its open
space to further increase its density. Without affirmative evidence to the contrary, it
must be presumed that the City fathers and mothers who granted the original approval
incorporating open space did so with the agreement that such open space would be
preserved.

Weve been in the neighborhood for decades and this wouldn’t have even been
possible years ago when the street went all the way through and merged into Foothill
Drive. When that change was made it was our understanding that things would
remain as they are permanently. Years later it seems opportunistic for a developer to
Squeeze in these units when it was so far from possible in the original planning and
usage.

Email of Dave Babcock to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 61 of the Staff
Report.

B. The Stanford Commons does not perform any historic preservation. It ends the use
of a dedicated, common gathering place that was enjoyed for decades by members of
the community.32

C. The Stanford Commons does not provide affordable housing. These attached
townhomes are intended to be high end homes that may sell for as high as
$1,000.000. Further, these attached homes are being built on dedicated common
area in a condominium project that already has 20 attached homes. These attached
homes are commonly found on the very block where this project is intended.

D. The Stanford Commons does not increase accessibility or mobility. The superfluous
walkway adds little to no benefit.33 Similarly, there are no transportation
improvements that encourage options other than just the automobile.

E. There and sustainability improvements unless one considers the destruction of
dedicated common area and green, open space as an improvement. This also is not a
brownfields site.

32 See Email of Christian Dunbar, a Resident of The Townes whose home is adjacent to Lot 1 of the Stanford
Commons, to Linda Mitchell, September 5, 2020, P. 62 of the Staff Report.
33 See the discussion on Pp. 8-10 above.
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F. The Stanford Commons does implement the Master Plan’s vision because it converts
dedicated open space into density and violates the building scale, building orientation
site layout and defining features of a planned development truly beneficial to the
community.

9

Based on the foregoing, we have shown that the Decision is not supported by substantial
evidence in the record, it violates the provisions of SLC Ordinance Sections 21A.55.050 and
21A.55.010, it is erroneously made and arbitrary and capricious. We hereby demand that Salt
Lake City immediately take action to invalidate the Decision and reverse any and all approvals
granted for the 4-Lot Preliminary Subdivision of the Stanford Commons PLNSUB2020-0023 1
(also identified as PLNSUB2020-00349) and the Planned Development of the Stanford
Commons (PLNSUB2020-00230.

_Sincerely,

S —

Lisa S. Rose
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ATTACHMENT C: CITY ATTORNEY’S BRIEF

PLNAPP2020-00790, Appeal of Planning Commission Decision Appeal Meeting Date: January 14, 2021



ADMINISTRATIVE HEARING OF A LAND USE APPEAL
(Case No. PLNAPP2020-00778 and PLNAPP2020-00790)
(Appealing Petition Nos. PLNPCM?2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231)
January 14, 2021

Appellants: Benjamin Emery and Brigette Emery (PLNAPP2020-00778)
David Rose and Lisa Rose (PLNAPP2020-00790)

Decision-making entity: Salt Lake City Planning Commission

Address

Related to Appeal: 2052 East Michigan Avenue

Request: Appealing the planning commission’s approval of planned

development and preliminary subdivision

Brief Prepared by: Paul C. Nielson, Senior City Attorney

Land Use Appeals Hearing Officer’s Jurisdiction and Authority

The appeals hearing officer, established pursuant to Section 21A.06.040 of the Salt Lake
City Code, is the city’s designated land use appeal authority on appeals of planning commission

decisions as provided in Chapter 21A.16 of the Salt Lake City Code.

Standard of Review for Appeals to the Appeals Hearing Officer

In accordance with Section 21A.16.030.A of the Salt Lake City Code, an appeal made to
the appeals hearing officer “shall specify the decision appealed, the alleged error made in
connection with the decision being appealed, and the reasons the appellant claims the decision to
be in error, including every theory of relief that can be presented in district court.” It is the
appellants’ burden to prove that the decision made by the land use authority was incorrect. (Sec.

21A.16.030.F). Moreover, it is the appellants’ responsibility to marshal the evidence in this




appeal. Carlsen v. City of Smithfield, 287 P.3d 440 (2012), State v. Nielsen, 326 P.3d 645

(Utah, 2014), and Hodgson v. Farmington City, 334 P.3d 484 (Utah App., 2014).

“The appeals hearing officer shall review the decision based upon applicable standards
and shall determine its correctness.” (Sec. 21A.16.030.E.2.b). “The appeals hearing officer shall
uphold the decision unless it is not supported by substantial evidence in the record or it violates a
law, statute, or ordinance in effect when the decision was made.” (Sec. 21A.16.030.E.2.c).

This case deals with application of Section 21A.55.050 (Standards for Planned
Developments) and Section 20.16.100 (Standards of Approval for Preliminary Plats) of the Salt

Lake City Code.

Background

This matter was heard by the planning commission on September 23, 2020 via electronic
meeting on a petition by Alta Development Group, LLC (“Applicant”) representing the property
owner for planned development and preliminary subdivision approval to subdivide a portion of
property located at 2052 East Michigan Avenue (the “Property”), and for relief from front yard
setback, grade change, and minimum lot area requirements. Video of the commission’s
September 23, 2020 public meeting is part of the record of this matter and is found at

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_08qT30ivDc (05:53 to 1:14:12).

Planning division staff prepared a report for the commission’s September 23, 2020
meeting in which staff determined that the petitions for planned development and preliminary
subdivision met the standards for approving those petitions. (See Planning Division Staff Report
Dated September 18, 2020). The staff report includes a point-by-point analysis of the standards

with corresponding findings in Attachments F, G, and H. The staff report also includes


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_08qT3OivDc

comments provided by a representative of the Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council and
several neighbors in Attachment I thereto.

At the September 23, 2020 meeting, planning division staff presented an overview of the
proposed development project, provided visual materials, responded to commission members’
questions, and offered a recommendation to approve both petitions. (See Video of September 23,
2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 05:53 to 21:10). Applicant’s representative, Stanford
Bell, described the development proposal, provided visual materials, and responded to
commissioners’ questions. (See Video of September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at
21:30 to 35:10).

The commission held a public hearing at the September 23, 2020 meeting, following
which the Applicant provided a response to some of the comments provided. (See Video of
September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 35:58 to 55:38).

Following the public hearing on this matter, the planning commission asked follow-up
questions, discussed the petitions, and voted to approve' the planned development and
preliminary subdivision “based on the findings listed in the staff report, the information
presented [at the September 23, 2020 meeting], and input received during the public hearing”.
(See Video of September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 55:40 to 1:14:12).

Appellants, Benjamin Emery and Brigitte Emery (“Emerys”) submitted an appeal of the
planning commission’s decision on or about October 6, 2020. Appellants David Rose and Lisa
Rose (“Roses”) also submitted an appeal on or about October 6, 2020, which appeal contains
identical arguments as those submitted by the Emerys. The Emerys and Roses will be referred

herein collectively as “Appellants”.

! The motion to approve the planned development and preliminary subdivision was passed by a 5-2 vote.
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Appellants’ identical arguments are that the planning commission’s decision was
arbitrary and capricious because there was no substantial evidence in the record to support
approval of certain planned development standards found in Salt Lake City Code Section
21A.55.050 and that the commission’s decision was illegal because it failed the meet the

objectives of Section 21A.55.010.

Discussion

As a preliminary matter, it should be noted that Appellants have challenged the planning
commission’s decisions on both the planned development and preliminary subdivision approvals,
but have not provided any assertions that the commission erred on the preliminary subdivision
approval and have not addressed any of the preliminary subdivision standards. Accordingly, any
claims that the commission’s decision on the preliminary subdivision should be reversed must be
denied.

Part I of Appellants’ arguments asserts that the planning commission’s decision was
arbitrary and capricious because:

(A) the scale, mass and intensity of the Stanford Commons is not compatible with the

neighborhood where the planned development will be located; (B) the building setbacks

along the perimeter of the Stanford Commons do not provide sufficient open space

buffering between the proposed development and neighboring properties to minimize

impacts related to privacy and noise; (C) Mobility is not enhanced while crowded parking

and dangerous street traffic is greatly increased; (D) mature trees located along the

periphery of the Stanford Commons and the existing landscaping will not be preserved

and maintained.

(Appellants’ Briefs at p. 5). Appellants address each of these individually as planned

development standards that somehow were not met.

A. Appellants’ Argument: Incompatibility with the Neighborhood



Appellants assert that the three proposed townhomes are incompatible with the
neighborhood contrary to the standards set forth in Salt Lake City Code Subsection
21A.55.050.C.1 as to the “scale, mass, and intensity” of the proposed development. (See
Appellants’ Briefs at p. 5-7). However, these compatibility characteristics are among several that
the planning commission can, but is not required to, consider. Section 21A.55.050 of the city’s
code provides the several standards that an applicant must meet in order for the planning

commission to grant planned development approval. Subsection C thereof reads:

C. Design And Compatibility: The proposed planned development is compatible with the area the planned
development will be located and is designed to achieve a more enhanced product than would be
achievable through strict application of land use regulations. In determining design and compatibility,
the Planning Commission should consider:

1. Whether the scale, mass, and intensity of the proposed planned development is compatible with
the neighborhood where the planned development will be located and/or the policies stated in an
applicable Master Plan related to building and site design;

2. Whether the building orientation and building materials in the proposed planned development are
compatible with the neighborhood where the planned development will be located and/or the
policies stated in an applicable Master Plan related to building and site design;

3. Whether building setbacks along the perimeter of the development:

a. Maintain the visual character of the neighborhood or the character described in the applicable
Master Plan.

b. Provide sufficient space for private amenities.

c¢. Provide sufficient open space buffering between the proposed development and neighboring
properties to minimize impacts related to privacy and noise.

d. Provide adequate sight lines to streets, driveways and sidewalks.

e. Provide sufficient space for maintenance.

4. Whether building facades offer ground floor transparency, access, and architectural detailing to
facilitate pedestrian interest and interaction;

5. Whether lighting is designed for safety and visual interest while minimizing impacts on
surrounding property;

6. Whether dumpsters, loading docks and/or service areas are appropriately screened; and

7.  Whether parking areas are appropriately buffered from adjacent uses.

(SLC Code Subsection 21A.55.050.C (emphasis added)). Mass, scale and intensity are just a few
of the elements that the commission “should consider” in determining whether the development
would result in a “more enhanced product than” what would be required if modification of the
standards were not allowed through planned development approval. That language makes it clear

that, since it is only an element that the commission should consider, strict compliance with that



element is not mandatory. For that reason alone, Appellants’ arguments that the commission’s
decision related to consideration of compatibility of the proposed development must fail. As a
matter of law, the commission’s decision cannot be arbitrary and capricious as to an element that
is merely a recommended consideration.

Notwithstanding that fatal defect in Appellants’ arguments regarding compatibility, the
planning division staff report does address compatibility (see Planning Division Staff Report p. 7
and Attachment G) and the planning commission specifically adopted the findings contained in
the staff report in the motion it approved. (See Video of September 23, 2020 Planning
Commission Meeting at 1:08:49). The commission heard public comments and staff comments
regarding compatibility and discussed the issue of compatibility following the public hearing and
chose to accept planning division staff’s findings on compatibility.?

Appellants’ compatibility argument centers on the type of proposed development,
claiming that three attached townhomes are incompatible with adjacent single-family dwellings,
two churches, and the detached condominiums in The Towns condominiums. Appellants contend
that the proposed townhomes in the Stanford Commons development would be incompatible
because several adjacent properties, including those owned by the Roses and Emerys, are zoned
R-1/7,000 and are much larger than the lots the townhomes would be situated on. (See
Appellants’ Briefs at p. 5). That argument fails to explain how smaller lots that are being created
simply for property ownership purposes present some incompatibility with surrounding
development. More importantly, Appellants fail to explain how the planning commission’s

adoption of planning staff’s findings was erroneous, particularly in light of staft’s testimony that

2 Additionally, the language of Subsection 21A.55.050.C.1 provides that compatibility may also be measured against
the “policies stated in an applicable Master Plan”. Planning staff’s analysis of the standard set forth in Subsection
21A.55.050.B does just that.



a multifamily structure with the same or similar massing and design could be built on the
Property without relief from the lot size standards if the proposed structure were intended to
remain on one lot in unified ownership. The lot size argument is a red herring as lot sizes in the
same neighborhoods and on the same blocks vary widely all over Salt Lake City. Compatibility
isn’t measured by lot lines; it’s determined by what is built within those lines. Appellants cite the
Zions Lutheran Church being situated on 1.85 acres as evidence of how the lot sizes proposed by
Applicant are somehow incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood, but Appellants fail to
mention that those 1.85 acres are the sum of two lots on which that church is built. However, it
does undercut Appellants’ argument that a differently-sized lot is incompatible.

Ultimately, it is not for us to debate what is the appropriate size of a lot in this
neighborhood, even if the planning commission were required to determine “[w Jhether the scale,
mass, and intensity of the proposed planned development is compatible with the neighborhood
where the planned development will be located” (SLC Code Subsection 21A.55.050.C.1). Based
on the information provided to it, the planning commission determined that the proposed planned
development would be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood when it adopted planning
division staff’s findings. The issue is not whether the commission could have made a different--
or in Appellants’ view, a better--decision; the issue for the hearing officer to determine is “in
light of the evidence before the [planning commission], whether a reasonable mind could reach

the same conclusion as the [planning commission].” Baker v. Park City, 405 P.3d 962, 966-67

(Utah App. 2017) (quoting Patterson v. Utah County Board of

Adjustment, 893 P.2d 602, 604 (Utah App.1995)). Under the law, that land use decision is due “a

great deal of deference.” Baker, 405 P.3d at 966 (quoting Springville Citizens for a Better




Community v. City of Springville, 979 P.2d 332, 336 (Utah 1999), and see Utah Code Section

10-9a-801(3)(b).

If the hearing officer, affording the planning commission “a great deal of deference”,
finds that a reasonable mind could have reached the same conclusion as the commission, that is
the end of the inquiry. The city contends that there is no other conclusion to reach but that a
reasonable mind could reach the same conclusion, and that because the information the planning
commission based its decision upon constitutes substantial evidence, the commission’s decision
was not arbitrary or capricious.

B. Appellants’ Argument: Insufficient Open Space Buffering Adversely Affect Privacy
and Noise

Appellants next contend that the proposed “Stanford Commons building setbacks as
proposed provide inadequate buffering that are a great detriment to the privacy and noise of the
neighboring properties.” (Appellants’ Briefs at p. 7). In support of that assertion, Appellants
argue that

[t]he 3-story, 26+ feet tall townhomes of the Stanford Commons will create a looming

intrusion into privacy of its neighbors like the Emerys to its south, the Dunbars to its

north and Kong and Kwak to the east. The exterior windows on the 2-story and 3-story

sides of the north, east and south elevations of the Stanford Commons will peer into their

neighbors’ homes in a completely unwelcome and ordinance-violating intrusion.
(Appellants’ Briefs at p. 8). What Appellants neglect to mention is that the proposed townhome
structure will be four feet below the 30-foot maximum building height (see see Planning
Division Staff Report Attachment F) and that only a small portion of the second and third floors
of the proposed structures will be living areas that encroach into the front yard setback--and only

by two feet. (See Video of September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 12:54 to

13:35). The proposed feature that would most significantly encroach into the front yard setback



are stairs (see Video of September 23, 2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 13:35 to 14:05),
which the commission required to be less intrusive in its approval. (See Video of September 23,
2020 Planning Commission Meeting at 55:40 to 1:14:12).

The privacy and noise concerns raised by Appellants are unfounded. The proposed
structures will not be as high as they could be and only a small corner of each townhome’s
second and third floors will project into the front yard setback, and only by two feet at the apex
of each of those corners. Appellants don’t even bother to explain how noise would be an issue.

The privacy and noise concerns raised by Appellants relate to the text of Salt Lake City
Code Subsection 21A.55.050.C.3.c. As a subpart of Subsection 21A.55.050.C discussed above,
the planning commission, again, is merely encouraged to consider “[w]hether building setbacks
along the perimeter of the development...[p]rovide sufficient open space buffering between the
proposed development and neighboring properties to minimize impacts related to privacy and
noise.” As the city made clear with respect to Appellants’ argument regarding neighborhood
compatibility, a commission decision cannot be arbitrary and capricious as to an element that it is
merely encouraged to consider. It is a legal impossibility to find arbitrariness or capriciousness in
a land use authority’s treatment of a recommended consideration.

Nevertheless, the planning commission did consider the information provided to it and
rendered its decision based on that information. The concerns raised by Appellants were
presented in correspondence to the commission, which was included in Attachment I of the staff
report, and were raised in the public hearing. The element of setbacks in relation to privacy and
noise concerns is addressed in Attachment G of the staff report. As discussed above, the inquiry
here is not whether Appellants’ opinions should prevail, but whether a reasonable mind could

have reached the same conclusion. The city contends that there is no question that a reasonable



mind would have reached the same conclusion even if that reasonable mind was considering the

setback issue on the relevant ordinance’s suggestion to do so.

C. Appellants’ Argument: Failure to Increase Mobility

As is the case with Appellants’ other arguments, they ask the hearing officer to substitute
their judgment for the planning commission’s in their argument pertaining to mobility. They
contend that, “[t]he Planning Commission failed to order a traffic study” (Appellants’ Briefs at p.
9) for a proposed three-unit development, despite the fact that Subsection 21A.55.040.A.7
empowers only the city’s transportation division to order a traffic study. The planned
development application was routed to the transportation division for review, and that division
declined to require any traffic study for this proposed three-unit townhome development. The
planning commission’s decision cannot be disturbed simply because Appellants believe that a
traffic study should have been required when Salt Lake City’s transportation experts did not
believe it to be necessary.

As noted with respect to Appellants’ first two arguments, the relevant code section
merely provides that the planning commission “should consider” those transportation and
mobility elements provided in Subsection 21A.55.050.E. The staff report addressed those
elements in Attachment G and the concerns raised by Appellants were presented by Appellants
and mentioned by the Foothill/Sunnyside Community Council representative at the September
23, 2020 public hearing. Yet, the planning commission chose to adopt the findings of the city’s
professional planner.

The relevant standard that the planning commission was required to determine is whether
“[t]he proposed planned development supports Citywide transportation goals and promotes safe

and efficient circulation within the site and surrounding neighborhood.” SLC Code Subsection
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21A.55.050.E. As stated above, that standard was addressed in the planning division staft’s
findings in its staff report and the planning commission chose to adopt those findings. Again, the
hearing officer must allot the commission “a great deal of deference” and determine whether a
reasonable mind could have reached the same result that the planning commission did. It is not
for a land use appeals authority or a court to substitute their judgment or opinion for the land use

authority’s. See Baker, 405 P.3d at 966 (citing Springville Citizens, 979 P.2d at 337). There is

substantial evidence in the record upon which the planning commission based its decision, and
there is nothing in the record or in Appellants’ arguments that credibly suggests that a reasonable

mind could not have reached the same conclusion as the commission.

D. Appellants’ Argument: Mature Trees and Existing Landscaping Will Not Be Preserved

Appellants claim that, “[t]he Planning Commission did not correctly understand the
requirement of Section 21A.55.050D” because some mature trees would not be preserved and
maintained. (Appellants’ Briefs at p. 12). The relevant standard here is whether “[t]he proposed
planned development preserves, maintains or provides native landscaping where appropriate.”
SLC Code Subsection 21A.55.050.D. Note the word “or” that precedes the word “provides” and
that the preservation, maintaining or providing of “native landscaping” shall occur “where
appropriate.” The language that follows that sentence, again, gives the commission a list of
elements it “should consider”. Again, that “should consider” language is permissive. The
mandatory language that preceded it makes clear that as an alternative to preserving or
maintaining native landscaping--which may not even include mature trees--other landscaping
may be provided where appropriate.

Who should determine whether native landscaping is to be “preserve[d], maintain[ed] or

provide[d]”? Perhaps the Salt Lake City Urban Forester is qualified to answer that question. The
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city’s urban forester’s comments to the proposed planned development--including its landscape
plan--was:

A mitigation fee would be required as a condition of plan approval. The [park strip] tree

in question is 10” dbh so if they plant two (2) 2” trees they would owe for 6 of

mitigation which is $1200.00 The tree would have to be removed via permit issuance to
an ISA Certified Arborist.

Additionally, a public right of way tree planting permit is required.

(Planning Division Staff Report Attachment J).

Although preservation of mature trees is a practice that the city supports, its regulations
do allow removed trees to be replaced as provided in Subsection 21A.55.050.D as well as
provided in Section 21A.48.135 and Chapter 2.26 of the Salt Lake City Code.

All of this is background information as to what the appeals hearing officer is required to
consider: could a reasonable mind have reached the same conclusion as did the planning
commission? Again, the elements of Subsection 21A.55.050.D.1 through D.4 are elements that
the commission “should consider”, but compliance with Subsection D is only required for the
standard provided in the first sentence of that Subsection. Planning staff’s report finds as to
Subsection D that “[t]he proposed project generally complies with all landscape considerations.”
(Planning Division Staff Report Attachment G). As to Subpart 1 of Subsection D, planning staff
did indicate partial compliance, but also noted the urban forester’s approval of the tree
replacement plan.

Affording the appropriate deference to the planning commission’s acceptance and
adoption of staff’s findings, the hearing officer is left to determine whether a reasonable mind

could reach the conclusion that the planning commission did. The city contends that a reasonable

mind could.
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Part II of Appellants’ arguments simply contends that the commission’s decision was
“illegal” because the proposed Stanford Commons planned development “does not satisfy any of
the objectives stated in Section 21A.55.010 of the SLC Ordinances.” (Appellants’ Briefs at p.
13).

Utah Code Section 10-9a-801 clarifies what “illegal” means in the context of a challenge
to a land use decision. Subsection (3)(c)(ii) thereto provides that, a land use “decision is illegal if
the decision is: (A) based on an incorrect interpretation of a land use regulation; or (B) contrary
to law.” Nothing in Appellants’ arguments credibly asserts or identifies that the planning
commission incorrectly interpreted the relevant provisions of Section 21A.55.050. The argument
is merely that, “Planning Staff did not spend enough time meeting with the Planning
Commission to properly brief it on the true nature of the objectives contained in Section
21A.55.010” and that “[i]f it had, the Planning Commission would have likely recognized that
the Stanford Commons does not qualify for planned development treatment because it does not
satisfy any of the objectives stated in Section 21A.55.010.” (Appellants’ Briefs at p. 13). That
claim seems to suggest that this was the first time that the members of this planning commission
had ever been presented with a planned development application or that its members are
incapable of understanding the relevant standards. Despite that absurd assertion, there is nothing
in Appellants’ arguments to give the hearing officer any basis to find that the commission’s

decision was illegal.

Conclusion
Appellants have failed to meet their burden of proving that the Salt Lake City Planning
Commission’s decision to approve the Applicant’s planned development and subdivision

applications was in any way arbitrary, capricious, or illegal. For this reason and all of the reasons
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stated above, Appellants’ arguments must be rejected and the planning commission’s decision be

upheld.
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ATTACHMENT D: PLANNING COMMISSION RECORD OF
DECISION

PLNAPP2020-00790, Appeal of Planning Commission Decision Appeal Meeting Date: January 14, 2021



Salt Lake City Planning Commission Record of Decision
September 23, 2020 5:30 p.m.
This meeting was held electronically pursuant to the
Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation

1. Stanford Commons Planned Development & Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 2052 E
Michigan Avenue — Jessica Sluder from Alta Development Group, LLC, representing the property
owner, is requesting approval for a new residential development at the above listed address. The
proposal includes demolishing the discontinued pool area on the site and subdividing the property
into four (4) lots for a proposed construction of three (3) single-family attached dwelling units. The
proposed project is subject to the following petitions:

a. Planned Development — Planned Development is requested to modify the required front yard
setback, grade changes greater than four feet (4") within a required yard, and the required
minimum lot area for the new lots. Case number PLNPCM2020-00230

b. Preliminary Subdivision — Preliminary Plat approval is needed to create four (4) new
lots. Case number PLNSUB2020-00231

The property is zoned RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential) and is located within Council
District 6, represented by Dan Dugan (Staff contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or
linda.mitchell@slcgov.com)

Decision: Approved with conditions

2. Conditional Use ADU at approximately 952 S Windsor_Street — Alexis Suggs, property owner
representative, is requesting Conditional Use approval for an approximate 644 square foot accessory
dwelling unit (ADU) above a new detached 3-car garage at the above listed address. The property is
zoned R-1/5,000 (Single-Family Residential) and is located within Council District 5, represented by
Darin Mano (Staff Contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or linda.mitchell@slcgov.com) Case
number PLNPCM2020-00451

Decision: Approved with conditions

3. Twenty Ones at approximately 2105 E 2100 S - Tom Henriod, with Rockworth Companies, is
requesting approval for a new mixed-use development at the above listed address. The development
includes two buildings with approximately 21,000 SF of commercial space and 107 residential
units. A total of 168 parking spaces will be provided on site. Currently the land is used for commercial
businesses and is zoned CB (Community Business). This type of project requires Design Review and
Special Exception approval. The subject property is located in Council District 6, represented by Dan
Dugan (Staff Contact: Krissy Gilmore at (801) 535-7780 or Kristina.gilmore@slcgov.com)

a. Design Review: The development requires Design Review approval due to building size limits in
the CB: Community Business zoning district as well as requested additional height on the south
building. Case number PLNPCM2019-01170

b. Special Exception: The development requires Special Exception approval due to additional
height requested on the north building. Case number PLNPCM2020-00200

Decision: Approved with conditions

4. Planned Development reguest for The Abbie at approximately 1739 S Main Street - A request
by Andrew Black of CW Urban for Planned Development approval for two buildings with 13 multi-
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family residential units at the above address. The subject property is located in the CC (Commercial
Corridor) zoning district. The applicant is requesting Planned Development approval for a building
without street frontage. The subject property is located within Council District 5, represented by Darin
Mano (Staff contact: Sara Javoronok at (801) 535-7625 or sara.javoronok@slcgov.com) Case
number PLNPCM2020-00378

Decision: Approved with conditions

Izzy South Design Review and Special Exception at approximately 534 East 2100 South - Ryan
McMullen, Applicant, is requesting Design Review and Special Exception approval for a proposed
71-unit mixed use building located at approximately 534 East 2100 South by the name of “lzzy South.”
The Applicant is requesting a modification of the maximum height requirement to accommodate
architectural features on the front-facing facade of the proposed building through the Special
Exception process. This project also triggers the Design Review process because the building is
larger than 15,000 gross square feet in size. The property is zoned CB (Community Business) and is
located within Council District 7, represented by Amy Fowler (Staff Contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385)
202-4689 or caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com) Case numbers PLNPCM2020-00222 and PLNPCM2020-
00655

Decision: Tabled

Gateway Storage at approximately 134 South 700 West - Austin Lundskog, Applicant, is
requesting approval of a proposed self-storage facility 130,500 sq. ft. in size at approximately 134
South 700 West. The property is zoned GMU (Gateway Mixed Use) and is located within Council
District 4, represented by Analia Valdemoros (Staff contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 202-4689 or
caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com)

a. Planned Development — Planned Development approval is needed due to the proposed
building being an increase of size larger than 25% of the existing buildings on site. Case
number PLNPCM2020-00182

b. Design Review — Design Review approval is needed due to self-storage facilities in the
G-MU Zone being required to undergo this process and the Applicant’s request for
modifications to the exterior building materials and blank wall requirements. Case number
PLNPCM2020-00399

c. Special Exception — Special Exception approval is needed due to the Applicant’s request
to allow a modified parking arrangement based off of a traffic generation study provided
by the Applicant. Case number PLNPCM2020-00655

Decision: Approved with conditions

Any final decision made by the Planning Commission can be appealed by filing an “appeal of decision”
application within 10 days of the decision. Contact the Planning Division for more information about filing an
appeal.

Dated at Salt Lake City, Utah this 24 day of September, 2020.
Marlene Rankins, Administrative Secretary



ATTACHMENT E: PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES
(9/23/20)

PLNAPP2020-00790, Appeal of Planning Commission Decision Appeal Meeting Date: January 14, 2021



SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING
This meeting was held electronically pursuant to the
Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation
Wednesday, September 23, 2020

A roll is being kept of all who attended the Planning Commission Meeting. The meeting was called to
order at 5:30:09 PM. Audio recordings of the Planning Commission meetings are retained for a period
of time.

Present for the Planning Commission meeting were: Chairperson, Adrienne Bell; Vice Chairperson,
Brenda Scheer; Commissioners; Maurine Bachman, Amy Barry, Carolynn Hoskins, Matt Lyon, Sara
Urquhart, and Crystal Young-Otterstrom.

Planning Staff members present at the meeting were: Wayne Mills, Planning Manager; Molly Robinson,
Planning Manager; John Anderson, Planning Manager; Allison Parks, Attorney; Linda Mitchell, Principal
Planner; Krissy Gilmore, Principal Planner; Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner; Caitlyn Miller, Principal
Planner; Nannette Larsen, Principal Planner; and Marlene Rankins, Administrative Secretary.

REPORT OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR 5:31:11 PM
Chairperson Bell stated she had nothing to report.

Vice Chairperson Scheer stated she had nothing to report.

REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR 5:31:22 PM
Wayne Mills, Planning Manager, provided the public with information on how to join and participate during
the meeting.

Chairperson, Adrienne Bell read the Salt Lake City Emergency Proclamation for holding a virtual meeting.

5:36:34 PM

Stanford Commons Planned Development & Preliminary Subdivision at approximately 2052 E
Michigan Avenue — Jessica Sluder from Alta Development Group, LLC, representing the property
owner, is requesting approval for a new residential development at the above listed address. The
proposal includes demolishing the discontinued pool area on the site and subdividing the property into
four (4) lots for a proposed construction of three (3) single-family attached dwelling units. The proposed
project is subject to the following petitions:

a. Planned Development — Planned Development is requested to modify the required front yard
setback, grade changes greater than four feet (4") within a required yard, and the required
minimum lot area for the new lots. Case number PLNPCM2020-00230

b. Preliminary Subdivision — Preliminary Plat approval is needed to create four (4) new
lots. Case number PLNSUB2020-00231

The property is zoned RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential) and is located within Council
District 6, represented by Dan Dugan (Staff contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or
linda.mitchell@slcgov.com)
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Linda Mitchell, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Planned Development
and Preliminary Subdivision requests with the conditions listed in the staff report.

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
e Clarification on distance of stairs from sidewalk
e Setback of the lot line to the end of the stairs
e Clarification on homeownership

Stanford Bell, applicant, provided a presentation along with further design details.

The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following:
Clarification on apartment complex meaning for the applicant
Whether there are other design options for homeownership
Clarification on purpose of the stair placement

Clarification on front door placement

Entrances to units

PUBLIC HEARING 6:04:28 PM
Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;

Devon Olson, Community Council Chairperson — Stated his opposition of the request. He also raised
concerns with the density in the neighborhood and traffic problems.

Ben Emery — Stated the proposal is not compatible with the neighborhood and stated his opposition of
the request.

David Rose — Stated his opposition of the request.

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request. He also raised concern with the stair placement.
Soren Simonsen — Stated his support of the request.

Bill Christiansen — Stated his support of the request.

Scott Jones — Stated his opposition of the request.

Susan Wurtzburg — Provided an email comment stated opposition of the request.

Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing.

Stanford Bell addressed the public comments and concerns.

The Commission, Staff and Applicant further discussed the following:

o Whether the applicant explored other staircase designs or placement
o Clarification on the proposal for the townhome development to the North of the property

The Commission made the following comments:

¢ I'm not comfortable moving forward to approve the petition without seeing the possible changes
to the stairs

Salt Lake City Planning Commission September 23, 2020 Page 2


tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923180428&quot;?Data=&quot;7f615a27&quot;

e Suggestions were provided to make changes to the staircase
e Suggestions of adding greenery or landscaping around the stairs

MOTION 6:38:00 PM

Commissioner Scheer stated, based on the findings listed in the staff report, the information
presented, and input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
approve the Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision requests (PLNPCM2020-00230 &
PLNSUB2020-00231) as proposed, subject to complying with the conditions listed in the staff
report and subject to a design review by staff concerning the stairs and front landscaping of the
project, subject to the discussion of the Planning Commission in the meeting.

Commissioner Urquhart seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Hoskins, Barry, Scheer,
and Urquhart voted “Aye”. Commissioners Lyon, and Young-Otterstrom voted “Nay”. The motion
passed 5-2.

6:43:32 PM Adrienne Bell, read the online meeting public announcement.

6:44:45 PM

Conditional Use ADU at approximately 952 S Windsor_Street — Alexis Suggs, property owner
representative, is requesting Conditional Use approval for an approximate 644 square foot accessory
dwelling unit (ADU) above a new detached 3-car garage at the above listed address. The property is
zoned R-1/5,000 (Single-Family Residential) and is located within Council District 5, represented by Darin
Mano. (Staff Contact: Linda Mitchell at (385) 386-2763 or linda.mitchell@slcgov.com) Case number
PLNPCM2020-00451

Linda Mitchell, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the Conditional Use as
proposed and with the listed conditions in the staff report.

PUBLIC HEARING 6:49:52 PM
Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.

Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing.

MOTION 6:51:43 PM

Commissioner Barry stated, based on the findings listed in the staff report, the information
presented, and input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
approve the Conditional Use request (PLNPCM2020-00451) as proposed, subject to complying
with the conditions listed in the staff report.

Young-Otterstrom requested an amendment to add lighting to the alley side of the property.
Commissioner Barry accepted the amendment.

Commissioner Scheer seconded the motion. Commissioners Urquhart, Scheer, Young-
Otterstrom, Lyon, Barry, Hoskins, and Bachman voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

Salt Lake City Planning Commission September 23, 2020 Page 3


tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923183800&quot;?Data=&quot;4b857d8f&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923184332&quot;?Data=&quot;d8aec085&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923184445&quot;?Data=&quot;52b9c19d&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923184952&quot;?Data=&quot;9f373f50&quot;
tre://ftr/?label=&quot;Planning&nbsp;Commission&quot;?datetime=&quot;20200923185143&quot;?Data=&quot;d0f0fb1b&quot;

6:54:56 PM

Twenty Ones at _approximately 2105 E 2100 S - Tom Henriod, with Rockworth Companies, is
requesting approval for a new mixed-use development at the above listed address. The development
includes two buildings with approximately 21,000 SF of commercial space and 107 residential units. A
total of 168 parking spaces will be provided on site. Currently the land is used for commercial businesses
and is zoned CB (Community Business). This type of project requires Design Review and Special
Exception approval. The subject property is located in Council District 6, represented by Dan Dugan (Staff
Contact: Krissy Gilmore at (801) 535-7780 or kristina.gilmore@slcgov.com)

a. Design Review: The development requires Design Review approval due to building size limits
in the CB: Community Business zoning district as well as requested additional height on the
south building. Case number PLNPCM2019-01170

b. Special Exception: The development requires Special Exception approval due to additional
height requested on the north building. Case number PLNPCM2020-00200

Krissy Gilmore, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the
case file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the request with the
conditions listed in the staff report.

Tom Henriod, applicant, provided a presentation along with further design details.

PUBLIC HEARING 7:12:10 PM
Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;

Judi Short, Sugar House Land Use Chairperson — Stated there aren’t any bike racks that should be
included in front of the restaurant, to compensate for limited parking and encourage people to visit by
bike._We_z _don’t see evidence of outside tables for ice cream or restaurants. She also stated it doesn’t look
very inviting.

Soren Simonsen — Stated his support of the request.

Stephen Dibble — Raised a concern with the number of units to the number of parking.

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.

Jennifer Jensen — Provided an email comment stating her opposition of the request.

Zachary Hildebrand — Provided an email comment raising concerns.

James & Jeanne Jardine — Provided an email comment stated their opposition of the request.

Kelly — Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.

Landon Clark — Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.

Bob Bereskin — Provided an email comment stating his opposition of the request.

Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing.

The applicant addressed the public comments and concerns.
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The Commission, Staff and Applicant further discussed the following:
o Whether a traffic study was submitted
o Clarification on parking requirements
¢ Clarification on the request for additional 3 feet of height

MOTION 7:49:37 PM

Commissioner Scheer stated, Based on the information in the staff report, the information
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
approve Petitions PLNPCM2019-01170 & PLNPCM2020-00200 The Twenty Ones Design Review
and Special Exception with the conditions listed in the staff report.

Commissioner Bachman seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Hoskins, Barry, Lyon,
Young-Otterstrom, Scheer, and Urquhart voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

7:51:40 PM The Commission took a small break.

7:53:42 PM

Planned Development request for The Abbie at approximately 1739 S Main_Street - A request
by Andrew Black of CW Urban for Planned Development approval for two buildings with 13 multi-family
residential units at the above address. The subject property is located in the CC (Commercial
Corridor) zoning district. The applicant is requesting Planned Development approval for a building without
street frontage. The subject property is located within Council District 5, represented by Darin Mano
(Staff contact: Sara Javoronok at (801) 535-7625 or sara.javoronok@slcgov.com) Case number
PLNPCM2020-00378

Sara Javoronok, Senior Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approval with the conditions listed in
the staff report.

Jon Galbraith, applicant, provided a presentation with further design details.

The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following:
¢ Clarification on reduction of trees and green space
e Front entrance and street engagement

PUBLIC HEARING 8:06:05 PM
Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing.

MOTION 8:08:13 PM

Commissioner Bachman stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, | move that the Commission approve
The Abbie Planned Development PLNPCM2020-00378 with the conditions listed in the staff report.

Commissioner Hoskins seconded the motion. Commissioners Urquhart, Young-Otterstrom,
Lyon, Barry, Hoskins, and Bachman voted “Aye”. Commissioner Scheer voted “Nay”. The motion
passed 6-1.
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8:09:34 PM

Izzy South Design Review and Special Exception at approximately 534 East 2100 South - Ryan
McMullen, Applicant, is requesting Design Review and Special Exception approval for a proposed 71-
unit mixed use building located at approximately 534 East 2100 South by the name of “Izzy South.” The
Applicant is requesting a modification of the maximum height requirement to accommodate architectural
features on the front-facing facade of the proposed building through the Special Exception process. This
project also triggers the Design Review process because the building is larger than 15,000 gross square
feet in size. The property is zoned CB (Community Business) and is located within Council District 7,
represented by Amy Fowler (Staff Contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 202-4689 or caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com)
Case numbers PLNPCM2020-00222 and PLNPCM2020-00655

Caitlyn Miller, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file).

The Commission and Staff discussed the following:
o Clarification on rear-yard setback

Justin Heppler, applicant, provided a presentation with further details.
The Commission, Staff and Applicant discussed the following:
¢ Clarification on street engagement

o Whether the applicant explored fencing

PUBLIC HEARING 8:38:37 PM
Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;

Judy Short, Sugar House Land Use Chairperson — Stated there has been a lot of community engagement
for the proposal. She stated there aren’t enough trees or landscaping. The residence of the South building
are to share the 20 feet of green space on the North side of the North building.

Scott Doutre — Stated his opposition of the request.

Soren Simonsen — Stated he supports the staff recommendations. He raised concerns with the color and
that there needs to be bikes lanes on 2100 South.

Zachary Dussault — Stated his support of the request.

Wanda — Provided an email comment stating her opposition of the request.
Joe Mason — Raised concerns regarding street parking.

Shane — Raised concerns regarding parking.

Ben — Provided an email comment stating his opposition.

Travis Smith — Raised concern with high density.

Lynn Schwarz — Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.

Cotterill — Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.
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Donna Bradshaw — Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.
Russell Grover — Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.
Shannon Legge — Provided an email comment stating opposition of the request.

Dayna McKee — Provided an email comment. Raised concerns with parking and stated opposition of the
request.

Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing.

The Commission, Staff and Applicant further discussed the following:
e Clarification on current rear property line setback

The applicant addressed the public comments and concerns.

The Commission and Staff further discussed the following:
o Whether there has been any consideration on the City level to consider pedestrian enhancements
in order to access the transit from the project
¢ Clarification on the Special Exception request
o Whether there are elements of the Design Review that would allow the Commission to simply turn
down the application
¢ Discussion was made regarding the conditions listed in the staff report

MOTION 9:41:17 PM

Commissioner Lyon stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
table petition numbers PLNPCM2020-00222 and PLNPCM2020-00655 and give the applicant some
time to revise their designs in a way to better match standard “D” and standard “G”, particularly
how it relates to human scale and how it relates to the current neighborhood zone.

Commissioner Urquhart seconded the motion. Commissioners Urquhart, Scheer, Young-
Otterstrom, Lyon, Barry, Hoskins, and Bachman voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

9:44:23 PM Chairperson Bell proposed to move forward with agenda item number 6 and suggested to
reschedule the work session.

9:50:08 PM

Gateway Storage at approximately 134 South 700 West - Austin Lundskog, Applicant, is requesting
approval of a proposed self-storage facility 130,500 sq. ft. in size at approximately 134 South 700 West.
The property is zoned GMU (Gateway Mixed Use) and is located within Council District 4, represented
by Analia Valdemoros (Staff contact: Caitlyn Miller at (385) 202-4689 or caitlyn.miller@slcgov.com)

a. Planned Development — Planned Development approval is needed due to the proposed
building being an increase of size larger than 25% of the existing buildings on site. Case
number PLNPCM2020-00182

b. Design Review — Design Review approval is needed due to self-storage facilities in the
G-MU Zone being required to undergo this process and the Applicant’s request for
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modifications to the exterior building materials and blank wall requirements. Case number
PLNPCM2020-00399

c. Special Exception — Special Exception approval is needed due to the Applicant’s request
to allow a modified parking arrangement based off of a traffic generation study provided
by the Applicant. Case number PLNPCM2020-00655

Caitlyn Miller, Principal Planner, reviewed the petition as outlined in the Staff Report (located in the case
file). She stated Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the requests with the
conditions listed in the staff report.

Austin Lundskog, applicant, provided further detailed information.

PUBLIC HEARING 10:00:17 PM
Chairperson Bell opened the Public Hearing;

Zachary Dussault — Stated he would prefer a better use for this space.
Seeing no one else wished to speak; Chairperson Bell closed the Public Hearing.

MOTION 10:06:12 PM

Commissioner Scheer stated, based on the information in the staff report, the information
presented, and the input received during the public hearing, | move that the Planning Commission
approve petition numbers PLNPCM2020-00182, PLNPCM2020-00399 and PLNPCM2020-00668, a
Planned Development, Design Review and Special Exception request, respectively, for Gateway
Storage located at approximately 134 South 700 West with the conditions listed in the staff report.

Commissioner Barry seconded the motion. Commissioners Bachman, Hoskins, Barry, Lyon,
Young-Otterstrom, Scheer, and Urquhart voted “Aye”. The motion passed unanimously.

The following are Q&A’s that were received during the meeting:
Q&A Session for Planning Commission Meeting September 23,2020

Session number: 1463184201
Date: Wednesday, September 23, 2020
Starting time: 5:00 PM

Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 5:27 PM
Q: I'would like to speak during the public comment periods for item #3 - Twenty Ones, and item #5 -
Izzy South
Priority: N/A-
-Molly Robinson - 5:45 PM
A: Call in number: 408-418-9388

Devon Olson (devon.olson@urs.org) - 5:39 PM
Q: Do you have a call in number?
Priority: N/A-
-Wayne Mills - 5:45 PM
A: 408-418-9388. access code 146 318 4201
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Devon Olson (devon.olson@urs.org) - 5:51 PM
Q: Thanks
Priority: N/A-
-Wayne Mills - 5:59 PM
A: I'm not sure what you see on your end. Who are you looking for.

Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 5:56 PM
Q: Are attendees hidden from one another? | can't see people who say they are on the call.
Priority: N/A-

-John Anderson - 5:59 PM

A: Attendees are not able to see others on the list

Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 6:16 PM
Q: Shane Stroud, Dayna McKee
Priority: N/A-
-John Anderson - 6:17 PM
A: They are both logged on to the meeting. -
-Molly Robinson - 6:20 PM
A: Joe --both are present

Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 6:26 PM
Q: To the other commenters, is the garagema hall 1020 foothill?
Priority: N/A

Lynn Pershing (Ikpershing@gmail.com) - 6:30 PM
Q: Front yard setback is all Cement-Not compatible with neighborhood. Aesthetically looks like a
commercial building: flat roof, long Front open iron stairs. Greenspace could be used for detached
garages compatible with neighborhood, then landscape front
Priority: N/A-

-Wayne Mills - 6:33 PM

A: The public hearing has been closed

Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 6:34 PM
Q: I'love it Brendal
Priority: N/A

Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 6:42 PM
Q: The encrochment is the building not the stairs
Priority: N/A

Cassandra Tavolarella (casstav@gmail.com) - 6:46 PM
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Q: Have you considered decreasing the stair length with widening the landing for a patio for what | am
assuming is the living room on the main floor?
Priority: N/A

Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 7:30 PM

Q: I might add to the concern with parking and traffic relative to kids walking and biking to school. |
have walked to Dilworth with my three children almost every school day for the past 12 years.
Priority: N/A

Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 7:31 PM

Q: I can probably count on both of my hands the number of times we have had any conflict with cars
coming and going from any of the 3 large scale apartments between 2100 S and Dilworth over those
many years.

Priority: N/A

Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 7:38 PM
Q: Thank you for the clarification on the bike racks and bus stop. Fantastic!
Priority: N/A

Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 8:20 PM
Q: Is Dayna and Shane still online?
Priority: N/A-

-Caitlyn Miller - 8:27 PM

A: It looks like both are in attendance

Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 8:27 PM
Q: Thanks.
Priority: N/A

Travis Smith (travsmith1307 @gmail.com) - 8:42 PM

Q: What are the opinions of the panel regarding the small businesses which have been negatively
impacted by the massive amounts of re-zoning in the area do to high density buildings in the
neighborhood? IE-the scooter shop, unable to remain in the area

Priority: N/A-

Joe Mason (jJdmason65@hotmail.com) - 8:44 PM
Q: Counting those parking spaces only shows 58. Didn't they say 607
Priority: N/A

Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 8:44 PM
Q: The west facade is a zero lot line, so no openings will be permitted by building code.
Priority: N/A
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Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 8:45 PM
Q: The west facade is a zero lot line, so no openings will be permitted by building code.
Priority: N/A

Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 8:58 PM
Q: | keep raising my hand... so has shane
Priority: N/A

Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 9:02 PM

Q: Highly encourage those concerned about parking to check out this article.
https://www.vox.com/videos/2017/7/19/15993936/high-cost-of-free-parking
Priority: N/A

Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 9:10 PM
Q: Can Blue Planet Scooter move up to the Twenty-Ones when that opens?
Priority: N/A

Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:15 PM
Q: Landon submitted a comment, which hasn't been read
Priority: N/A

-Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:16 PM
Q: HE CC'd me on the response. Please make sure it is read. Itis important.
Priority: N/A-

-Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 9:16 PM

Q: The biggest deterrent to transit use is that we're missing much of our first-mile/last mile
infrastructure. We're missing bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. Wider sidewalks and bike lanes are
essential to TOD.

Priority: N/A-

-Travis Smith (travsmith1307@gmail.com) - 9:21 PM
Q: I spoke, thank you.
Priority: N/A-

-Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:21 PM
Q: Was the Trax Line utilitation report included and mentioned?
Priority: N/A-
-John Anderson - 9:22 PM
A: Joe, | shared those comments from Landon about the trax utilization. They were the last
comments that | read aloud
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Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:22 PM
Q: None of us heard it. Are you sure?
Priority: N/A-

-John Anderson - 9:23 PM

A: Yes, | am very sure that | read them.

Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 9:33 PM

Q: Our target sidewalk widths in Sugar House are 10'. Wider sidewalks and a reduced park strip
(maybe with tree grates or narrow planters) would be helpful to the pedestrian.

Priority: N/A

Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:33 PM
Q: Thank you,
Priority: N/A

Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:34 PM

Q: How do we make sure the council understands the parking "MAY be reduced. There isn't a set rule
or guarantee.. Is everyonje aware?

Priority: N/A-

-Joe Mason (jdmason65@hotmail.com) - 9:34 PM
Q: Should | email the code?
Priority: N/A-

Soren Simonsen (soren@communitystudio.us) - 9:35 PM

Q: The sidewalks in front of the Urbana project recently completed at 10th E and 2100 South
maintained the existing narrow sidewalks and they are very inadequate -- highly pedestrian congested
at times.

Priority: N/A

Aabir Malik (aabir@colmenagroup.com) - 10:00 PM
Q: So is the Sears work session officially being postponed to Friday at noon?
Priority: N/A-
-John Anderson - 10:03 PM
A: It is being postponed. We will work with the commission and your group to schedule a date
ASAP. —

Zachary Dussault (zacharytdussault@gmail.com) - 10:16 PM
Q: Have a great night everyone, that was a doozy!
Priority: N/A-

The meeting adjourned at 10:07:58 PM
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ATTACHMENT F: PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF
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Staff Report

PLANNING DIVISION
DEPARTMENT of COMMUNITY and NEIGHBORHOODS

To: Salt Lake City Planning Commission
From: Linda Mitchell, Principal Planner, 385-386-2763, linda.mitchell @slcgov.com
Date: September 18, 2020

Re: PLNSUB2020-00230 - East Liberty Commons Planned Development
PLNSUB2020-00231 — East Liberty Commons Preliminary Subdivision

Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision

PROPERTY ADDRESS:  Approximately 2052 East Michigan Avenue

PARCEL ID: 16-10-303-001-0000
MASTER PLAN: East Bench — Neighborhoods (Foothill/Sunnyside)
ZONING DISTRICT: RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential

REQUEST: Jessica Sluder from Alta Development Group, LLC, representing the property
owner, is requesting approval for a new residential development at the above listed
address. The proposal includes demolishing the discontinued pool area on the site
and subdividing the property into four (4) lots for a proposed construction of three
(3) single-family attached dwelling units. The proposed project is subject to the
following petitions:

a. Planned Development — Planned Development is requested to modify the
required front yard setback, grade changes greater than four feet (4”) within a
required yard, and the required minimum lot area for the new lots.

b. Preliminary Subdivision — Preliminary Plat approval is needed to create
four (4) new lots.

RECOMMENDATION: Based on the information in this staff report, Staff recommends that the
Planning Commission approve the Planned Development and Preliminary Subdivision requests as
proposed, and subject to complying with the following conditions:

1. Compliance with all Department/Division comments and conditions as noted in
Attachment J.

2. Documentation that establishes an entity to manage the private infrastructure and
Common Area Maintenance for the subdivision shall be recorded with the final plat.

ATTACHMENTS:
A. Vicinity Map
B. Plans
C. Preliminary Subdivision Plat
D. Additional Applicant Information
E. Site Visit Photographs
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. Master Plan Policies and Zoning Ordinance Standards

F

G. Analysis of Standards - Planned Development
H. Analysis of Standards — Subdivision Ordinance
1.
J.

Public Process and Comments
Department Review Comments

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
Project Site

The project site recently obtained
preliminary subdivision approval under

petition number PLNSUB2020-00349 ! :sgf“
for the amendment to The Townes ;AR
Condominium plat to subdivide the whs
common area and sell the lot for the RM_'?'S(L 5
proposed development. The Townes E —
Condominium amendment is pending g 4 X
. - 0s
final plat approval. Currently, there is a
discontinued pool area on the site, which y, ey
has fallen into disrepair. The project site is A WA
zoned RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family ? WR-1-7000

Residential with the total square footage

"y M ’ > : =
- R;1:7000

3

D Project Site - Stanford Commons

of approximately 0.269 acres (11,696 = - = Figure 1. Vicinity Map
square feet).
The surrounding properties are zoned R-1/7,000 Single-Family Residential District to the west and
south, RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential District to the north, and OS Open Space
District to the east (Figure 1).

Proposal

The applicant is seeking to demolish the existing pool area and create four (4) new lots for the proposed
construction of three (3) single-family attached dwelling units (townhomes), with the fourth (4%) lot
dedicated as common area (Figure 2). The proposed development requires Planned Development
approval because the proposed lots will not meet the required minimum lot area of 3,000 square feet;
however, the overall development does meet the minimum area required for three (3) dwelling units
in the RMF-30 zone. In addition, the proposed townhomes will not meet the required front yard
setback of 20 feet and have grade changes greater than four feet (4°) within the required yard. The
applicant has not requested relief from any other zoning requirements; thus, all other project elements
would need to comply with standard requirements of the zoning ordinance and RMF-30 zoning
district. The Planned Development process includes standards related to whether any modifications
will result in a better final product, whether the proposal aligns any one of a variety of City policies and
goals, and whether the development is compatible with the area or the City’s master plan development
goals for the area. The full list of standards is located in Attachment F.

The proposal requires a subdivision process to create the new lots. The buildable lots do not comply
with all applicable zoning standards as noted above; therefore, a Planned Development approval
is requested for the subdivision. The full list of standards is located in Attachment H.
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Figure 2. Proposed Preliminary Plat

The applicant has provided a narrative about their proposal and design considerations in Attachment
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Figure 3. Front (West) Elevation

The proposed 3-story townhomes are modern in design. The front facades of the proposed townhomes
would be oriented towards Foothill Drive to provide interaction with the sidewalk to be compatible
with character of the neighborhood (Figure 3). The average building height would be approximately 26
feet, where a maximum height of 30 feet is allowed with an average building footprint of approximately
1,053 square feet. Each townhome would provide two (2) off-street parking spaces within the attached
garage. The proposed materials for each structure would consist primarily of brick and durable
materials for accent purposes. The proposal includes a common area, pedestrian walkway, and
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landscape buffering between the driveways and between the proposed building and adjacent properties

(Figure 4).
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Figure 4. Proposed Landscape Plan

KEY CONSIDERATIONS:
The key considerations listed below have been identified through the analysis of the project, neighbor

and community input and department review comments.

1.
2.

SO LW

Front Yard Encroachments

Grade Change Greater Than Four Feet (4’) Within a Required Yard
Minimum Lot Size Reduction

Neighborhood Compatibility

Development Potential without Planned Development Approval
Private Infrastructure and Common Area Maintenance

1. Front Yard Encroachments
The required front yard setback in the RMF-30 zoning district is twenty feet (20°). Given the odd
angle of the setback line, the applicant is proposing approximately eighteen feet (18’) front yard
setback for the building facade and approximately five feet (5°) front yard setback for the stairs,
meeting all other required yards (side and rear) for all the lots. The front yard encroachments are
to accommodate building articulations on the second and third levels, and stairs leading to the
building entrance (Figures 5 and 6).
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Figure 6. Front Building Facade Encroachment (Third Level)

The building articulations provide both for facade and pedestrian interest along Foothill Drive. The
reduced front yard setback would promote harmony with the condominium units immediately to
the north of Foothill Drive and to help maintain the harmony of the development pattern on the
block face. The front yard reduction for the building encroachment is generally consistent with
setbacks along the block face (east side of Foothill Drive) as shown in Attachment D.

In regard to design, there are very limited design criteria required in the RMF-30 zoning district.
The only design requirements, which are imposed on all residential districts, are front facade
controls:

Front Facade Controls: To maintain architectural harmony and primary
orientation along the street, all buildings shall be required to include an entrance
door, and such other features as windows, balconies, porches, and other such
architectural features in the front facade of the building, totaling not less than ten
percent (10%) of the front facade elevation area, excluding any area used for roof
structures. For buildings constructed on a corner lot, only one front facade is
required in either the front or corner side facade of the building.

The stairs leading to the main (second) level allow each building entrance to be oriented towards

the street and further promotes visual and pedestrian interest through its orientation to the street
(Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Front (West) Elevation Rendering

2. Grade Change Greater Than Four Feet (4’) Within a Required Yard

For properties outside of the H Historic Preservation Overlay District, changes of established grade
greater than four feet (4°) within a required yard are normally processed administratively as special
exceptions but it is included as part of the Planned Development request. The grade change greater
than four feet (4°) is requested to accommodate a retaining wall to create drive-in garages that are
at street grade with the hill rising around the garage. Therefore, creating below grade garages with
the main living level at about the grade of the existing pool. The grade change and retaining walls
over four feet (4°) in height along the north property would encroach approximately 4.39 feet into
the required front yard and along the driveway for lot 3, it would encroach approximately 8.32 feet
into the required front yard (Sheet C2-0 in Attachment B). The grade change and retaining walls
greater than four feet (4”) within the required front yard is generally consistent with the structures
along the block face (east side of Foothill Drive) (Figure 8).

Figure 8. Grade Change and Retaining Walls Greater Than Four Feet (4’) Within the Required Yard
along the block face (east side of Foothill Drive)
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3. Minimum Lot Size Reduction
For single-family attached dwelling units, the RMF-30 zoning district requires 3,000 square feet
lot area per dwelling unit. The proposal includes an average lot size of 2,923 square feet (Table 1).
While the lots are undersized, the overall square footage of the subject property meets the density
requirement of 9,000 square foot minimum for three (3) single-family attached units.

Lot # Lot Area (sq. ft.)

Lot 1 2,393
Lot 2 2,046
Lot 3 2,539
Lot 4 4,717
Total 11,696

Table 1. Proposed Lot Size

4. Neighborhood Compatibility
The purpose of the RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential District) is to:

The purpose of the RMF-30 low density multi-family residential district is to
provide an environment suitable for a variety of housing types of a low density
nature, including single-family, two-family, and multi-family dwellings, with a
maximum height of thirty feet (30°). This district is appropriate in areas where
the applicable master plan policies recommend multi-family housing with a
density of less than fifteen (15) dwellings units per acre. Uses are intended to be
compatible with the existing scale and intensity of the neighborhood. The
standards for the district are intended to provide for safe and comfortable places
to live and play, promote sustainable and compatible development patterns and
to preserve the existing character of the neighborhood.

The RMF-30 zoning district encourages a variety of residential uses. While moderately scaled
residential structures are located to the north, the immediate neighborhood context primarily
includes low scale single-family structures. These structures range from 1 to 3 stories in height, with
a variety of roof types. The addition of these townhouse units within the neighborhood is
architecturally compatible with the surrounding buildings, as well as the existing uses. The
integration of materials that are commonly utilized within the direct context, as well as a moderate
massing of the proposed structure will aid in transition of new development within the existing
neighborhood.

The subject property is located within the East Bench Neighborhood, identified in the East Bench
Master Plan, 2017. The applicable guiding principal for residential development is stated, below:

Guiding Principle N-01: Neighborhood Compatibility — Development and
infrastructure improvements complement the unique architectural styles and
development patterns that define individual neighborhoods.

The proposed development is in compliance with the adopted East Bench Master Plan as discussed
in Attachment F. The proposed development of the townhomes attempts to limit the disruption of
the existing grade and significant slope. The development recognizes the existing development
pattern that characterizes the neighborhood.
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5. Development Potential without Planned Development Approval

If the project does not receive Planned Development approval, the property owner may develop the
property in a way that meets all requirements of the zoning ordinance and RMF-30 zoning district.

e The property owner may construct a multi-family dwelling (up to 3 dwelling units),
which requires a minimum lot area of 9,000 square feet and minimum lot width of 80
feet. In other words, the applicant could build a similar proposal as apartments or
condominiums.

e The property owner may construct a single-family detached, twin home or two-family
dwellings.

6. Private Infrastructure and Common Area Maintenance

The proposed development includes common areas. The applicant has drafted a CC&R’s for
ongoing maintenance and funding for these areas of common ownership. This should be noted
on the plat and the agreements should be recorded to perpetuate those obligations.

Staff is recommending that a condition be included that a document showing that ongoing
maintenance and funding for areas of common ownership be provided in order to finalize the
planned development and that this agreement must be recorded with the plat.

DISCUSSION:
The proposed design and layout of the single-family attached dwelling units have taken the scale of

adjacent properties and the existing neighborhood into consideration. By providing relief from certain
zoning regulations through this Planned Development process, a project that is compatible with the
existing zoning and neighborhood can be constructed while more efficiently utilizing the property.

Staff recommends approval of the proposed project based on the following findings:

The proposal generally meets the standards in terms of Master Plan Policies and Zoning Ordinance
standards (Attachment F), Planned Development standards (Attachment G) and Subdivision
Ordinance standards (Attachment H);

The proposal will provide housing that meets the intent of the multi-family zone and that provides
increased home ownership opportunities in the City, which is a policy goal of multiple City master
plans.

The proposed project meets the density of the subject zoning district; and

The proposed project would be compatible with the existing zoning district and surrounding
neighborhood.

NEXT STEPS:

If approved, the applicant may proceed with the project, subject to all conditions imposed by City
departments and/or the Planning Commission and will be required to obtain all necessary permits.
A final plat application will need to be submitted for approval. Certificate of occupancy for the
buildings would not be issued until the conditions are met and the final subdivision plat is recorded.

If denied, the applicant would be permitted to develop the lot in a way that is compliant with
development standards and requirements of the RMF-30 zoning district.
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ATTACHMENT A: VICINITY MAP

Vicinity Map

D Project Site - Stanford Commons

D Parcels

ZONING

0os

| | R1-7000
| | RMF-30

Salt Lake City Planning Division
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ATTACHMENT B: PLANS
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PROJECT CONTACTS

STANFORD COMMONS

SITE PLAN APPLICATION

PROPERTY OWNER

DEVELOPER

STANFORD COMMONS, LLC
STAN BELL AND MEG BOND
1059 EAST 900 SOUTH STE #201
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84105
CONTACT:

MEG BOND
PHONE: (801) 485-0535

EMAIL: Meg@NorthStarBuilders.com

CIVIL ENGINEER

STANFORD COMMONS, LLC
STAN BELL AND MEG BOND
1059 EAST 900 SOUTH STE #201
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84105
CONTACT:

MEG BOND
PHONE: (801) 485-0535

EMAIL: Meg@NorthStarBuilders.com

LAND SURVEYOR

AVENUE CONSULTANTS
6605 REDWOOD ROAD STE #200
TAYLORSVILLE, UTAH 84123
CONTACT:

COLBY CAIN, P.E

PHONE: (801) 207-7660

EMAIL: CCain@AvenueConsultants.com

AVENUE CONSULTANTS
8605 REDWOOD RQAD STE #200
TAYLORSVILLE, UTAH 84123
CONTACT:
MATT STONES.P.L.G.
PHONE: {801) 207-7660
EMAIL: MStones@AvenueConsultants.com

ARCHITECT GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER
SUGARHOUSE ARCHITECTS,LLC CMT ENGINEERING
9087 N JEREMY ROAD 2786 S REDWOOD ROAD
PARK GITY, UTAH 84098 WEST VALLEY CITY, UT 84119
CONTACT: GONTACT:
ROB WHITE BRYAN ROBERTS, P.E

PHONE: (801) 207-7660
EMAIL: Rob. White@SugarHouseArchitects com

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT

PKJ DESIGN GROUP
3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD, STE 102
LEHI, UT 84043
CONTACT.
JEREMY AINSWORTH, PLA
PHONE: (208) 320-8624
EMAIL: JAinsworth@PLJDesignGroup.com

UTILITY CONTACTS

PHONE: (801) 908-5859

FOOTHILL DRIVE

SALT LAKE CITY,UTAH

DEVELCPMENT
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THE BENCHMARK FOR THE ELEVATIONS ON THIS SURVEY 1S 474031 AT THE FOUND STREET MONUMENT AT THE INTERSECTION OF
FOOTHILL DRIVE AND MICHIGAN AVENUE TO MATCH THE RECORD PLAT ELEVATION.

BASIS OF BEARING

—— 300 SOUTH

CULINARY WATER

STORM DRAIN

SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES
1530 SOUTH WEST TEMPLE
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84070
CONTACT:

JASON DRAPER

PHONE: (801) 483-6900

SECONDARY WATER

SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES
1530 SOUTH WEST TEMFLE
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84070
CONTACT

PHONE: (801) 483-6900

GAS

SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES
1530 SOUTH WEST TEMPLE
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84070

QUESTAR GAS
333 S STATE STREET
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84111

CONTACT: CONTACT:
PHONE: (801) 483-6900 PHONE: (801) 324-5111

SANITARY SEWER POWER

SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER

1530 SOUTH WEST TEMPLE
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84070
CONTACT:

JASON DRAPER

PHONE: (801) 483-6900

1407 WNORTH TEMPLE
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84116
CONTACT:

PHONE: (888) 221-7070

E MIGHIGAN AVE

HERAEAT AVE

i

YALE ME

HARMARD AE

ERINGETOM AVE

//
L/

AAERET A %i%

N
=
/‘ |

20E

BONNEVILLE GOLF COURSE

VICINITY MAP

N.T.S.

THE BASIS OF BEARING IS NORTH 89°57°20" EAST BETWEEN FOUND MONUMENTS AT THE INTERSECTION OF MICHIGAN STREET AND
FOOTHILL DRIVE AND THE INTERSECTION OF MICHIGAN STREET AND 210} AS SHOWN HEREON

REVISIONS

NORTHSTAR BUILDERS
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GENERAL SITE CONSTRUCTION NOTES

ALL CONSTRUCTION AND MATERIALS ARE TO BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MOST CURRENT EDITICN OF THE "MILLCREEK. UTAH CITY CODE". AND GTHER APPLICABLE
APPROVED STANDARDS |SSUED BY THE CONTROLLING AGENCY, THE INTERNATIOMAL BUILDING CODE; THE INTERMATIONAL FIRE CODE; AND ALL LOCAL CITY CODES
AND CRDINANCES AS APPLICABLE, EXCEPT AS NOTED ON THIS SHEET AS "DEVIATIONS FROM STANDARDS'".

THE EXISTENCE AND LOCATION OF ANY OVERHEAD OR UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINES, PIPES, OR STRUCTURES SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS ARE OBTAINED BY A
RESEARCH OF THE AVAILABLE RECORDS. EXISTING UTILITIES ARE LOCATED ON THE DRAWINGS ONLY FOR THE CONVENIENCE OF THE CONTRACTOR. EXISTING
UTILITY LINES OR SERVICE LATERALS MAY NOT BE SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS. THE CONTRACTOR IS TO, AT HIS OUWN EXPENSE, LOCATE ALL UNDERGROUND AND
OQVERHEAD INTERFERENCES WHICH MAY AFFECT HIS OPERATION DURING CONSTRUCTION AND 1S TO TAKE ALL NECESSARY PRECAUTIONS TO AVOID DAMAGE TO |T.
THE CONTRACTOR IS TO USE EXTREME CAUTION WHEN WORKING NEAR OVERHEAD UTILITIES SO AS TO SAFELY PROTECT ALL PERSONNMEL AMD EQUIPMENT, AND IS
TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL COST AND LIABILITY IN CONNECTION THEREWI TH

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL TAKE ALL PRECAUTIONARY MEASURES NECESSARY TO PROTECT EXISTING UTILITY LINES, STRUCTURES AND STREET IMPROVEMENT WHICH
ARE TO REMAIN IN PLAGE, FROM DAMAGE. ALL SUCH IMPROVEMENTS OR STRUCTURES DAMAGED BY THE CONTRACTOR'S QPERATIONS ARE TO BE REPAIRED OR
REPLACED SATISFACTORILY TO THE CITY OF DRAPER ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT AND/2R OWNING UTILTY COMPANY AT THE EXPENSE OF THE CONTRACTOR

ALL CONSTRUCTION IS TQ BE AS SHOWN ON THE "RELEASED FOR CONSTRUCTION" DRAWINGS. ANY REVISIONS ARE TQ HAVE THE PRIOR WRITTEN APPROVAL OF T)
ENGINEER THROUGH THE CHANGE ORDER PROCESS.

TYPE V CEMENT IS TO BE USED IN ALL OFF-SITE CONCRETE WORK. COMCRETE IS TO BE 4,000 P.S.|. MINMUM & 28 DAYS. MIX DESIGNS TO BE APPROVED BY THE CITY,
PRIOR TO THE USE ON THE PROJECT.

AN ENCROACHMENT PERMIT IS REQUIRED FOR ANY WORK IN THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY. THE CONTRACTOR IS TO SECURE ALL PERMITS AND INSPECTIONS
REQUIRED FOR THIS CONSTRUCTION

A GECTECHMICAL INVESTIGATION WAS PERFORMED BY CMT ENZINEERING LABCRATORIES. THE INVESTIGATION RESULTS AND SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATICNS FOR
THE CONSTRUCTION OF PAYEMENT ARE COMPLIED IN A GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERING REPORT DATED 1/16/2019. THIS REPORT IS AVAILABLE FROM THE OWHER.
OWINERS, BUILDERS, AND CONTRACTORS SHOULD BECOME FAMILIAR WITH THIS REPORT AND GOMPLY WITH ITS RECOMMENDATIONS.

IT 15 THE CONTRACTOR'S RESPONSIBILITY TO DETERMINE THE EXACT LOCATICN OF UNDERGROUND OBSTRUCTIONS AND AVOID DAMAGE AND CONFLICTS. EXPOSE
POSSIELE CONFLICTS IN ADVANGE OF CONSTRUCTION, SUCH AS UTILITY LINES AND DRAINAGE STRUCTURES. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ELEVATIONS AND
LOCATIONS OF EACH AND VERIFY CLEARANCE FOR PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION. IMMEGIATELY MOTIFY ENGINEER OF CONFLICTS DISCOVERED OR CHANGES
NEEDED TO ACCOMMODATE UNKNOWIN OR CHANGED CONDITIONS,

THE CONTRACTCR |8 TO TAKE ALL PRECAUTIONS NECESSARY TO PRCTECT EXISTING PERMANENT SURVEYING MONUMENTS. ANY MONUMENT DISTURBED IS TO BE
REPLACED AND ADJUSTED PER AVAILABLE RECORDS

CONTRACTOR IS TO ADJUST ALL NEW AND EXISTING INLETS, VALVE BOXES, MANHOLE RIMS, AND SEWER CLEAN OUTS, ETC. TO FINISH GRADE As APPLICABLE
WHETHER OR NCT THEY ARE SHOWN CN THE DRAWINGS

CONTRACTOR SHALL COORDINATE WITH BUILDING CWNER TO ENSURE ADEQUATE ACCESS TO ALLOW THE BUILDING TO REMAIN ACCESSIBLE TO CUSTOMERS
DURING ALL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES. MAINTAIN A MINIMUM 100" WIDE ACCESS INTO THE PARKING LOT AT ALL TIMES.

CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE BARRICADES, FENCING, ETC. TG PROTECT INDIVIDUALS ACCESSING THE BUILDING FROM ANY CONSTRUCTION AREAS.

ANY WORK REQUIRING "NO ACCESS" TO THE PARKING LOT OR BUILGING MUST BE COORDINATEDR WITH THE BUILDING OWNER AT LEAST 7 DAYS IN ADWVANCE AND BE
AGREED UPON IN WRITING.

CONTRACTOR SHALL REPLACE AT NO COST TO THE OWNER ALL PAVING, SIDEWALK, AND EXISTING AND ANY FACILITIES THAT ARE DAMAGED DURING THE COURSE GF
WIORK

UNLESS OTHERWISE PROYIDED IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS, CONTRACTOR SHALL OBTAIN AND PAY FOR ALL CONSTRUCTION PERMITS AND LICENSES.

TYPE V CEMENT IS TO BE USED IN ALL QFF-SITE CONCRETE WORK. CONCRETE IS TO BE 4.000 P.S1 MINIMUNM @ 28 DAYS MIX DESIGNS TO BE APPROVED BY THE CITY,
FRIOR TO THE USE ON THE FROJECT.

EXPANSION JOINTS ARE REQUIRED AT A MAXIMUM 300-FEET SPACING IN EXTRUDED-TYPE CURB AND GUTTER
ASPHALT CEMENT (AC) PAVEMENT IS TO BE %4-INCH ABQOVE LIP OF ALL GUTTERS AFTER COMPACTION, EXCEPT AT SIDEWALK RAMPS AND CROSS GUTTERS.
CURB AND GUTTER FOUND TO BE UNACCEPTABLE TO THE CITY 15 TO BE REMOVED AND REPLACED.

CONTRACTOR |STO PROVIDE ALL NECESSARY HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL TRANSITIONS BETWEEN NEW CONSTRUCTION AND EXISTING SURFACES TG PROVIDE FOR
PROPER DRAINAGE AND FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS TO NEW CONSTRUCTION. THE EXTENT OF TRANSITIONS TQ BE AS SHOWM ON THE DRAWINGS,

ALL GRADING WORK | TO CONFORM T2 THE SOILS REPORT AS D BY THE SOILS 2 8Y THE
ON THESE DRAWINGS.

DEPARTWIENT, AND AS SHOWMN
EXACT LOCATION OF ALL SAW CUT LINES MAY BE ADJUSTED OR DETERMINED IN THE FIELD BY A CITY ENGINEER, IF THE LOCATION OF THESE SAW CUT LINES 1S NOT
CLEARLY SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS, OR EXISTING PAVEMENT CONDITION REQUIRES RELOCATION, SEE ADDITIONAL GENERAL NOTES,

UTILITY COMPANY METER BOXES, MANHOLE LIDS, VALVE COVERS, ETC., ARE TO BE LOCATED OUT OF DRIVEWAYS, DRIVEWAY APRONS, FLOW LINES, AND CROSS
GUTTERS, UNLESS WRITTEN APPROVAL IS GRANTED BY THE UTILITY COMPANY AND THE CITY ENGINEER.

ALL RETAINING WALLS, NEW OR EXISTING, ARE ONLY SHOWN ON CIVIL DRAWINGS FOR THE PURPOSE OF REVIEWING GRADING RELATIONSHIPS, FLOOD CONTROL AND
SIGHT DISTANGE AT INTERSECTIONS. NEW RETAINING WALLS REQUIRE A SEPARATE PERMIT AND INSPECTION BY THE BUILDING DIVISION

FULL DEPTH ASPHALT PATCHES

ASPHALT PAVING SHALL BE PER APWA STANDARDS, LIGHT DUTY ASPHALT MIX, GLASS | TRAFFIC. PATCH PAVEMENT AND SUBBASE THICKNESS, MATCH EXISTING SECTION, BUT NG

LESS THAM 2" ASPHALT OVER 11" SUBBASE,

SAIW CUT AREAS TO BE REPAIRED AND REMOVE ASPHALT AND BASE NECESSARY TO OBTAIN FIRK SUPPORT.

IF EXISTING SUSBASE ANDICR SUBGRADE ARE UNSUITABLE FOR PLACEMENT OF ASFHALT PATCH, OVEREXCAVATE TO FIRM SUBGRADE AND PLACE STABILIZING MATERIAL
PRIME EDGES OF EXISTING ASPHALT,

REMOVE LODSE AND FOREIGN MATERIAL FROM COMPACTED SUBGRADE OR SUBSASE IMMEDIATELY BEFORE APPLICATION

INSTALL FULL DEPTH MATERIAL AND GOMPAGT. FINISH T BE LEVEL YATH SURROUNDING PAVEMENT. ANY LOWPOINTS OR PONDING IN THE PATCH AREA SHALL BE GORREGTED BY
THE OONTRACTOR AT NO COST TO THE QWNER.

CLEANING: AFTER COMPLETION OF PAVING OPERATIONS, CLEAN SURFACES OF EXCESS OR SPILLED ASPHALT MATERIALS TO THE SATISFACTION OF OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE
AFTER FINAL ROLLING. DO NOT PERMIT WEHICULAR TRAFFIG ON ASPHALT CONCRETE PAVEMENT UNTIL IT HAS COOLED AND HARDENED. AND IN NO GASE SOONER THAN SIX HOURS:
PROVIDE BARRICADES AND WARMING DEVICES 4S5 REQUIRED TO PROTECT CONSTRUCTION AREA. PAVEMENT AND THE GENERAL PUBLIC.

GOVER OPENINGS OF STRUGTURES IN THE AREA OF PAVING UNTIL PERMANENT COVERINGS ARE PLACED.

EXCAVATION NOTES
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GONTRAGTOR SHALL HAVE UTILITIES MARKED BY BLUE STAKES PRIOR TG ANY EXGAVATION ON SITE GR IN LOCALIZED AREAS.

CONTRACTOR IS TO TAKE FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR ALL EXCAVATION. ADEQUATE SHORING IS TO BE DESIGNED AND PROVIDED BY THE CONTRACTOR TO PREVENT UNDERMINING
OF ANV ADJAGENT FEATURES OR FAGILITIES AND/OR CAVING OF THE EXGAVATION,

ALL EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL CONSTRUCTION SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE GEQTECHNICAL REFORT PROVIDED BY CMT ENGINEERING (REFORT
#12201, MAY 17.2019), SEE GEOTECHMICAL NOTES,

TRAFFIC NOTES

1

1

1

ALL CONSTRUCTION SIGNING, BARRICADING, AND TRAFFIC DELINEATION IS TO CONFORM TO THE "MANUAL ON UNIFCRM TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES (MUTCD)', LATEST
DITION

THE STREET SIGN CONTRACTOR IS TO OBTAIN STREET NAMES AND BLOCK NUMBERING FROM THE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION,

BEFORE ANY WORK 1S STARTED IN THE RIGHT-OF-WAY, THE CONTRACTOR 15 TO INSTALL ALL ADVANCE WARNING SIGNS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION ZONE IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROYED TRAFFIC CONTROL PLAN. THE CONTRACTOR IS TO INSTALL TEMPORARY STOP SIGNS AT ALL NEW STREET ENCROACHMENTS INTQ
EXISTING CITY STREETS WHERE WARRANTED IMMEDIATELY AFTER FIRST GRADING WORK IS ACCOMPLISHED, AND IS TQ MAINTAIN SAID SIGNS UNTIL PERMANENT
SIGNS ARE INSTALLED

WHEN A DESIGNATED "SAFE ROUTE TO SCHOOL" 1S ENCROACHED UPON BY A CONSTRUCTION WORK ZONE AND THE CITY ENGINEER IDENTIFIES A NEED FOR STUDENTS
TO BE ASSISTED IN THE SAFE CROSSING THROUGH THAT WORK ZONE, THE CONTRACTOR IS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE A QUALIFIED "CROSSING GUARD". THE GUARD IS
TO BE PRESENT FOR THE FULL DURATION OF TIME THOSE GHILDRERN ARE LIKELY TO BE PRESENT.

IF THE IMPROVEMENTS NECESSITATE THE OBLITERATION, TEMPORARY OBSTRUCTION, TEMPORARY REMOVAL OR RELOCATION OF ANY EXISTING TRAFFIC PAVEMENT
MARKING, SUCH PAVEMENT MARKING IS TO BE RESTORED OR REPLACED WITH LIKE MATERIALS TO THE SATISFACTION OF THE ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT.

THE CONTRACTOR |8 TQO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROVIDING AND INSTALLING ALL PERMANENT SIGMS SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS. STREET NAME SIGNS ARE TO
CONFORM IN THEIR ENTIRETY TO CURRENT CITY STANDARDS. ALL OTHER SIGNS ARE TO BE STANDARD SIZE UNLESS OTHERWISE SPECIFIED OM THE DRAWINGS. ALL
SIGMPOSTS ARE TO BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANGE WITH THE CURRENT CITY STANDARDS.

WHEN A PROPOSED STREET LIGHT STANDARD IS LOCATED WITHIN 5-FEET OF ANY PROPOSED SIGN SHOWN ON THE DRAWINGS TO BE MOUNTED ON A SIGNPOST, THE
SIGN IS TG BE MOUNTED ON THE STREET LIGHT STANDARD AND THE SIGNPOST IS TG BE ELIMINATED.

ALL PERMANENT TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICES CALLED FOR HEREIN ARE TO BE IN PLACE AND IN FINAL POSITION PRIOR TO ALLOWING ANY PUBLIC TRAFFIC ONTO THE
PORTIONS OF THE ROAD(S) BEING IMPRQVED HEREUNDER, REGARDLESS OF THE STATUS OF COMPLETION OF PAVING OR OTHER OFF-SITE IMPROVEMENTS CALLED
FOR BY THESE DRAWINGS

STREET SIGNS AND STOP SIGNS ARE TO BE INSTALLED PER CITY STANDARD SPECIFICATIONS FOR PLACEMENT OF STREET NAME SIGNS.

THE CONTRACTOR I3 TO PROVIDE BARRICADES, SIGNS, FLASHERS, OTHER EQUIPMENT AND FLAG PERSONS NECESSARY TO INSURE THE SAFETY OF WORKERS AND
VISITORS.

. WORK IN PUBLIC STREETS AS APPROVED BY CITY ENCROACHMENT PERMITS, ONCE BEGUN, IS TO BE EXPEDITED TQ COMPLETION SO AS TO PROVIDE MINIMUM

INCONVENIEMCE T ADJACENT PROPERTY CWNERS AND TO THE TRAVELING PUBLIC. ROAD CLOSURES ARE NOT ALLOWED WITHOUT ADVANCE WRITTEN APFROVAL BY THE
DIRECTOR OF ENGINEERING,

THE CONTRACTOR IS TO BE RESPONSIBLE FOR NOTIFYING FOR STATE. CITY, COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICT TRANSPORTATION SERVICES DEPARTMENT |F THE CONSTRUCTION
INTERRUPTS OR RELOCATES 4 BUS STOP OR HAS AN ADVERSE EFFECT ON BUS SERVICE ON THAT STREET TO ARRANGE FOR
TEMPORARY RELOCATION OF STOR,

GRADING NOTES

IN THE EVENT THAT AMY UNFORESEEN COMDITIONS NOT COVERED BY THESE NOTES. ARE ENCOUMTERED DURING GRADING OPERATIONS. THE OWNER/ENGINEER IS TO BE
INMEDIATELY NOTIFIED FOR DIRECTION, CHANGES TO THE "RELEASED FOR CONSTRUCTION" DRAVVINGS ARE TO BE APPROVED THROUGH THE CHANGE ORDER PROCESS.

IT 15 THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO PERFORM ALL NEGESSARY GUTS AND FILLS WITHIN THE LIMITS OF THIS PROJECT AND THE RELATED OFF-SITE WORK S0 AS TG
GEMERATE THE DESIRED SUBGRADE, FINISH GRADES AND SLOPES SHOWN

CONTRAGTOR IS TO TAKE FULL RESPONSIBILITY FOR ALL EXCAVATION. ADEQUATE SHORING IS TO BE DESIGNED AND PROVIDED 8Y THE CONTRACTOR TO FREVENT UNDERMINING
OF ANY ADJACENT FEATURES OR FAGILITIES ANDYOR CAVING OF THE EXGAVATION

THE CONTRACTOR IS WARNED THAT AN EARTHWORK BALANGE WAS NOT NECESSARILY THE INTENT OF THIS PROJECT. ANY ADDITIONAL MATERIAL REQUIRED OR LEFTOVER
WATERIAL FOLLOWING EARTHVWORK OPERATIONS BECOMES THE RESPONSIBILITY QF THE CONTRACTCR.

THE GRADING CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO COORDINATE WITH THE OWNER TO PRGVIDE FOR THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE PRQUECT STORM WATER POLLUTION PREVENTION
PLAN (SWPPF) AND ASSOCIATED PERMIT(S)

CONTRACTOR IS TO GRADE TO THE LINES AND ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE 'RELEASED FOR GONSTRUCTION! DRAWINGS WITHIN THE HORIZONTAL AND VERTICAL TOLERANCES AND
DEGREES OF GOMPACTION AS LISTED IN THE SOILS REPORT.

ALL GUT AND FILL SLOPES ARE TG BE PROTECTED EVEN AFTER EFFEGTIVE EROSION CONTROL HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED,

THE USE OF POTABLE WATER WITHOUT A SPECIAL PERMIT FOR BUILDING OR CONSTRUGTION PURPOSES INGLUDING CONSGLIDATION OF BACKFILL OR DUST GONTROL 1S
PROHIBITED. THE CONTRACTOR I8 TQ OBTAIN ALL NECESSARY PERMITS FOR CONSTRUCTION WATER.

THE GONTRACTOR IS TO MAINTAIN THE STREETS, SIDEWALKS AND ALL OTHER PUBLIC RIGHT-OF WAY IN A CLEAN, SAFE AND USABLE COMDITION. ALL SPILLS GF SOIL, ROCK OR
CONSTRUCTION DEBRIS IS TO BE IMMEDIATELY REMOVED FROM THE PUBLICLY OWNED PROPERTY DURING CONSTRUGTIGN AND UFON COMPLETION OF THE PROJECT ALL
ADJACENT PROPERTY. PRIVATE OR PUBLIC IS TG BE MAINTAINED IN CLEAN, SAFE AND USASLE CONDITION.

IN THE EWENT THAT AMY TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION ITEMS ARE REQUIRED THAT ARE NOT SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, THE OWNER AGREES TO PROVIDE AND INSTALL SUCH
ITEM AT HIS OWN EXPENSE AND AT THE DIRECTION OF THE ENGINEER. TEMPORARY CONGTRUCTION INCLUDES DITCHES, BERMS.
ROAD SIGNS, AND BARRICADES, ETC

SETTLEMENT

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL SETTLEMENT OF BAGKFILL WHIGH MAY OCCUR WITHIN THE CORRECTION PERIOD STIPULATED WITHIN THE CONTRAGT
DOCUMENTS.

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE, OR CAUSE TO BE MADE, ALL REPAIRS OR REPLACEMENTS MACE NEGESSARY BY SETTLEMENT WITHIN 30 DAYS AFTER NOTIGE FROM THE ENGINEER
OR OWNER

SHEETING, SHORING AND BRACING

1

4

PROWIDE AND INSTALL ADEQUATE SHEETING. SHORING AND BRACING. OR TRENCH BOXES AS NEGESSARY TO FACILITATE GONSTRUCTION, PRGTEGT EMPLOYEES AMD TO PREVENT
GROLUND MOVEMENT THAT MAY CAUSE DAMAGE OR SETTLEMENT T2 ADJACENT STRUCTURES, PIPELINES AND UTILITIES.

ANY DAMAGE DUE TO SETTLEMENT BECAUSE OF FAILURE TO USE SHEETING OR BEGAUSE OF INADEQUATE BRACING, OR THROUGH NEGLIGENGE OR FAULT OF THE CONTRACTOR IN
ANY OTHER MANNER. SHALL BE REPAIRED AT THE GONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE.

SHEETING AND BRACING FOR ALL EXCAVATIONS SHALL COMFORM TO THE LATEST STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATICNS GOVERNING SAFETY OF WORKERS IN THE CONSTRUCTION
INDUSTRY. CONFORM ALL TRENCH OPERATIONS TO CURRENT OSHA REGULATIONS

LEAVE IN PLACE ALL TEMPGRARY SHEETING BELOW 2 FEET OVER TOF OF FIPE UNLESS SHEETING REMOVAL PLAN IS AFFROVED BY A PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER,
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SEWER NOTES

1. THELOCATION OF, AND EXISTENCE OR NON-EXISTENCE OF UNDERGROUND UTILITIES HAS BEEN DETERMINED TO THE BEST OF THE ENGIMEER'S ABILITY, BUT IT SHALL
BE THE SOLE DUTY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO YERIFY THE LOCATION QF THE EXISTING UTILITIES AND TO TAKE ALL NECESSARY PRECAUTIONS TO AVOID DAMAGE TO
THESE UTILITIES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ASSUME SOLE RESPONSIEILITY FOR ANV DAMAGE DONE TO EXISTING UTILITIES DURING CONSTRUCTION,

2 THE CONTRAGTOR SHALL MAINTAIN A RECORD OF THE LOCATIONS OF ALL WASTEWATER LATERALS, TEES AND STUB OUTS, THIS RECORD SHALL BE DELIVERED TO THE
DEWELOPER'S ENGINEERS PRIOR TQ FINAL PAYMENT BEING AUTHORIZED,

3. BACKWATER DEVICES SHALL BE INSTALLED WHERE MECESSARY,
4 THE CONTRACTOR SHALL MARK THE LGCATION OF ALL WASTEWATER LATERALS WITH THE LETTER “S" AT LEAST 2-INCH HIGH ENGRAVED INTGO THE CURB.
5 ALLLATERALS TO NEW PIPELINES ARE TO BE TIED INTO MAIN LINE THROUGH USE OF FITTINGS. CUT-IN SADDLES ARE NOT ALLOWED.

6. THE WASTEWATER SYSTEM SHALL BE COMPLETED AND ACCERTED BY THE MOUNT QLYMPUS IMPRCVEMENT DISTRICT PRIOR TC THE ISSUANCE OF A CERTIFICATE QF
CCCUPANGY.

7. WASTEWATER LINES WILL BE INTERNALLY INSPECTED BY A CITY TELEVISION CREW AT THE CWNER/DEVELOPER'S EXPENSE,

8. COWHNER SHALL PROVIDE EASEMENTS TO MOUNT OLYMPUS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT AS REQUIRED. "10-FCOT WIDE UTILITY
EASEMENT IM FAVOR QF MT. OLYMPUS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT"

8. CONTRACTOR TO COMPLETE A DISTRICT MAIN LINE BOND. THE MAIN LINE BOND AMOUNT IS FOR 100% COF THE
CONTRACTOR'S BID PRICE FOR THE SEWER IMPROVEMENTS.

10. ONSITE PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEETING IS REQUIRED PRIOR TO STARTING THE SEWER IMPROVEMENTS
11. ANY OLD ABANDCNED LATERALS MUST BE CAPPED AT THE PROPERTY LINE

12, ALL SEWER IMPROVEMENTS SHALL BE INSPECTED BY THE DISTRICT INSPECTOR. CALL 801-262-2904 TO SCHEDULE
INSPECTIONS. BE SURE TQ HAVE ASSIGNED DISTRICT NUMBER OR EXACT ADDRESS READY WHEN CALLING.

SEWER LATERAL SPECIFICATIONS

1. SEWER LATERAL SHALL BE SDR 35 PVC PIPE

2. MORE THAN ONE SEWER LATERAL CAN BE IN THE SAME TRENCH. THERE NEEDS TO BE 6 BETWEEN PIPES OR PIPE
AND TRENCH WALL,

3. CLEAN-CUTS: SDR 35 PVC PIPE, TOP OF CLEAN-QUT MUST HAVE A CAST IRON HUB WITH A THREADED BRASS CAP.
ONE CLEAN-OUT AT PROPERTY LINE AND ONE EVERY 50 THEREAFTER ON A 4" LINE. CLEAN-GUT EVERY 100° ON A 8" LINE
IF MORE THAN A 45° BEND, THERE MUST BE A CLEAN-OUT. A CLEAN-OUT IS ALSD REQUIRED AT EVERY 90° BEND
AND BETWEEN (2) 45" BENDS, FERNCO COUPLINGS WITH SHEAR BANDS REQUIRED.

4 ¥ MINUS GRAVEL 4 TO & ARDUND PIPE AND 12" AROUND CLEAN-GUT.

5. 2% MINIMUM GRADE ON 4", 1% ON &, UNIFORM GRADE START TO FINISH,
8 NO GLUED FITTINGS ALLOWED EXCEPT IN SAMPLING MANHGLE

7. TEST TEEIN FRONT OF PROPERTY LINE CLEAN-QUT.

8. WATER TEST TO BE RUN ON ALL LATERALS. A TEN FOOT HEAD REQUIRED

8 CONTRACTOR MUST BE PROPERLY BONDED WITH THE BISTRICT PRIOR TO ANY WORK BEGINNING . PROPER CONNECTION
AND INSPEGTION FEES MUST BE PAID PRIOR TO ANY WORK BEGINNING. THE DISTRICT INSTALLS THE NOSE-GN BUT THE
CUSTOMER PAYS FOR THE NOSE-ON. THE 4" NOSE-ON IS A SDR-35 PVC BELL TRENCH BCX REQUIRED FOR NOSE-ON
OR TRENCH MUST BE VEED TO OSHA STANDARDS. TRENCH NEEDS TO BE DEWATERED, AS WE USE AN ELECTRIC
CRILL TO CORE ON THE NOSE-ON. ONE NOSE-ON PER LENGTH OF PIPE. NOSE-ON NEEDS TO BE 18" FROM SPIGOT END
AND 5" FROM BELL END

10, CAP-QFFS DIG UP LINE AS CLOSE TO THE STREET AS POSSIELE WITHOUT DISTURBING SIDEWALK OR ROAD ASPHALT, IN
FRONT OF PROPERTY LINE CLEAN-QUT, EXPANDABLE PLUG THE SIZE OF THE LINE TQ BE CAPPED OFF IS NEEDED ALONG
‘WITH A BAG OF CONCRETE MIX. PIPE TO BE CAPPED OFF NEEDS TO BE CUT OFF SQUARE. PUT IN EXPANDABLE PLUG.
CALL FOR AN INSPECTION BY THE DISTRICT INSPECTOR. MIX CONCRETE AND PLACE ARGUND CAP WHILE INSPECTOR IS
THERE. ONLY IF INSPECTOR SEES THE CAP OFF WILL THE ACCOUNT BE CLOSED.

FIRE DEPARTMENT NOTES

1. ON ANY NEWHOME OR BUILDING INSTALLATION, ACCESSIBLE FIRE HYDRANTS ARE TC BE INSTALLED BEFORE COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTICN COMMENCES AND SAID
FIRE HYDRANTS ARE TO BE IN GOODR WORKING ORDER WITH AN ADEQUATE WATER SUPPLY THROUGHOUT THE DURATION OF CONSTRUCTION

2 GONTRACTOR SHALL CALL THE FIRE INSPECTOR FOR UNDERGROUND INSPECTION AS REQUIRED BY THE UNIFIED FIRE AUTHORITY.

3. PAINTING OF THE CURES AND HYDRANT AND ANY YWORK NECESSARY FOR PROTEGTION OF HYDRANTS FROM PHYSIGAL DAMAGE IS TQ BE COMPLETED BEFORE
APPROVAL.

4. AFLUSH OF ALL UNDERGROUND PIPING PROVIDED FOR FIRE SPRINKLER CONNECTION WILL BE WITNESSED BY THE FIRE DEPARTMENT,

& AFLOWTEST MUST BE WITNESSED BY THE FIRE DEPARTMENT PRIOR TG OCCUPANCY FOR VERIFICATION OF REQUIRED ON-SITE WATER SUPPLY.
6 ALLON-SITE FIRE MAIN MATERIALS MUST BE U.L. LISTED AND A.W.W.A. APPROVED.

7. FIRE HYDRANT SPACING: REFER TO APPENDIX B & C OF THE 2006 INTERNATIONAL FIRE CODE FOR FIRE HYDRANT QUANTITY AND SPACING

8 WHERE NEWWATER MAINS ARE EXTENDED ALONG STREETS, HYDRANTS ARE TO BE SPACED AT MAXIMUM 1,000-FCOT SPACING TO PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATICN
HAZARDS.

8. ACCESS GATES ARE TO BE PROVIDED WITH AN APPROVED KNOX KEY SWTCH SYSTEM. SAID SYSTEM IS TQ BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE UNIFIED FIRE
AUTHORITY APPROVAL

UNDERGROUND RETENTION

PROVIDE UNDERGROUND RETEMTION S¥STEM PER THE DRAINAGE SHEET, PROVIDE PERFORATED PIPE SYSTEM OR APPROVED EQUAL, INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S
RECOMMENDATIONS FGR FOUNDATION STONE, BACKFILL, GEOTEXTILE FABRIG, ETC.

2 PROVIDE 16" THICK FOUNDATION STONE LAYER UNDER SYSTEM. FIELD VERIFY THE SUBGRADE BEARING CAPACITY THAT I8 ASSUMED TO BE 2500 PSF OR BETTER. NOTIFY.
ENGINEER IF CAPACITY IS DIFFERENT THAN THE ASSUMED VALUE

3. INSTALL GOMPLETE SYSTEM PER MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATICNS.

4. CONTRACTOR SHALL FLUSH AND WACUUM NEWLY INSTALLED DRAINAGE SYSTEM AT END OF PROJECT.

GEOTECHNICAL NOTES

1

A GEOTECHNIGAL REPORT HAS BEEN PROVIDED FOR THIS PROJEGT BY OMT ENGINEERING (REPORT #12754, MAY 17, 2019), ALL SITE EXGAVATION, BACKFILL, GGMPAGTION, PAVING,
RETAINING WALLS, ETG. SHALL BE IN ACOORDANCE WITH THIS GEOTECHNIGAL REFORT AND TS RECOMMENDATIONS

EXCAVATION AND COMPACTION ACTIVITIES SHALL BE INSPECTED BY A 3RD PARTY INDEPENDENT TESTING AGEMCY.

THE SITE SHOULD BE EXAMINED BY A CWMT GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER TO ASSESS THAT SUITABLE NATURAL SOILS HAVE BEEN EXPOSED AND ANY DELETERIOUS MATERIALS, LOOSE
ANDIOR DISTURBED SOILS HAVE BEEN REMOVED, PRIOR TO PLACING SITE GRADING FILLS, FOOTINGS, SLABS, AND PAVEMENTS

FILL PLACED OVER LARGE AREAS TO RAISE OVERALL SITE GRADES CAN INDUCE SETTLEMENTS IN THE UNDERLYING NATURAL SOILS. IF ANY ADDITIONAL SITE GRADING FILL IS
ANTICIPATED ABOVE THE EXISTING GROUND SURFACE, GEOTECHINICAL ENGINEER SHOULD BE NOTIFIED TO ASSESS POTENTIAL SETTLEMENTS AND PROVIDE ADDITIONAL
RECOMMENDATIONS AS NEEDED,

CONTRACTOR SHALL FOLLOW RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EXGAVATION DEPTHS, SIDE SLOPE REGOMMENDATIONS AND SHORING RECCMMENDATIGNS A5 RECOMMENDED IN THE
GEOTECHNICAL REPORT . ALL EXGAVATIONS MUST BE INSPECTED PERIODICALLY BY QUALIFIED PERSOMNEL. IF ANY SIGNS GF INSTABILITY OR EXCESSIVE SLOUGHING ARE NOTED
IMMEDIATE REMEDIAL ACTION MUST BE INITIATED. ALL EXCAVATIONS SHOULD BE MADE FOLLOWING OSHA SAFETY GUIDELINES

CONTRACTOR SHALL FOLLOW GEQTECHNICAL ENGINEER'S RECOMMEMDATIONS FOR THE WARIOUS FILL TYPES ANTICIPATED TO BE USED AT THIS SITE, THEIR SUITABILITY FOR USE,

AND THEIR COMPACTION REQUIREMENTS.

COMPACTION REQUIREMENTS FOR STRUCTURAL FILL, SITE GRADING FILL, UTILITY TRENCHES, ROADBASE AND SUBBASE AND NON-STRUCTURAL FILL SHALL BE IN ACCORDANGE
WWITH RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE GEOTECHNICAL REPORT.

UTILITY TRENCH BACKFILL MATERIALS AND COMPACTION REQUIREMENTS SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE GEOTECHNICAL REPORT

REVISIONS:
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VISIOHS:

DEMOLITION PLAN LEGEND

- — PROPERTY BOUNDARY

EXISTING
RESIDENCE

R

— — —————— ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY

— | T |_|NE

— oo

——  EXISTING EASEMENT

——— = PROPOSED ASPHALTACONCRETE SAWCUT

EXISTING
RESIDENCE

EXISTING CURE & GUTTERICONGRETE TO REMAIN

EXISTING CURE AND GUTTER/GONCRETE TO BE
REMOVED

EXISTING CCNCRETE SIDEWALK TG REMAIN

m EXISTING CONCRETE SIDEWALK TG BE REMOVED

EXISTING RETAINING WALL TO REMAIN

W
%
5
%
Y AY
o oo ohe
2100 E (+ 100' ROW)

mnnnmnnnEnn - EXISTING RETAINING WALL TO BE REMOVED

JOTE: REFERENCE
ANDSCAPE PLANS FOR
TREE REMOVAL

EXISTING FENCE TO REMAIN

EXISTING FENCE TO BE REMGVED

b4

2.90"
m%sm
|
QA

EXISTING STORM DRAIN INLET TO REMAIN

m EXISTING STORM DRAIN INLET TO BE REMCVED

EXISTING CULINARY WATER MAIN

EXISTING SANITARY SEWER MAIN

EXISTING CVERHEAD POWER LINE

EXISTING STREET LIGHT

ohe

: DEMOLITION PLAN KEY NOTES

@ EXISTING CONCRETE SIDEWALK TO REMAIN, CONTRACTOR TO PROTECT IN PLACE
THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION CONTRACTOR TO REPLACE ANY SECTIONS
DAMAGED DURING CCNSTRUCTION TO THE NEAREST JOINT PER APWA STD
2 DRAWING 231 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS

(5) EXSTING CONGRETE GURS & GUTTER TO REMAIN GONTRACTOR TO BROTECT I
ELAGE THROUGHOUT CONSTRUGTION GONTRACTOR TO REFLACE ANY SEGTIONS
DAMAGED BURING CONSTRUGTION TO THE NEAREST JOINT, REPLACED CLRB &
GUTTER TC BE CONSTRUCTED PER APWA STD DRAWING 205 AND SALT LAKE CITY
STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS
Rl B e e o = -~ - EXISTING ASPHALT PAVEMENT TO REMAIN. CONTRACTOR TO PROTECT IN PLAGE
@—/ THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTICN, ANY AREAS DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION
ARE TO BE SAWCUT TO A MINIMUK 2 WIDTH AND REPLACED PER AFWA STD
EXISTING DRAWING 255 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS, MATCH
. LA
GARAGE EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION AND GRADE

. EXISTING FENCE TO REMAIN. CONTRACTOR TO- PROTECT IN PLACE THROUGHOUT
A BENJAMIN EMERY;

CONSTRUCTION
IGETTE EMERY (JT} EXISTING UGHT POLE TG REMAIN CONTRAGTOR TG PROTECT IN PLAGE
ARCEL: 161030200
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EXISTING
RESIDENCE

EXISTING UTILITY BOX TO REMAIN, CONTRACTCR TO PROTECT INPLACE
THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTIGN AND ADJUST T PROPOSED GRADE

EXISTING STORM DRAIN INLET TO REMAIN. CONTRACTCR TOPROTECT IN PLACE
THROUGHOUT CONSTRUGTIGN.

@
®
®
@
(O]

Call 811 setorn you dig

EXISTING TREE TO REMAIN, PROTECT IN PLACE THROUGHCUT CONSTRUCTION

Kao st gy, @

SAWGCUT , REMOVYE AND LEGALLY DISPOSE OF EXISTING ASPHALT PAVEMENT AS
\ ‘ REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATICN OF PROFPOSED IMPROVEMENTS (MM, 2' WIDTH) AND
UTILITIES REPLACE PER APWA STD DRAWING 255 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS
& BPECIFICATICNS. MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTICN AND GRADE
SAWCUT EXISTING CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER TO NEAREST JOINT, REMGVE
AND LEGALLY DISPOSE OF AS REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATICN OF SITE
IMPROVEMENTS. REPLACE CURB & GUTTER PER APWA STD DRAWING 205 AND
SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS
SAWCUT EXISTING CONCRETE SIDEWALK TO NEAREST JOINT, REMOVE AND
LEGALLY DISPOSE OF AS REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION OF SITE IMPROVEMENTS.
REPLACE PER APWA STD DRAWING 231 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS &
SPECIFICATIONS.
EXISTING POOL AND CONGRETE POGL DECK T BE DEMOUISHED AND LEGALLY
DISPOSED OF

nhe

REMOVE AND LEGALLY DISFOSE OF EXISTING FENCE.

EXISTING STORM DRAIN INLET. REFLACE PER GRADING DESIGN. REFERENCE
SHEET €2.0 FOR DETAILS

REMOVE AND LEGALLY DISFGSE OF EXISTING RETAINING WALL,

DEMOLITION PLAN
STANFORD COMMONS
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

\_2018418-046 - Nertnstar Starford Commensi000_CADYWD4_Site Design18-048

REMOWE AND LEGALLY DISFGSE OF EXISTING TREE. REFERENGE LANDSCAPE AND
RRIGATION PLANS FOR DETAILS.

REMOWE AND LEGALLY DISPCSE OF EXISTING PARK STRIP TREE REFERENCE ——
LANDSCAPE AND TREE PRCTECTION PLANS FOR DETAILS AND REPLACEMENT. Dasigner JT
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THE TOWNES CONDO AMD
PARCEL: 1610303001
EXISTING
RESIDENCE
PROFOSED RESIDENCE
TOTAL BUILDING
COVERAGE: 39.2%
PROPOSED RESIDENCE
TOTAL BUILDING
COVERAGE: 43.6%
PROPOSED RESIDENCE
TOTAL BUILDING
COVERAGE: 48.2%
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SITE PLAN LEGEND

2100 E (£ 100' ROW)

— = — PROPERTY 20UNDARY

ADJACENT PRGPERTY BOUNDARY

——  — LOT LINE

— — — — —— EXISTING EASEMENT
—— PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELCPE

— = 200 BUILDING SETBACK

—— i ———— - PROPOSED ASPHALTICONCRETE SAWCUT

EXISTING CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER

[ EXSTINGCONGRETE SIDEWALK

e EXISTING RETAINING WAL

EXISTING FENCE

———O0—0——0——0- EXISTING CONCRETE PANEL FENCE

PROPOSED CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER

[ PROPOSED CONCRETE SIDEWALK
[ "] PROPOSEDCONGRETE PAVEMENT

EXISTING STORM DRAIN INLET
EXISTING STREET LIGHT
EXISTING UTILITY BOX

@ PROPOSED WATER METER

SITE PLAN KEY NOTES
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EXISTING COMCRETE SIDEWALK TO REMAIN. CONTRACTOR TO PROTECT IN PLACE
THROUGHOUT CONSTRUGTION CONTRAGTOR TO REPLACE ANY SECTIONS
DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION TO THE NEAREST JOINT PER APWA STD
DRAWING 231 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS

EXISTING CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER TO REMAIN. CONTRACTOR TO FROTECT N
PLACE THROUGHQUT CONSTRUCTION. CONTRACTCR TO REPLACE ANY SECTIONS
DAMAGED DURING COMSTRUGTION TO THE NEAREST JOINT REPLACED CURB &
GUTTER TO BE CONSTRUCTED PER APYWA STD DRAWING 205 AND SALT LAKE CITY
STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS.

EXISTING ASPHALT PAVEMENT TO REMAIN CONTRACTCR TO PROTECT IN PLACE
THROUGHOUT CONSTRUCTION. ANY AREAS DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION
ARE TO BE SAWCUT TO A MINIMUM 2 WIDTH AND REPLACED PER AFWA STD
DRAWING 255 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS. MATCH
EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION AND GRADE.

EXISTING FENCGE TG REMAIN. CONTRACTOR TQ PROTECT IN PLACE THROUGHCLUT
COMNSTRUCTICN

EXISTING LIGHT POLE TO REMAIN. GONTRACTOR TQ PROTEGT IN PLACE
THROUGHOUT CONSTRUGTION

EXISTING UTILITY BOX T REMAIN. CONTRACTOR T PROTECT IN PLACE
THROUGHOUT COMNSTRUCTION AND ADJUST TQ PROPOSED GRADE

EXISTING STORM DRAIN INLET TG REMAIN. CONTRACTOR TO PROTECT IN PLACE
THROGUGHOUT CONSTRUGTION.

SAWCUT | REMOVE AND LEGALLY DISPOSE OF EXISTING ASPHALT PAVEMENT AS
REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATICON OF PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS (MIN. 2' WIDTH) AND
UTILITIES REPLACE PER APWA STD DRAWING 255 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDCARDS
& SPECIFICATIONS MATCH EXISTING PAVEMENT SECTION AND GRADE.

SAWCUT EXISTING CONCRETE CURB AND GUTTER TO NEAREST JOINT, REMOVE
AMD LEGALLY DISPOSE CF AS REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION CF SITE
IMPROVEMENTS. REPLACE CURB & GUTTER PER APWA STC DRAWING 205 AND
SBALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATICNS

SAWCUT EXISTING CONCRETE SIDEWALK TO NEAREST JOINT, REMOVE AND
LEGALLY DISPGSE OF AS REQUIRED FOR INSTALLATION OF SITE IMPROVEMENTS
REPLACE PER AFWA STD DRAWING 2371 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS &
BPECIFICATIONS.

PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELOPE. REFERENCE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR
BUILDING FOGTPRINT.

FURNISH AND INSTALL PROPOSED LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATICN. REFERENCE
LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION PLANS FOR DETAILS

FURNISH AND INSTALL STANDARD DUTY ASPHALT PAVEMENT. REFEREMNCE
GESTECHNICAL REPORT FOR PAVEMENT SECTICN

FURNISH AND INSTALL CONCRETE DRIVE APPROACH PER SALT LAKE CITY
STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS,

FURNISH AND INSTALL CONCRETE PAVEMENT. REFERENGE GEOTECHNICAL
REPORT FCR PAVEMENT SECTICN AND CETAILS.

FURNISH AND INSTALL 6" CONCRETE CURB WITH 1.5' GUTTER PER APWA STD
DRAWING 205 AND SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATIONS

PROPOSED 4 WIDE LANDSCAPE TRAIL

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE STEPS
PROPOSED WATER METER, REFERENCE UTILITY PLAN, SHEET C4-0, FOR DETAILS.
PROPOSED RETAINING WALL. DESIGN BY CTHERS, REFERENCE GRADING PLAN

FURNISH AND INSTALL §* CONCRETE SIDEWALK PER APWWA STD DRAWING 231 AND
BALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS & SPECIFICATICNS
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CONCRETE AREA = 1.530 5Q. FT.

Iype F

CONCRETE AREA = 1.989 SQ. FT.

Tvpe G

CONCRETE AREA = 1.970 SQ. FT.

Iype H

EXISTING CONCRETE e CONTRACTION

| /‘(Ncrr IN CONTRACT) 127 WX /Y“'“ Aow-ue_
2 P

I 1f T T v ] p
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| / ! r | EXPANSION

=lE

LY JOINT
(SEE PLAN 206)
JOINT DETAIL
Plan
Curb and gutter 205
prt 2011 29 Sheet 2 of 3

PWA PLAN 205 - CURB AND GUTTER

SCALE:NTS

SRR

RERERWTIL (UTH PARK/STFP)
NO PARK STRIP)

STREET TYPE @
®
&

REPLACING EXISTING SIDEWALK

(4" NN

SEE DRIVEWAY APPROACH PLANS FOR
SIDEWALK THICKNESS AT DRVEWAYS

SECTION A—A

EXPANSION JOINT CONTRACTION JOINTS

i ; S | ozl
1% uN TOTTTIT T T
2% W | & (+/2) |
Cim =Y
Ly (0 fm)-zss (in inches)
= 15 FEET MAX
SECTION B-B SIDEWALK JOINT DETAIL
Sidewalk
March 2009 57

PWA PLAN 231 - SIDEWALK

SCALE: NTS

A2

Pian

231

CONCRETE

CONCRETE DRIVE PAVEMENT SECTION

SCALE: NTS, REFERENCE CMT ENGINEERING GEOTECHNICAL REPORT FOR DETAILS

TO MEET ACCESS
STANDADS THS SIDE-
WALK 1S REQURED

£0LD JOINT
No. 4 RERAR (NOTE 5)
24" @ 247 0L

CONCRETE
(NOTE 2)

UNTREATED BASE
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Flare driveway approach - fype B ;MzT
December 2005 41 Drowing 2 af 2 .
DRIVE APPROACH DETAIL
SCALE: NTS
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GRADING PLAN LEGEND

PROPERTY BOUNDARY
ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY
LOT LINE

EXISTING EASEMENT

——— PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELOPE
____________ 20' BUILDING SETBACK
BEXISTING CONTOUR MAJCR
— — — — — ——  EXISTING GCNTOUR MINCR
PROPOSED CONTOUR MAJOR
—————— PROPOSED CONTOUR MINOR
PROPOSED TOP OF LANDSCAPE ELEVATION
PRGPOSED FINISHED FLOOR ELEVATION
FROPOSED MATCH EXISTING ELEVATICN
PROPOSED FUTURE GRADE ELEVATION
PROPOSED ELEVATION AT GRADE BREAK
PROPOSED TOP OF ASPHALT ELEVATION
PROPOSED TOP OF RETAINING WALL
= = PROPOSED ASPHALT/CONCRETE SAWCUT

EXISTING CONGRETE GURB & GUTTER
EXISTING CONCRETE SIDEVWALK
EXISTING RETAINING WALL

EXISTING FENCE

EXISTING CONCRETE PANEL FENCE
PROPOSED CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER
PROPOSED CONCRETE SIDEWALK
PROPOSED GONGRETE PAVEMENT

EXISTING STORM DRAIM INLET
EXISTING STREET LIGHT
EXISTING UTILITY BOX

@ PROPOSED WATER METER

GRADING PLAN KEY NOTES
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3 THE TOWNES CONDO AMD
% PARCEL: 1610303001
%
K EXISTING
& RESIDENCE
\.\ THE TOWNES CONDO AMD
\ PARCEL: 1810303001
a % ME=470I.5!I!
@ b FE=tZ e EXISTING
; RESIDENCE
a
= EXISTING
g \ GARAGE
E: h BENJAMIN EMERY;
Y ME=4701.242] BRIGETTE EMERY (JT)
3 ME=Zr0a7s) o \ PARCEL: 1610302002 EXISTING
: 0’?& N 1065 S FOOTHILL DR. RESIDENCE
& )
o AN N\
5 R \
’) i \
3 &
8I
2
g CROSS-SECTION A-A CROSS-SECTION B-B
: 4720 4720
§ m 471 0 :—TOP OF RETAINING WaLL 450721 471 0 1 '_ TR DR BTG WALIASE
o @ m
5 I 3
§ 5 [ 5
4700 g
1 4700 -
\L BOTTOM OF RETAINING WALL: 4503.21
- - = BOTTOM OF RETAINING WALL: 4503 27
4690 1 1
H 4690
g 0+00 0+10 0+00  0+10
8 Station
3 Station
3

PROPOSED BUILDING EMNVELOPE. REFERENCE ARCHITECTURAL FLANS FOR BUILDING
FOOTPRINT.,

PROPOSED LANDSCAPING. REFERENGE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURAL PLANS FOR
DETAILS.

FURNISH AND INSTALL CONCRETE DRIVE APPROACH PER SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS &
BPECIFICATIONS.

PROPOSED LANDSCAPE STEFS

GRADE LAMDSCAPED AREA TO DRAIN AWAY FROM BUILDING AS SHOWN

REPLAGE EXISTING GATGH BASING WITH NEW ¥ ARD DRAIN INLET. MAINTAIN EXISTING RIM
Al WVERT. REPLACE EXISTING QUTLET PIPE IF DAMAGED DURING CONSTRUCTION
FURNISH AND INSTALL 6" DIA. PYC PERFORATED PIPE WRAPPED IN GEOTEXTILE 0.5 OFF
BUILDING FOUNDATICN WITHIN 1%1" GRAVEL PIPE TRENCH. SLOPE AT 0.5% MIN. OUTLET
TO FINISHED GRADE AS SHOWN AND PROVIDE 2%2 RIP RAP OUTFALL PAD

ONONONORORONE,

FURNISH AND INSTALL RETAINING WALL HEIGHT PER PLAN, DESIGN BY OTHERS.

®

REWISIONS
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6575 South Redwood Road, Suite 101
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EROSION CONTROL PLAN LEGEND

— i — PROPERTY BOUNDARY

— — ——————  ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY

— e — T LINE
EXISTING EASEMENT
— PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELOPE
——————————— — 20 BUILDING SETBACK
EXISTING CONTOUR MAJOR
—————— EXISTING CONTGUR MINOR
PROPOSED CONTOUR MAJOR

—_ — — — — —— PROPOSED CONTOUR MINOR

AN PROPOSED SILT FENCE
[R5 T X J]  PROPOSED STABILIZED GONSTRUGTION ENTRANCE
= PROPOSED PORTABLE TQILET
PROPOSED CONCRETE WASHOUT

____________ PROPOSED ASPHALTICONCRETE SAWCUT
EXISTING CONCRETE CURE & GUTTER
EXISTING CONCRETE SIDEWALK

EXISTING RETAINING WALL

EXISTING FENCE

—O—O—O——— Q= EXISTING CONCRETE PANEL FENGCE

PROPOSED GONGRETE CURB & GUTTER
[ "] PROPOSEDGONGRETE SIDEWALK
[ 1 PROPOSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT
EXISTING STORM DRAIN INLET
EXISTING STREET LIGHT
EXISTING UTILITY BOX
(T PROPOSED WATER METER

EROSION CONTROL PLAN KEY NOTES

@ PROPOSED INLET PROTECTION, REFEREMCE DETAIL B4 SHEET C3-1

PROPOSED CONCRETE WASTE MANAGEMENT (WASH OUT), REFERENCE DETAIL B2 SHEET
31

@ PROPOSED STABILIZED CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE, REFERENCE DETAIL B3 SHEET C3-1
@ PROPOSED PORTABLE TCILET, REFERENCE DETAIL A4 SHEET C3-1
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Avenue Praject No. 19-048

FUTILITY cwg

Pi_201919-046 - Northstar Starford Gommenstol_CADWO4_Site Desigrit19-048_C4-0-

5/8/2020 3:17 FM

EX 8'IE:4713.95

\ EXISTING
RESIDENCE

78ELF @
2.0% MIN.

i

EX 8 IE4T14.04 @_/
28

&
=
9

EX 8"IE47T1413
Ol
o

WELF @ (3)
2.0% MIN.

THE TOWNES CONDC AMD
PARCEL: 1610303001

EXISTING
RESIDENCE

EXISTING
GARAGE

BENJAMIN EMERY;
BRIGETTE EMERY (JT)
PARCEL: 1610302002
1065 S FOOTHILL DR.

EXISTING

RESIDENCE

CWER

EX. OVERHEAD

10 0 10 20

scale

UTILITY PLAN LEGEND

— o — PROPERTY BOUNDARY

— — —————  ADJACENT PROPERTY BOUNDARY
LOT LINE
EXISTING EASEMENT

———————— PROPCSED BUILDING EMVELOPE

——— 20 BUILDING SETBACK
——— e e e == PROPOSED ASPHALTICONCRETE SAWCLUT

EXISTING CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER
EXISTING CONCRETE SIDEWALK
EXISTING RETAINING WALL

EXISTING FENCE

EXISTING CONCRETE PANEL FENCE
PROP CONCRETE CURB & GUTTER
CONCRETE SIDEWALK

PROP
PROPCSED CONCRETE PAVEMENT
EXISTING STCRM DRAIN INLET
EXISTING STREET LIGHT

EXISTING UTILITY BOX

[T PROPCSED WATER METER

D' WATER SERVICE LINE

[ — e
EXISTING WATER MAIN

W

— VR —— SR —— PROPCSED SEWER SERVICE LINE

EXISTING SEWER MAIN

Fo Fo FROPCSED FIBER OPTIC SERVICE

&

&

PROPGSED BURIED ELECTRICAL SERVICE
EXISTING OVERHEAD ELECTRICAL LINE

UTILITY PLAN KEY NOTES

(ONONC] @0 6

@ REPEEeE O

@

CAUTIONI UTILITY CROSSING. FIELD VERIFY INVERTS AND UTILITY LCCATIONS PRICR TO:
CONSTRUSTION. ALL SEWERANATER CROSSINGS REQUIRE 18" VERTICAL SEPARATION
CONTRACT DESIGN ENGINEER IMMEDIATELY |F FIELD LCCATED UTILITIES DO NCT MEET
THIS CLEARANCE REQUIREMENT.

4" SANITARY SEWER SERVICE CONNECTION AT BUILDING. REFERENCE ARCGHITEGTURAL
PLANS FOR EXACT LOCATIGH,

FURNISH AND INSTALL 4" PYC SDR-35 SANITARY SEWER SERVICE LATERAL @ 2.0% MIN.
SLOPE PER SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. TRENCHING AND PIFE
BEDDING PER SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.
FURNISH AND [NSTALL 4" SANITARY SEWER CLEANOUT. INSTALL PER SALT LAKE CITY
PUBLIC UTILITIES STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

CONNECT TO EXISTING 8" SANITARY SEWER MAIN PER SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES
STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. CONTRACTOR TQ FIELD VERIFY EXISTING MAIN
LOGATION AND INVERT PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION AND INFORM DESIGN ENGINEER
IMMEDIATELY IF FIELD CONDITIONS VARY FROM SHOWN ON PLAN. PATCH EXISTING
ASPHALT PAVEMENT PER APWA STD DRAWING 255, MATCH EXISTING GRADES

3" CLLINARY WATER SERVICE CONNECTICN AT BUILDING. REFERENCE ARCHITECTLIRAL
AND PLUMBING PLANS FOR EXAGT LOGATION AND CONNECTION DETAILS

FURNISH AND INSTALL #' WATER METER AND VALULT PER SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS
AND SPECIFICATIONS. REFERENCE DETAIL ON SHEET C4-2.

FURNISH AND INSTALL 34" POLY FIPE CLLIMARY WATER SERVICE LINE PER SALT LAKE
CITY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. REFERENGE DETAIL ON SHEET C4-1, TRENCHING
AND BEDDING PER SALT LAKE CITY STANDARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS. INSTALL WITH
TRACER WIRE AND WARNING TAPE

34" HOT TAP CONNECTION TO EXISTING WATER MAIN. PATCH EXISTING ASPHALT
PAVEMENT PER APWA STD DRAVWING 255, MATGH EXISTING GRADES

PROPOSED ELECTRICAL SERVICE LINE. CONTRACTOR TO COORDINATE SERVICE TYPE,
LOGATION, ROUTING AND GGNNECTION WITH UTILITY SERVICE PROVIDER.

PROPOSED ELECTRICAL SERVICE METER AND ENTRY TQ PROPOSED BUILDING.
REFERENCE ARCHITECTURAL AND ELECTRICAL PLANS FOR DETAILS.

PROPOSED GAS SERVICE LINE. CONTRACTOR TC COORDIMNATE SERVICE TYPE, LOCATICN,

ROUTING AND CONNECTICN WITH UTILITY SERVICE PROVIDER,

PROPOSED GAS SERVICE METER AND ENTRY TO PROPOSED BUILDING. REFERENCE
ARCHITECTURAL AND ELECTRICAL PLANS FOR DETAILS.

PROPOSED DATAFIBER OFTIC SERYICE LINE CONTRACTOR TQ COORDIMATE SERVICE
TYPE, LOCATION, ROUTING AND CONNECTICN WITH UTILITY SERVICE PROVIDER.

PROPOSED DATAFIBER OPTIC ENTRY TOQ PROPOSED BUILDING. REFERENCE
ARCHITECTURAL AND ELECTRICAL PLANS FOR DETAILS.

CONTRACTOR TO REPAIR ALL PAVEMENT CUTS REQUIRED TO FACILITATE UTILITY
INSTALLATION PER APWA STANDARD PLAN 235,

STORM DRAIN STRUGTURE. REFENENGE SHEET G2-0

REVISIONS

CONSULTANTS

wenue Consultants, Tne

avenue

oW,
Call811 myﬂ‘

Know what's gl

15}
o
i}
[a}
=
2
o
4
<
=
1%
S
=
r
(e}
b4
S
L £
5 5
O
“E 4
g &
5385
- © 5
g2 B
3 = 5
9 oo B
== g
TEe 2
4 =
X5 0
La m
&
O)—
o
w
12
5
8

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH

UTILITY PLAN

S

Designer

STANFORD COMMONS
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

JT

Deetailer

CC

Checker

SUBSET NO.

KS

SHEET NO.

C4-0

2/

PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231

18

September 18, 2020



e N
@
2
]
g
= 3/4"and 1" meter
a
o 1. METER PLACEMENT:
§ A. In new construction, install meter at center of lot or per agency requirements.
< B. All meters are to be installed in the park strip or within 7 feet of the property line
(street side).
C. Do not install meters under driveway approaches, sidewalks, or curb and gutter. g
ol <]
2. METER BOX: WATER, WETER —_ f CONCRETE COLLAR 2
A. Inlandscaped areas and driveway approaches, set box so grade of the frame and i =2 12*x12"x8" ;E#"MI?B&F NI:ELUE_?-DEIJEUT ¥
cover matches the grade of the surrounding surface. - , e OR APPROVED EQUAL
B. In street surfaces or other vehicular traffic areas, provide the same type of meter B~ et
box as required for 1 1/2" and 2" service meters. See Plan 522. S TN METER BOX bl V77 . 4 PR VA
o3 I T.a
i SPECTION AND BACKFIL g ‘4 G
3. PIPE: Coordinate with utility agency or properly owner for type of pipe {o be used - (NJL\:‘ENS 4 nrfﬁ ‘55 — +|Z = ~
outside of right-of-way. — (3o i
A =
oI
4. INSPECTION: Prior to backfilling around meter box, secure inspection of installation CROSS—BAR REQUIRED — 8l
by ENGINEER & SOLID WALL
PVC RISER
5. BACKFILL: Provide and place per APWA Sectlion 33 05 20. Compact per APWA - 4 DIA. MIN.
Sgcllun 31_ 23_26 to a modified prnctql density of 95 percent or greater. Maximum lift FLOW
thickness is 8 inches before compaction.
6. CASTING: Grey iron class 35 minimum per ASTM A 48. —~ PIPE /I
(o 3) /7 .
ety
“WYE® FITTING
SECI0N SEWER PIPE
LEGEND 12]
L TEM DESCRIPTION THIS DETAIL TO BE UTILIZED FOR CLEANCUTS 5
S i B DESCRIBED ON UTILITY SHEETS a
—_ (18" 70 21" DIAMETER) | CORRUGATED PE. PVC, CMP OR =]
METER BOX (30" T0 36" DEEP) WATERIAL ACCEPTABLE. T0" AGENCY a
a7 e e o
S— ,L,\EP;'O,:‘;}LN:E?DWLN PROTECTION '{5
I
COPPER PIPE TYPE K (SOFT) E
* FURNISHED BY UTILITY AGENCY 2
Plan No.
3/4" and 1" meter 521
" August 2001 215 wv)
SLC 1" METER 521 SEWER CLEANOQUT Z
SCALE: 1"=1' SCALE 1= 1" - )
— L=
= 2
@
2 43 §
w 2a 9
34" and 17 Service t Z 4% £
an ervice taps O £2532na
. S 875
1. GENERAL -N © 3g°or @
A. Before backfilling around taps, secure inspection of installation by ENGINEER. : 2 £ 2 9
= 05 = =
z|z
2. PRODUCTS & v $& 58§
A. Base Course: Untreated base course, APWA Section 32 11 23. Do not use gravel 2 : § *:5 9
@ as a base course without ENGINEER's permissicn. a % C z 2 §
g B. Backfill: Common fill, APWA Section 31 05 13. Maximum particle size 2-inches. é 0 g
:‘1' C. Tape: Teflon tape is required on all taps. m I
= @
5 3. EXECUTION >
2 A. Tapping: Place taps a minimum of 36-inches apart. Use a tapping tool which is ‘U
z sized corresponding to the size of the service line to be installed. No taps within 36-
=) inches of end of pipe.
e B. PVC or AC Pipe: A service saddle clamp is required on all PVC and AC pipe taps
O unless specified otherwise.
;v“ C. Base Course and Backfill Placement: Maximum lift thickness is 8-inches before
@ compaction. Compaction is 95 percent or greater relative to a modified proctor
5 density, APWA Section 31 23 26.
@
A R
& 3
=1 g Z
o =
E: o
5 3
32 OWNER OF UTIL E
5
5 oy
£ =
3 @ |62
o = =0
2 < || =
2 - o=
5 (PIPE > 12" DIAMETER ONLY) w T
i o o0
= > o -!
z? LEGEND E o<
@ No. [ * TEM DESCRIPTION = I'ZL E
3 ® COPPER PIPE TVPE K — SOFT '5 ol
% (e) CORPORATION STOP BRASS @ g
EI (©) SERVICE SADDLE CLAMP (D1, ClL, AC) ** Ll
a [O) SERVICE SADDLE CLAMP (PV.C) e
® WATER MAIN PIPE (D1 Cl. AC., PV.C)
@ WATER MAIN PIPE (DUCTILE IRON (D.l.) ONLY - T
esigner
*  FURNISHED BY UTILITY AGENCY Dewmler cc
* DI & CI PIPE MAY BE DIRECT TAPPED
Checker Ks
Plan
262 3/4" and 1" Service taps
z A 551 SUBSET NO
@ February 2011 263
@
gl (B1 SLC 1" SERVICE TAP 551 SHEET NO.
§ ISCALE: 1"=1' C4 1
A —_—
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Stanford Commons

Project Address: 2052 E Michigan Avenue
Salt Lake City, Utah
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p B01.808 6131

robwhite@sugarhousearchitects.com
i sugarholsearchitects.com

£

T
3=

Project Data

Project Design Team

ZONIMG REQUIREMENTS

ZONE: RMF-30

1 |
i

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT: 30'

AREA SUMMARY

Unit A

- First Level: 8395t
Heated Area: 4085
Garage: 5315
Second Level: 94557
Third Level: 978st

Total Heated Area: 2,331s0
Total Area: 2,8625F

unit B

First Level: 891st
Heated Area 3525t
Garage: 5395t

Second Level 9255t

Thind Level 524t

Total Heated Area. 2,201sf
Total Area: 2,740sf

unit B

FirstLevel: 1,224sf
Heated Area 406sf
Garage: 8185

Second Level: 12175

Third Level: 1,257sf

Total Heated Area 2,680s7
Total Area: 368850

Total Proposed Footprint: 3,054t

Project Architect

SugarHouse Architects
rob.white@sugarhousearchitects.com

Civil Engineer
Avenue Consultants
ccain@avenueconsultants.com
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LANDSCAPE PLAN SPECIFICATIONS

PART 1 - GENERAL
11 SUMMARY

A, This section includes |ands<ape procedures for the Project including all labor, materials, ard
instaliztion necessary, but not limited to, the following:

Fine Gracling

Cuitivation

~

- Landscape Edging

Turf Blanting

12 SITE CONDITIONS

A Examination: Before submitting a 8id, ach Contractor shall carefully examine the Contract
Dacuments; shall visit the site of the Warle: shall fully inform themselves as to all existing
conditions and limitstions; znd shallinclude in the Bid the cast of all items reauired by the
Cantract Documents are at a varianca with the applicable lavs, building codes, rules,
regulztions, ar contain ohvious erranesus or Uncoardinated information, the Contractar
shall promptly notify the Project Representative and the necessary changes shall be
zccomalished by Addendum.

2. Protection: Contractor to conduct the Work insuch a manner to protect 2|l existing
underground wrilities or structures. Contractor to repair or replace ary damaged urility or

structure using feentical materials 1o match existing 3t no expense to the Cwrer.

. Irrigation System: Do not besin plsnting until the Irrigation systern is completely Instsled, s
adjusteel For Tull coverage and s completely operational
13 PERMITS
A.Blue Stake/ Dig Line: When dligging is required, "Blue Stake™ or "Dig Line” the work site and
identifythe approximate location of all known underground uillties or structures.
14 PLANT DELIVERY, QUALITY, AND AVAILABILTY
A.Unauthorized substitutions will not be accepter. f proof is submitted that specific plants or
plant itution requests will forthe
nearest equivalent plant or size. All substitution reguests must be made in writing and
preferatly before the bid due date.

15  FINALINSPECTION
A, 4ll plants will be incpactad at the time of Final Inspection prior 1o racaiving 3 Landscapa
Substantial Completion for conformance to specified planting procedures, and for general
appearance and vitality. Any plant not approved by the Project Representative wil be
rejected and replaced immediately.
16 LANDSGAPE SUBSTANTIAL COMPLETION
A A SUBstantial Complation Gertficate will only be fssusel by he Project Representative for
*landscape and irrigation” in their entirety. Substantial Completion will not be proportioned
to be designated areas of a projeet.

MAINTENAMNCE

A, Plant Marerial: The Contractor is responsibie to maintain all plantec materizls in a heatthy
and growing condition for 30 days after receiving  Landiscape Substartial Completion at
which time the Guarantee period commences. This maintenance is to Include mewing,
wesding, cultivating, fertilizing, monitoring water schedules, controlling insects and
diseases, re-guying and staking, and all other operations of care necessary for the
promation of root growth and plant life sc that all plants are in candition satisfactary a1

PART 11| - EXECUTION

Soil Amendments 31

6. Furnishand Installing Plant

S Milnfenance . Compaction: compaction undler hard surf {asphalt paths and conerete sur:
shall be ninsty-five (95) percent. Compaction under planting areas shall be between

LMoulng eighty-five (35) and ninery (90) percant

9. Weeding 32  TURF GRADING

<. Reinforced Tiber - Speciically produced for compatibily with ageressive alkaline
¢ of Portland posit

d. Only potablewater for mixing.

GRADING

A, Topsail Preparation: Gracke planting areas according to the grading plan. Eliminate unewen
=reas and lows spots. Provide for proper grading and drainage.

B. Topsoil Placement: Slope surfaced away from buikling at two (2) percent slops with no
pockats of standing water. Establish finish grades of one (1] inches for planters below grade
of acjacent paved surfaced. Provide neat, smooth, and unifarm finish grades, Remove
surplus sub-sofl and topsail fram the site.

£ The surface on which the sod is to be laid shall be firm and free from footprints,

depressions, or undulations of any kind. The surface chall be free of all materials larger than) | |

1/2” In diameter,

B. The finish grade of the topsoll adfacent 1ol sidewalks, mowsstrips, etc. prior to the laying
of sod, shall be: set such that the crown of the grass snall be at the same level as the
adjacent canercte or hard surface. o exceptions.

33 PLANTING QPERATIONS

AReview the exact locations of 2/l trees and shrubs with the Profect Representative for
approval priar Lo the digging of any holes. Prepare all holes according Lo the detarls on the
drawings.

B. Water plants immeiately upn arrival at the site. Maintain in moist cordition until planted]

€. Befars planting, locats all underground utilites prior to digging. Do not plase plants an or
near ity lines

D. Thetree planting hole should be the same degth 25 the oot ball, and three times the
diameter of the root ball,

. Trees must be placed on undisturbied sail at the bottom of the planting hole.

F. Thetree hole depth shall be determined so that the Lree may be set slightly high of finish
grarde, 1" 102" above the base of the trunk flare, using the top of the ract ball as a guide,

G.Plant immediately after removal of comtainer for container plints,

H. et tree on soil and remeve all burlap, wire baskets, Uwine, wrappings, ete. before

beg ] = . Do not use iFthe ball is cracked or

broken before or during planting operation.

1. Apply itamin B-1 roct stimulator at the rate of one 1) tablespoon per gallon

Upon cormpletion of backfill 3 Ehiy
sail and fill any voids that may have eccurred. Use 2 wataring hose, not the area frrigatien
system, I additional prepared topsorl mixture needs 1o be added, 1t shauld be a courser mid
2¢ retiuired to establish finish grade as Indkcated on the drawings.

settlethe

K. The amount of pruning shall be limited 1o the minimum necessary to remove dead or
injured twigs and branches. all cuts, scars, and bruises shall be properly trested according
to the direction of the Froject Representative. Froper pruning techniques shall be used. Do
ot leae stubs andl o not cut the leaer branch. Imaraper pruning shall be cause for
rejestion of the plant material.

L. Prepere 2 watering circle of 2' diameter around the trunk. For corifers, extend the watering
well tothe dripline of the tres canogy. Flace mulch around the plnted tress,

34 TURF-SODLAYING

=

the end of the guarantee period. The C b held resporsible
monitor watering opsrations and shal replace any and all plant material that s lost dus to
improper application of water
1.2 GUARANTEE

A Guarantee: A guarantes perlod of one year shall begin from end of maintenance period and
final acceptance for treez, shrubs, and ground covars. all plants shall grow and be healthy
for the guarartee period and trees shall live and grow in acceptable upright position. Any
plant not alive, in peor health, or in poor cordition at the end of the guarantee periacl will
be replaced o | be replaced
guarantee period. Contractor to provide documentation showing where each glant to be
replaced is located. Any outsice factors, such as vandalism or lack of mairtenance on the
fmart of the Owner, shsll not be part of the guarantee

PART Il - PRODUCTS
21 LANDSCAPE MATERIALS

A.Tree Staking: All trees shall be staked for on year warranty period. All trees rot plumb
shall be replaced, Staked trees shall use vinyl tree ties and tree stakes two (2] Inch by two
{2} by sight (8) foot common pine stakes used as shown on the details,

B, Tree Wrap: Tres wrap s nct 1o be used.
€ Mulch/Rock: See Plans. All panter beds to recsive a mirimum 3 layer for trees, shrubs,
snd perennials and 1° for graundcovers,

0. Weed Barrier: DeWitt 5 ox. weed barrier fabric. Manufactured by DeWitt Company,
dewlticompany.cam or approved egual,

£, Tree, Shru, and Grass Backfil Mxture; Backlill MxtUre to be 50% natfve seil and 50%
topsoil, theroughly mied together prior to placament,

F. Topsois Required for turf areas, planter beds and Backfil Micture, Acceptable topsoil shall
mest the following standards:

4. PHIS575
b € (electrical conductivity): < 2.0 mmhcs per centimeter
<. 54K (sedium absorption ration]: <3.0
. % OM [percart arganic matter): 1%

<. Texture {particle size per USDA soil classification): Sand <70%; Clay < 305 Silt <70%,
Stone fragments {gravel or any sl particle greater than two {2) me in size] < 5% by

a.

urt Sod: Allsod shall be 18 month old as spacified en plans (or approved equal) that has
bieen cut fresh the morning of installation. Only scd that has been grown on  commereia
sod farrn shall be used. Only use sod from = single source

H.Landseaps Edging: Headers and Edging sie [6) inches by four (3] inches extruded conerste
curls made up of the following materals:

. Washed mortar sand fres of organic materlal.

b. Portland Cement (see cancrete spec. below for type)
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PLAN INFORMATION

. Top Sei Prior ta laying scd, commercia| fertilizer shall be spalied 2nd

e inches of ¢ ata rate of four pounds of

nitrogen per one thousand (1,000) square feet, Adjust fertilization mixture and rate of
licati ded to mest lanal

ameneiments as required,

. Fartilization: Thee weeks after sod placement fartilize the turf at a rate of % pound of
nitrogen per 1000 square feer. Use fertilizer speeified above. Adjust fertlizacion mixture
and retes to meet recommendations given by topsoll anslysis.

EXISTING TREE:
TOREMAIN

ANCAF
\ s

(B)BT G-,

o
CosTe TRE

| EXISTING TREES

«dd 11HLO0A

L

TOREMAIN

-REPLACE

v EXISTING TREES-", ‘\(’IEECEREA
, TOREMAIN ™%

. AS NEEDED",

(
“{1)PS

TREE LEGEND (TOTAL PLANT COUNT)

o

Sodl Auzilabiliry and Condition: The Cortractor shall satisfy himszif as 10 the existing
conditions priar to . be fully i
and lay all sod required on the plans. He shall furnish new sod as specified above and lay it
50 23 a0 completely satisfy the intent and meaning of the plzns ard specification 2t ro
‘extra costtothe owner. Inthe case of plans and specification at no extra cost to the cwher,
nthe ease of any discrepaney n the amount of sod to be remaved or amount to be used, it
shall be the Contractor's resaorsitility to report such to the Preject Representative priof ta
commencingthe uiork.

D. Sed Laying: The surface upon which the new sorita be laid usll be prepared as specified
sbave. Areas where sod is 1o be faid shall be cut trimmed, or shaped to receive full width
sod (minimum twelve {12} inches). N partiz| strip or pieces will be accepted

E. Sod shall be tamped lightly 5 each aisce is set to insure that good contact is made bebween
edges and also the ground. Sod laid on any slaped areas shall be anchoresl with wosden
domvels or other matariaks which are accepted by the grass sod industry.

F. Apply water directly after laying sed. Rainfall is noc acceptable.

6. Wiatering of hall be the compl
mears naeessary to establish the sod in an accentable manner 1o the end of the
malatenance period. I an iFrigation system is In place on the site, bit for whatever reasen,
water is not available In the system. It is the resporsibility of the Contractor to water the
sod by whatewer means, until the sod is accepted by the Project Representative.

the Contractor by

H.Brotection of the newly laid sod shall be the complete responsibility of the Contracter. The
Gontractor shall provids aceeptable visual barriers, to Include barricades set apprapriate
distances with strings or tapes between barriars, 25 an indication of new wiork. The
Contractor s used by ath luding vehicular traffic),
erosien, etc, untll such time as the lawn i accepterd by the Cwner.,

1, Allsod that has not been laid within 24 hours shall be deemed unacceptacle and will bs
remaved from the site.

WEED BARRIER
A.Cutaslit or x at each piant location nolarger than necessary to install plart.
B. Overlap rows of fabric min. 6"

€. Stable fabric edges and overlags to ground.

END OF SECTION
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PROJECT INFORMATION

STANFORD COMMONS

FOOTHILL DRIVE AND 2100 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UT

DEVELOPER / PROPERTY OWNER / CLIENT

Devalaper /

arty Duner.

NORTHSTAR BUILDERS

Client f Engineer:

AVENUE CONSULTANTS
6603 REDWOOD ROAL, ST #200
TAYLORSVILLEUT 84713
R01-207-7660

SYMBOL_ BOTANIGAL NAWE COMMGH NANE QIY__ GIZE HVDROZONE _SPEGIAL NOTES
AG ACER GINNALA AMUR MAPLE 1 2CAL 1 MULTFTRUNK
PCT PRUNUS X CERASIFERA CRIMEON POINTE 2 zeA

‘CRIPOIZAM ELOWERING PLUM
SYMBOL  BOTAMICAL NAME COMMON NAME ary. SIZE HYDROZONE SPECIAL NOTES
are BEREERIS THUNBERG ORANGE ROCKET SGAL 1

ORANGE ROCKET JAPANESE BARBERRY
FIs FORSYTHIA X INTERMEDIA SPRING GLORY 1 weAL 1

‘SPRING GLORY' FORSYTHIA
MRC WIAHONIA REPENS CREEPING MAHONIA 8 sGAL 0
PMS PINUS MUGO VAR PUMILD DWARF MUGD PINE 2 10GAL 1
RHW ROSA X NEARLY LD MEARLY LD ROSE 4 BGAL 1

[ SVWECL  BOTAMCALNAME o COMMONNANE — GIT.  SZE  HYORGZONE SPECIAL NOTES

CaF CALANAGROSTIS ACUTIFLORA  FEATHER REED GRASS 20 2GAL 1

KARL FORRETER
SYMEOL BT AMCAL NANE. COMEN NATE GTv. St MVOROZOWE SPEGIAL NOTES
RFG RUDBECKI# FULGIDATA BLACK EYED SUSAN 21 1GAL 1

SULLVANTIGOLDETRUM'
SYMBCL_ SITE MATERIAL QUANTITY SPECIAL NOTES

34" CRUSHED QCTOBER SKY 1714 SQFT (159 CU.YD) LOCATED WHERE SPECIFIED
(Dewitt 5 07 WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS]

I:I LAWN (SOD} AREA

' RETAINING BOULDERS 2.4 7

4,381 SQFT. DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY

LANDSCAPE GENERAL NOTES

INSTALLER RESPONSIBILITIES AND LIABILITIES
1. THESE PLANS ARE FOR BASIC DESIGN LAYOUT AND INFORMATION. THE INSTALLER IS REQUIRED TO REFER TO
THEIR INDIVIDUAL TRADE - SCOPE GF WORK. DWHER ASSUMES NO LIABILITIES FOR INADEQUATE ENGINEERING
CALCULATIONS. MANUFACTURER PRODUCT DEFECTE, INSTALLATION OF ANY LANDSCAPING AND COMPQNENTS, OR
TIME EXECUTION.
2. THE INSTALLER OF ALL LANDSCAPING AND IRRIGATION SYSTEMS ARE LIABLE AND RESPONSIBLE FOR ALL
JURISDICTIONAL AND CODE REQUIREMENTS, TIME EXECUTIONS, AN INSTALLED PRODUCTS AND MATERIALS.

GRADING AND DRAINAGE RECQUIREMENTS
1. ALL GRADING IS TQ SLOPE AWAY FROM THE STRUCTURE PER CODE
2. FINISHED GRADE IS NOT PERMITTED BY CODE TQ DRAIN ON NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES
3.5" MIN. FOUNDATIGN LEFT EXPOSED AT ALL CONDITIONS
4. LANDSCAPER TO MAINT AIN OR IMPROVE EXISTING FINAL GRADE AND PROPER DRAINAGE ESTABLISHED BY THE
EXCAVATOR'S FINAL GRADE ACTIVITIES INCLUDING ANY MAINTENANCE, PRESERVATION, OR EXAGGERATION OF
SLOPES, BERMS, AND SWALES
5. IF ANY SWALE, BERM, OR GRADE HAS BEEN DAMAGED OR IS INCORRECT TO ENSURE CORRECT WHTER FLOW THE
TRADE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE TO FIX STATED 1SS
6. ROOF RUN-OFF DEVICES SHOULD 8E INSTALLED TO COLLECT AMD DISCHARGE ALL ROOF RUNGFF A MINIMUM OF 10
FEET FROM FOUNDATION ELENMENTS OR BEYOND THE LIMITS OF BACKFILL AROUND THE FOUNDATION WALLS,
WHICHEVER DISTANGE |S GREATER
7. THE GROUND SURFACE WITHIN 10 FEET OF THE FOUNDATICNS SHOULD BE SLOPED TO DRAIN AWAY FROM THE
STRUCTURE WITH & MIMIMUR FALL OF 6 INCHES,

LANDSCAPING REQUIREMENTS
1. ALL LANDSCAPING IS TQ BE INSTALLED PER ALL GOVERNING JURISDICTIONS |E. INTERMATIONAL BUILDING CODE,
CITY CODES.
2, NOM-COMPLIANCE TO ALL BOVERNING JURISDICTION REQUIREMENTS AND REGULATION ARE THE RESPONSIBILITY
OF THE LANDSCAPING INSTALLER
3. ALL PLANTED LANDSCAPING |S TQ BE INSTALLED ACCORDING TQ THE NURSERY CARE AND INSTALLATION
INSTRUCTIONS WHERE PURCHASED AND BASED ON INDIVIDUAL SOIL CONDITIONS AND SITE CONDITIONS

LANDSCAPE NOTES

1. LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIELE FOR VERIFYING QUANTITIES OF ALL MATERIALS FOR BIDDING AND
INSTALLATION PURPOSES: IF DISCREPANCIES EXIST, THE PLAN SHALL DICTATE QUANTITIES TO BE USED.

2. PLANT MATERIAL TO BE INSTALLED PER PLANT LEGEND. IF SUBSTITUTIONS ARE WANTED, PROPOSED
LANDSCAPE CHANGES MUST BE SUBMITTED TO THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT FOR APPROVAL PRIOR TO
PLANTING

3. NEWLAWN AREAS TO BE SODDED WTH DROUGHT TOLERANT VARIETY. FINE LEVEL ALL AREAS PRIOR TO
LAYING SOD.

4. SANDY LOAM TOPSQIL TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS: 6" TOPSOIL (WITH 2" HUMUS MIXED
INTO TOPSOIL PRIOR TO SPREADING) IN ALL NEW PLANTER AREAS AND 4" IN ALL NEW LAWN AREAS. PLANTER
BEDS TO BE EXCAVATED AS NECESSARY IN ORDER TO ACCOMMODATE NEW TOPSOIL ANDIOR PLANTER BED
MULCH TO REACH FINISHED GRADE.

5. 4'X5" EXTRUDED CONCRETE MOW CURE TQ BE INSTALLED BETWEEN ALL LAWN AND PLANTER AREAS PER PLAN,
ANY TREES LOCATED IN LAWN MUST HAVE A 4 CONGRETE TREE RING.

6. DeWit 5 OZ. WEED BARRIER FABRIC TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL PLANTER AREAS EXGEPT UNDER ANNUAL
PLANTING AREAS AS SHOWN ON PLAK.

7. ROCK MULGH TO BE IMPLEMENTED AT THE FOLLOWING DEPTHS 3" IN ALL TREE, SHRUE, AND PERENNIAL
PLANTER AREAS, ANNUAL PLANTING AREAS AS SHOWN ON PLAM TO RECEIVE 4" OF SOIL A/D MATERIAL PULL
BARK MULCH MIN. 3" AWAY FROM BASE OF ALL PERENNIALS AND SHRUBS AND MIN. 8" AWAY FROM ALL TREES.

8. CONTRACTOR TO PROVIDE NEW AUTOMATIC UNDERGROLND IRRIGATION SYSTEM TO BE INSTALLED IN ALL
LANDSCAPE AREAS. ALL LAWN AREA TO RECEIVE 100% HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE WITH SPRAY AND ROTARY
SPRINKLER HEADS. ALL PLANTER AREAS NEED TO RECEIVE A FULL DRIF SYSTEM TO EACH TREE AND SHRUE ON
PROJECT. SEE IRRIGATICN PLAN

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER LICENSE STAMP
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JTA
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PK] DESIGN GROUP /2412019

NDSCAPE PLAN

PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
FOR CONSTRUCTION

LP-1.0

PKJ DESIGN GROUP L.L.C.
3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102

LEHI, UTAH 84043 (801) 960-2698
www.pkjdesigngroup.com

PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231
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B

1.
1a.

8. UNDERGROUND UTILITY WORK

PURPOSE: THESE NOTES ARE INTENDED T0 GUIDE BEMERAL CONTRACTOR AND SUB-CONTRACTORS CREWS IM THE PRUN NG AND REMOVAL OF
EXISTING TREES ANDIBE IN GOMPLIANCE WITH LOCAL STANDARDS

c gl

3

. TREESSHALL BE

E. STUMP RE
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ENERAL STANOARDE FOR TREE PRUNING

TREE PROTECTION AND PRESERVATION

INTRODUCTION:  THIS I INTENDED TO GUIDE THE GEMERAL CONTRACTOR ANG SUB-CONTRACTORE CREWS ANG OWNER I THE PROTECTION
OF TREES LOGATED ON PROJEGT SITE, AND SHALL BE IN COMPLIANGE Wi1TH FOLLOWING SPECIFIGATIONS. ALL PEQPLE THAT WORK
AROUND TREES ARE RESPGNSIBLE TO PROTECT THE TREES rnam UNKECESSARY INJURY THAT YWOULD DECRERASE THER VALUE. TREE
ROOTS OFTEN SPREAD 23 TMES WIDER THAN THE DRIP- 7 THE GANOPY AND 50% OF A TREE'S RGOTS ARE FOUND IN THE TOP 2

FEET OF EO1L. THE8 EAATE |LLUSTRATE WY IT 5 80 RAPORTANT 0 U5 A RE WM HORKIG NEAR EET e TRES

. IREEPROTECTION GUIDELINES FOR CONSTRUCTION STES

PRIOR TO INITIATION OF DEMOLITION AND SONSTRUCTION WORK THAT VAL AFFECT TREES ON PROPERTY, THE FOLLOWMNES TREE
PROTECTION PLAN SHOULD BE ILPLEMENTED, WHICH PROVIDES FOR THE FOLLOWING INFORWAT 0K

TREE PROTECTION PRACTICES MAY INCLUDE, BUT ARE NOT LIMITED TO: PRUNING BRANCHES AND ROOTS, TEMPORARILY FENCING OFF
AREA AROUND THE ROGTING ZOME, WRASPING TRUNKS TO PREVENT WOUNDS, SPREADING WOOD CHIPS GR GRAVEL TO REDUGE SOIL
COMPACTION, ENSURING PROPER TREE IRRIGATION IS PROVIDED THRGUSHOUT THE TERM QF THE PROJECT, AND ADDING
WELL-COMPGSTED ORGANIS MATTER TO THE TREE'S SROWING LGTATIGH FOLLOVANG GONSTRUSTIGH
TREE PLANTING WORK SHALL BE DONE IN ACCORDANCE WITH LATEST LOCAL CODIES, IE: BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (2P ANSI
21331, AND ANS| A300. DIRECTIONS PROVICED IN AUTHORIZING PERMITS SHALL BE FOLLOED.
ANY TREE TO REMAIN THAT IS IRREPARMBLY DAMAGED DUE TO CONSTRUGTION ACTIVITIES SHALL BE REMUNERATED AT COSTTQ
CONTRAGTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGES. THE VALUE OF ALL TREES TO REMAIN SHALL BE ESTABLISHED IN WRITING AND ASREED
UPON BY ALL PARTIES INVOLWED PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES.
ANY TREES TO REMAIN ON-SITE AND ON ADUACENT FROPERTIES THAT ARE DARMAGED DUE T0 CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES THAT ARE
REPLACEABLE SHALL BE REPLACED WWITH TREE OF SAME SPECIES. CALIFER SIZE AND SIMILAR SHAPE AT THE EXPENSE OF CONTRACTCR
RESPONSIBLE FOR DAMAGE
TREES BEING PRESERVED DURING ALL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES SHALL HAVE A TREE PROTECTICN ZONE [TPZ), WHIGH 1S NO LESS THAN
THEWIDTH OF THE DRIF LINE OF THE TREES GANGPY, CLEARLY MARKED YITH A GONTINUGUS CHAIN LINK PROTECTIVE FENGE, OR QWNER
APPROVED EQUAL. PRICR TO AMY CEYCLITION . CLEARING, TRENCHING OR TUNNELING PROJECTS COMMENCENENT,
HEAYY EQUIFHENT SHALL NOT BE ALLGWED INSIDE THE TREE FROTECTION ZONE. ALL HEAVY EXCAVATIONS SHALL
EQUIPIENT FROM OUTSIDE OF THIS ZONE
BUILDING MATERIAL, TOPSOIL, GHEMIGALS, OFt FILL SHALL NOT BE STOGKPILED N THE TREE PROTEGTION ZONE OR 1N THE DRIP-LINE OF
ANY TREE THAT IS SCHEDULED FOR PRESERVATION,
FRIOETDCONSTAUCTION, THETREE ROTECTION ZOME WLLIEE OESINATEDISY SLANANCIN COOBONATION WITH BLUE STARES,
OVRER. LANDESARE ARCHITECT ANGIOR CITY URBAN FORESTER. THE SIZE AND SHAPE OF THE ZONE WILL DEPEMD N THE TREE SPECIES
SENSITIVITY T IMPACT, THE HEALTH AND AGE OF THE TREE, AND ROCT AND GROWH CONFORNATION AND et e
TRENCHING SHOULD BE ISTED ABOVE. WHEN LARGE SCAFFOLD ROOTS ARE
ENCOUNTERED WHILE TRENCHING, HAND DIGGING AND BRIDGING OF THE ROOTS SHALL BE DGNE. IN SITUATIONS VWHERE A ROGT HAS
BEEN DAMAGED, A CLEAN CUT SHALL BE MADE ON THE ROOT AT THE EDGE OF THE TRENCH CLOSEST TO THE TREE TRUNK,
TUNNELING OR BORING SHOLLD BE DONE WHENEVER WWORK MUST BE DONE WITHIN THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE, TUNMELING OR BORING
1N THE TREE PROTECTION ZONE WUST BE AT LEAST 2 FEET DEEF.
EXGAVATION IMVOLVING ROOT GUTS SHOULD BE DOKE RAPIDLY. CUTS ON TREE ROOTS SHALL BE SMOOTH AND GLEAN. THE TRENCH
SHOULD BE BACKFILLED AS QUICKLY AS POISSIBLE TO PREVENT THE EXPOSED ROOTS FROM DRYING DUT AND THE TREE SHOULD BE
WATERED IMMEDIATELY. IF TREES ARE TO REMAT EXPOSED FOR MORE THAN FOUR TO SIX HOURS. THEY MUST BE COUEREDWATH
BURLA® AND KEPT MOIST AT ALL TIWES,
FOR TREES WITH A TRUNK DIAMETER N EACESS OF 51 INGHES, TUNNELING OR EORING SHOULD REPLAGE TRENGHING AGCORDING TG
THE FOLLOWING MINIMUN CISTANGES FROM THE FAGE OF THE TREE TRUNK IN ANY GIREGTION
THE BOOKLET *TRENCHING AND TUNMELING NEAR TREES® THAT 1S PRODUCED BY THE NATICNAL ARBOR DAY FOUINDATION SHALL BE USED
AS A GUIDE FOR ALL CGHSTRUGTION AND EXGAUATION WORK ARGUND TREES. THIS BOOKLET MAY BE DBTAINED BY CONTACTIHG THE
MATIONAL ARBOR DAY FOUNDATICN,
TREE CARE CONTRACTOR PROVIDING SERVGES SHOULD BE CURRENTLY LICEMSED TO DG BUSINESS IN THE STHTE OF THE PROJECT,
INSURED AGAINST PERSONAL INJURY AND PROPERTY DAMAGE, AND CERTIFIED AS AN ARBORIST WITH THE INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY OF
ARBORICULTURE. PRIOR TO BEGINNING WORK OM TREE(S) THE TREE CARE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTAGT THE GITY'S URSAN FORESTRY
DVISION TO RECEIVE AN AUTHCRLZING PERIIT IF REQUIRED
TREES SHALL NOT BE USED TO SUPFORT ANY SCAFFOLDING, SIGNS, TEMPORARY UTILITY, OR ANY OTHER DEVICE. SIDEVALKS AND
PAVING LEVELS SHOULD BE CONTOURED WHENEVER POSSIELE T0 AVOID ROOT CUTTING. IF DALAGE OCCURS TO & PROTECTED TREE,
IMMEDIATE COMTACT SHALL BE WMADE WITH THE CITY FORESTER IN ORDER THAT WOUNDS CAM EE TREATED.
MO ELEVATION OR GRADE CHANGES CAN BE MADE ARGUND THE DRIP ZONE OF THE TREES UNLESS WRITTEN APPROVAL IS GIVEN BY THE
DVNER, LANDSGAPE ARGHITECT AND REGEPTION OF A ELEVATIONIGRADE CHANGE PLAN
EXCEPTIONSTO THE ABOVE GUIDELINES SHALL BE REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY THE OMAIER PRIOR TO IMPLEMENTATION,
TREES SHALL BE WATERED ACCORDING TO THE FOLLOVANG GUIDELINES:
% ESTABLISHED TREES NEED DEEP V¥ATERING ONCE A WEEK WITH LOW PRESSURE TO ENSURE THAT THE GROUND IS SOAKED TO A
DEFTH OF AT LEAST 12 INGHES
b, YOUNG OR NEWLY PLANTED TREES NEED TO 2E WATERED EVERY 3.4 DAYS,
& TO KEEP WATER FROM EVAPORATING FROM THE SOIL AROUND THE TREE, ASBLY AT LEAST TWid OR MORE INCHES OF ORGANIC
WULGH {WDOD CHIPS OR MULGH) ARDUND THE BASE OF THE TREES UNLESS OTHERWISE 0IRECTED BY DVANER OR LANDSCAPE
ARCHITECT.

ADE BY

TRENCHING SHCLLD BE FERFORMED IN A MANNER AND LGGATICN LEAST DAMAGING TO TREE RGGTS

TUNNELING OR BORING SHOULD BE DONE WHENEVER POSS BLE WHERE LARGE SCAFFOLD ROCTS ARE ENCOUNTERED, HAND DIGGING:
AND BRIDGIG OF ROOTS SHALL BE DONE

ANY CUTTING OF TREE ROOTS, OTHER THAN WHEN IN THE PROCESS OF TREE REMOVAL, SHALL GIVE DUE CONSIDERATION TO FUTURE
WELFARE OF THE TREE. PROPER ACTION SHALL BE TAKEM SO AS TO PROTECT, PRESERVE, OR CORRECT THE ROGT PROBLEM

THE TRENGHING AND TUNNELING NEAR TREES" BOOK BY THE NATIGNAL ARBOR GAY FOUNDATION SHALL BE USED AS A GUIDE FGR ALL
CONSTRUGT ION ANG EXCAVATICN WORK ARCUND PROTECTED TREES

EXCAVATICN INVOLYING ROOT CUTS SHOULD BE DOME RAPIDLY. CUTS ON TREE ROOTS SHALL BE SNIGOTH. AND CLEAN. BACKFILL BEFORE
THE RODT S HAVE A GHANCE TO DRY GUT, AND WATER TREE IPMEDLATELY. IF TREE ROOTS ARE TO REMAIN EXPOSED FOR ANY EXTENGED
PERIOD OF TIME, THEY MUST BE GOVERED TH BURLAP 44D KEPT MOIST AT ALL TIVES,

ALL TREE MAINTENANCE WORK OIN PROSERTY CROUNDS SHALL BE PERFORNMED N ACCCROANCE WTH THE LATEST REVISIONS OF ANSI
2300 AND ANEI Z123.1 STANDARDS AND A3 FURTHER DETAILED IN THE SEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES TREE PRUNING BOOKLET
ALLTREE PRUNING TO BE GOMPLETED BY A LIGENSED ARBORIST IN THE STATE OF THE PROJECT.

HANGING LIMES AND BRANCH GROWTH SHALL BE MAINTAINED 13 FEET ASOVE STREETS AND @ FEET ABOVE SIZEVISLES OR PER LOGAL

AUTHORITY TO PRUNE TREES DOES NOT INGLUDE THE GUTTING BACK GF SOUND, HEALTHY TREE ERANCHES I EXCESS OF 8 INCHES
QUTSIDE DIAWETER, UNLESS SPECIFICALLY DIRECTED BY THE OWNER OR GITY FORESTER

TREE BRANGHES SHALL BE RELIDVED AND GGNTROLLED IN SUGH A MANHER AS NOT T0 GALSE DAMAGE TO OTHER PARTS OF THE TREE,
OTHER PLANTS, AND PROPERTY

GLEAN-UP BRANGHES, LGSS GR ANY OTHER DEBRIS RESULTING FROM A TREE PRUNING GR REMQUAL SHALL BE PROVPTLY AND PROPERLY.
AGCCIPLISHED. THE WORK AREA SHALL BE KEPT SAFE AT ALL TIMES UNTIL THE GLEAN-UP OPERATION IS COMPLETED. UNDER HO
CONDITION SHALL THE ACCUULATION OF BRUSH, BRANCHES, LOGS, OR OTHER DEBRIS BE ALLOWED UPON PROPERTY IN SUCH A MANNER
A8 TO CAUSE & PUBLIC HAZARD

THE USE OF CLIMBIMG SPURS OR GAFFS SHALL BE PERMITTED ONLY IN THE CASE OF TREE REMOVAL OR IN SERIAL RESCUE EMERGENCIES
UNDER NO CONDITIONS SHALL [T BE CONSIDERED PROPER TO LEAVE SEVERED OR PARTIALLY CUT LIMES (N 4 TREE AFTER THE WORKERS.
LEAVE THE SCENE OF OPERATIONS.

ALLTREES TO 82 REMOVED SHALL BE TAGGED FOR OWNERS APPROVAL PRIOR TO REMOVING.

OVED IF.

THE TREE INTERFERES WITH OR CREATES & PUBLIC NUISANCE OR HAZARD TO PEDESTRIANS OR VEHICULAR TRAFFIC OR IS CONSIDERED &
PUBLIC NUISANCE BY THE CITY FORESTER.

THE TREE IS SIGAFICANTLY DAMAGED OR DISEASED

THE TREE IS SPECIFIED T0 BE REMOUED ON THIS PLAA

THE DVNER REQUESTS REMOVAL OF TREE. IM THIS CASE THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT SHALL BE NOTIFIED S0 AS 0 REVISE THE
PROPOSED PLANTING PLAN T0 MEET €TY/COUNTY REQUIREMENTS FOR TREE REPLACEMENT,

¢0VAL REQUIREMEN TS AND STANDARDS

FERSONS PERFGRMIG STUME REMOVAL CUTIES SHALL HAVE THE WTEDIATE AREA NVESTIGATED FOR UTILITY LINES FROM
Bl INE AND AL EYE AND EAR PROTECTION,

A EOUAL OF TAGGED T RESS SHALL BE OOME NI A MANNER S0 THAT THE REMABING STULP WILL BE AT LEAST B NCHES BELOW
GROUND LEVEL UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED BY QVWNER.

EXCAVATIGHS RESULTING FROM A TREE DR SHRUB REMQUAL MUST BE PROMPTLY FILLED I TO NORMAL GROUND LEVEL WITH TORSOIL
APPROVED BY OWNER OF FILL MATERIAL DEPENDING O LOGATION, THE TOPSOILIFILL MATERIAL SHALL BE PROPERLY SETTLED AND BE
FREE OF DEBRIS.

PKJ DESIGN GROUP L.L.C.
3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102

LEHI, UTAH 84043 (801) 960-2698
www.pkjdesigngroup.com

ANDSCAPE PLAN

PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
FOR CONSTRUCTION
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IRRIGATION SPECIFICATIONS

STANFORD COMMONS

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH

IRRIGATION SPEs

FICATIONS.
PART |- GENERAL
11 SUMMARY

Work t be done includes alllabor, materials, squipment ane servicas raguired to comple:
a8 Inclzated on the Canstructlan Drwings, and as s fled herein. Includs but & nat imited ta: Furnishing and instaling

underground ler

ar damaged axisting lanclscape ta orginz steta and canditian
12 SYSTEM DESCRIFTION

A.Cesign of brigaticn Leeatians of

Piping. sleaving end/or ather camp

the Project irrigation system

necassary for proper function and
operation of the system. Al plant materisl on the Prajact shall be irrigater. Remaval and dispasal of any existing sprinklar

system companents are nat 1o be saued, which are disturked during the construction process, Restaration of any altered

chstraciian Drawings may be approximate

swin on Construc

I of pepe and wire

B Carstruction requirements:
overspray anto harcscapn, buiklings or thor featuras,

ctual placement may vary as required to achieve a minimum of

Tar graphic

Il ] defrcfedr o ofcom pstant el s Sperationti L i gation camponants shll b sl n
with ardscapes. Actual reuting of pipe, wirs ar
mnarmmpmam it be afterad dus o site conditions nat accounted for in the design pracess.

Iirigatien Assaristion, This person shall be on Project site at least 7% of each workingday.
Evidence that Contractor currently amploys warkers in sufficlent quantities to camplets Pr
limits that are stablishec by the Contract,

£ uithin time

will. 4ll General Isborers ar workers an the Praject shall be previausly trained 3nd familiar with sprinkler installstion
and have a minimum of one-year experience. These workers perfarming 1esks related ta PVE pijse shall naus
cantFicates designatad below,

17 DELWERY-STORAGE-HANDLING

2.0uring delivers, installation and storage of materials for Praget, sll materias shall ke protucted from sontaminatian,
damage, vandalism, and proloneed exposure to sunlight, A1l material stored at  rojest site shall be neatly orzanized ina
shall nat disrup Ower or Gther trades an Project site. All material ta be
installec shall b handled by Contrastar with care to avoid braakage o damage, Damaged materials attributed to
Contracter shall be replaced with new at Contractor's sxpanse.

SEQUENCING

& Performsite surey, resserch The Contracter

4Eh 8l hagards and uriftes i 10 work Commencemert.1stall g pior s IStElicn of concrete, paving o

v records,

Layous o igaion Companants: During layout and staking, consu ith Ounr Appreved Aspresentatva {nersztar

referred {0 a3 QAR ta verily proper p

pe 2nd protactad

Documents in appraximats locations,

13 DEFINMIONS

and

o changs, where reviians may be advisable. Smal o minor adjustments 10 systam layout are permissble 0 svoid
ingtiold ebstructions such = utility baxes or street light poles, Contractor shall phace remete control vakves in
rours a3 oractical t2 sconomize on quantity of manifold isolation valves, Quick soupler valvas shall bs placed with
valuas. Qulck £oupler values sre shawn an Constiucticn

ister Supply: Culinary water

valves, water maters, pressur regulstion valves, and piping upst

ing and components, furnished
this Projet, insluring but not limited to baskflow preventor, saddes, niprles, spools, shut off valves, torporation ston
trazm of (or ori

d installed by athers 1o p

water to

o} the Point af Conna

E.Point of Connection: Leeatian where the Cantracar shall tie inte the watr supely. May requira backllaw preventer,
saddle, nipples, sposls, isolaion valves or Scop and Waste valve for landscape irigation nesdls and use.

. Main Line Piging: he Paint of Connection to b
and guick couplers. Narmally undar canstant prassurs.
D.Lateral Line Piping: Circuit vahes tasp n

headts, drip systoms or bubblars,
14 REFERENCES
A Thefollawing standards will apply to the work of this sectian:

& #STM-Americzn Society for Testing and Materizls

Document

15 susMITTALS

and currant Bach elemant o

b1 - Tha Irrigatian Assoriation: hsin BMP Document, Landscape I migation Scheduling and Witer Managerment

AT IEaSTTRITY (30] 42y PO 1o ardering of any matarisls, the Contractor shall prkide manufscturer cataleg cut shast

the appraved samples,

B. Operation and Maintanance Wanual:

#he irrigation system.
Fing binders r ather sinaller baund fomm. Pravide fiue caples of submittals to AR for distrbution. Place caver of indey

ba inthres

rdsred, dalivered or any work pracedsd in the field

until the required submittals have nesd reviews in its entiresy and stampad approved, Deliversd massrial shall match

2. least thirty [30] days prior tofinal inspection, the &

to DAR, containing:
i, Menufecturer cetalog cut sheet and t printed specifi

system.

i, Parts |5t T aach cperating elemant of the system

arinzed | 2t

the irrigatian

operating elaments of the system.

Sectian lsting. i end
and Winterization.

b Prejac: Recerd Copy

Record Copy to be available to DAR on demand.

i, Completed Project As-Built Drawings

for Spring Start-up

i Maintain at prajest site ane copy o all project dosuments clearly marked "Project Record Copy®, Mark any
devistion in materal installaticn on Construction drawings. Maintain and update drawing st least weskly. Projact

finished grace.

ervicas:
heat shrink clezr pestic.

16  QUALITY ASSURANCE

2 t nat

1 Prior tofinal inspection, prepars and submit to AR aceurate as-built drawing

2. Showdetail and dimension chenges
shawn in original Contract Documents.

2. Fleld dimension laeetians of slasving, paints of EONNSCTion, main ling PIING, WiFNg FUNs Nat Contzinad ik rain in2 pis
trenches, valves and valve boxes, auick coupler valves

4, Cime: et surfs

features, ar finishad edgas locaker at or sbave

5. Controller Map: upon completion of system, place In esch contraller s <olor codsd copy of the ares that contreller
icating zone number, 1ype of plant material and location on prejact that zone sarvices. Laminate map with

A fereptance: weork of this section prior

they ara State or Local lsws and ordinances. C:

hwark,

B.Regulatory Requirements: Al work and materisks shall be szcording to sy and al rules, regulations o codes, whether

. ke

f wark. Hat fy DAR In writing ef prablems encauntered prier to

D.Wéorkmanship and Msterials:

. cravings

intermreted ko permit work or materials not confarming to the abavs coras,

procasding.

may o

Weetes Supply: Waler susply b this Project exists, installed by ethers. Connections te these supply lines shell
e oy this Contractor. Werfy that proper cannectian is availasle ta supaly line and is of 3dequate size. Verfy that
sezondary connectian camponents may be installed i necessary. Perform static pressure test prior to commencement

&It i the intent of that all material

i shawn an the

shall be of the highes: auallty evallsole and meeting the requirements specffied.

bl in serordante with the bes
E. Cantractar Qual fications;

of

a Cantractor she or

il Cantractor is bandsblefor the warkta ba parformad

Iistedt shallba lacal.

ISSUE DATE

09-24-2019

I, That Cantractor hes besn installing sprinkiers on commercial projscts far

. Listing of supplisrs where matarizks wil be alstainad for uss on this Projact

PROJECT NUMBER

UT19053

z
°

REVISION

DATE

ey

SOHHHRK

Nlo o sl

aravious consaculive years.

i, Contractor is livensed to perform Landssape and Irrigation sanstrustion in the State of this Frojest,

v Refaronces af five prajects of similar size and scope complsted within the last five years. Three of the projects

“iPrejact site Foreman or Suparvacr has at least five consecutive years of commercial irrigation instalation
experience. This person shall be a eurrent Certified Irrigation Cantractar n gocd standing as st Torth by the

PLAN INFORMATION

811

o &' 100

GRAPHIC SCALE: 1" = 100

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH
LITILITY NOTIFICATICN CENTER, ING
1-800-662-4111

winw bluestekes org

FPoint of Comnection companents,backfiow orevention and pressure
10 all downstream campanents. All main lines shall be
oriot to installation of any sprinkler heas.

e
ltian shall be installed and
thorauzhly flushed of all de|

18 WARRAHTY

AContracter warranty. I coner all materals, labar.

A8 main line fittings 3* and larger shall be iron material, &1 dustile iron fittings having chanze of
direction shall have proper concrete thrust biack installed. &I main line fittings smeller than 3 in size shall Le Schedule
BapvC.

28 IS0LATION VALVES

Alsal

jon valuess 3 and larger shall be Wateraus brand medel 2500 cast ron gate valve, resilient wedge, push an typs,
with 2" square operating nut, Place slaeve of 6" ar larger pips over top of valve wertically and then extend ta rade,
Place 107 round velve bess over sleave at grade.

B lsalstion ushes 2-1/2" and smaller shall be Apallc brand 70 series brass ball valves, cantained In a Carson Standard size
value b, Valves shal ke installed with 580 PVCTOE Nipples an bath sides of the value. Velve shall be placed sothal
the handle is vertical tewand the top of the valve bex in the ‘off' pesition.

28 MAHIFOLDS

A be used to both sickes of . allowing the valve 1o be
ramesved From the bai withaut: g piang. Vafues shall be locatad in baxes with smple space surroundingthemta
allow access for e repair. Whs tical, gro ol v  and proteck

alves
&ach grauping with 3 manifeld isalation valus 65 shoun i prindeisndviiia {ar Sub-Maln Lin) and ol
manifold eampenants and isolation valves shall be at lexst &5 arge 55 the largest diamstar istaral served by the
respestive manifold.

216 REMOTE CONTROL VALVES

A Remote shall be
indieidually in separate control bores.

211 MANUALCONTROL VALVES.

drawings ba ard

incuge il apiacing hes
or erigatian system elements. velve boxes, spnnuerm ather ecmponents settles fram arigingl finish grzdesha” e
rastared to proper grade. lirigation syst=m shall hays baen agjusted to provide proper, irrigated

&, Quick walve shall be sttached o the manifold sua-main ling using s Lasce GLTSZ12 swing joint assemly with
sl\ap-\n(k outlat ane arass stabilizar elscw. Ouick coupler vahe shall be placed within & Carsen 107 round vahia ko,

electrical canduit, PYC pipe shall not be used,

. Wirs under hardecape surfaces shal be placed continuausly in candult. Contractor shall ke resansible to coordinate

slseving neds for conduit ar swasps slbows from exteriar tointsrior of bu lding.

E_Pedsstal controllers shall be placed upen WIT-Strang Bax Cuick Pad as par manufacturar's racammendstians.
Contrallers shall be arientad such that Dwner's Representative maintenance personnel may sccess essily snd parfarmn
fiald zystam tests afficiantly.

F. Place Standard valve ba ot base of contraller or nearby 10 allow far thrae 1o five faet of slaz Ffiekd eontral wire ta ke

This Cor shall provide i nese for Elnctricsl Contractor. Electrica
supsly and inztailtion, a3 well 35 hoskup to eontrllar shal be By this Contractor
37 VALVES
AJsclatian valuss, remote contral valves, end talled accardingta
recommandation and Contract Speciications and Detzils
B slves 50 that all parts of the valve can arvice,

. Yalue bz and lid shall be sst 52 be flush with finished grade. Cnly a ne remate control velve may be instaled ina
Carsan 1419124 bax. Plaa & minimu i of £° of % weshed gravel bangath ualue Ba for drainage. Bottom af ramate
cantrel vahve shall b2 2 minimum of 27 above gravel,

38 SPAINKLER HEADS

415 3prinkler shall be Iorated claser than &

wals, fences, or buildings.
B. Heads adjacent o walks, curbs, Or paths shall be Incater ot grade and 2 away from hardscape.
€. Contro| valves shall ba opanec! and fuly Fiush Isteral line fiRe and swing jaints prior ta insesllstion of spriklers.

D.5pray heads shall be installed and flushed azain prior to instalation of nazzles,

areas,
110 OWNER'S INSTRUCTION

& 4ster systom i installed, msna:ran =nnwplw9ﬂ S e Bl
i s

caver shall allow for complets installation of valve box id, but also ant
aparation f ey, s of ik Couplor valv and o of each esUpIer swing scnt shal b encased A grovel.
Cantractar shall not place quick coupler valies further then 200 feet apare, to allow fer spot watering ar supplementel
irrigation of ne, at POC shall noe be relocated.

212 LATERAL LINE PIPE

Caol th references 4 Dperation and

Manusl,
141 MAINTENANCE
AFurnizh th fallawing izems to Dwner's Reprasentative:

. Twe quick coupler keys with hase suivel

b, On2 of each type o size of quick coupler vafve and remate cantral valve. Five percent of total quantities used of
each sprinkler and sprinkler nozzle,
B Prewide the following services:

. Winterize mntire irrigation system installed under this cont ract, Winterize by ‘blow-out’ method using compressed
air. Camprassor shall be capabia of sinimun of 175 CF. This aparstian shall aceur at tha end of first growing
seaicn ster e ox plant brgatn i pricrta freezing. Compressar shallbe apableof vacuaton sjtem of s
water p P net mere than 60 PSI. Start up system tha

lowing spring efer danger of reazing has passed. C s Representative in proper
start-up and winterization procedurs.

PART2 - FRODUCTS

2

21 GENERALNOTES

ector shall train Quwr

. Contractor shall provide materials to be used on this Praject. Cantractar shal net remove any material purchased for
this Project from the Praisct Site, nor mix Project matey
to purchase and pravid praject material,

s with cther Centractar swned materisls, Owner retains right

23 POINTOF CONNECTION

2. The Contractor shall EaNAECt NEa 2X2ting IPMgatian of water main lin as naadas far Pointis) of Coansction
Contractor shallinstall new main line as incicste

23 CONNECTION ASSEMBLY
2. Cullnary weter shall be used on this Project. nstall beckilaw preventar snd P2 &s needed
24 CONTROLSYSTEM

& Powes supaly tothe irrigatin contraller shall ontract.
B Controllershall b as specifisd in the drawings, Controllar shall be surge protected,
. Installation of wal -mount contrallers; | rigation centractor shall be responsible for this task, Power configuration

b. Lot Canteciler(s] s genersl Iocation hawn an Canstruction drawings, Coardinate power supply snd brasker
allocation tor. Cartractor shall be all poswrer conne
‘Whether they are Wll moUn of pedests mOUNE. Cantactar shal coorinate it electicaor Gihar Project rades
as fieate powmr

Controllers,

€. Wires cannecting the remats canteol values to the irmgetian contraller srs singe candusters, type PE, Wire
canstructian shll incarparats a salid copper canductar snd polyetiytene {PE) insulation with 3 minimum thickness of
0,045 inches, The wires shall ke UL lsted for direct burial in irigstion systems and be rated at a misimurm of 36 YAC,
Paige Electric Co., LP specification number PRO750.

. 8 minimurm cf 24° of additional wire shall b left at 2ach valce, each splice bax and et each controller.

b. Cammen wire shall be white in calar, 12 gauge. Contral wire shall be red in calar, 14 gauge. Spare wire shall ke
Ioopad within rach valve bas of the grouping it is to service.

LRCY wire plicing connectors shall ks 34 brand DBY ar DBR. Uire splicing betue
avoided i at all possible. Any wirs spices shall be contained within a value box. Splicss within & valus bax that cantains
na cantrol valves sha l b stampes "IRE SPUCE” or WS’ en box i

25  SLEEVING

contraller and valves shal | bs

A protect utilities = 3 m siza shall
be 2", Slemving z'mmuzh 4" insize shall ba 5/40 PYG solvant wald. Sieaving 6 and |arger shall bs CL200 PYC.
gaskered. Sleeve diameter shall Le et least two tmes the diameter of the pise within the slesve. Slesues shall ba
extensed 8" minimum beyand walk or adga of pavemant. Wire or cable shall not ba installed in the same sleave as
piping, but shall be installed in separate sieaves. Slesve ends an sleeve szes 4° and largar shall b= capped with incegra
carresponding sized PUC slip Gap, pressure fit, until used, to prevent contamination, Slesves shall be installes at
apprepniate depths far mein line pipe o lateral pipe.

MAIN LINE PIPE

2.8 maln e pipe 67 and larger shall be Class 200 gaskated ball end. All maln line plpa 3° In size and staller shall b
Senacuis 40 PYC salvent weld belland,

. Maximum flows al imwed through main lins pips shall be:

4 L=y
& 26PN
067K
S ]
2 75 GEM
5" 10 EPH
4 180 &PH

b, Msin lins pips shall be buried with 24° covar
27 MAIN LINE FITTINGS

PROJECT INFORMATION

200 4000

& Alllateral piping shall be Schedule 40 PYC, salvent weld, and bell snd, Lateral pips shall s buried with 12-18" of caver
typically, Lateral pipe shall be 7, 1% 14", 124" or 2" in sza as indicated on Construction Drawings.
213 LATERAL UNE FITTINGS
. Alllateral line ittings shall be 5/40 PVC
214 Spray Sprinklers
. Spray haad sprinklers shall be 53 specifiec on the cirawings. Hoezles shall ba as specified on the drawings
215 VALVE BOKES
.Carson valve baves shall be used on this project. Sies are s directed in these Specflications, dessil sheess or plan
shants, Valve hioxes shall e centered over the santral valve or element they cover, Vake box shall be sized largn
encugh 1o allew ample raom far services access, remoyal of replacement of velve or element, alve bax shall be setta
flush tofinish grade oftopsoil or barked areas, Contractar shall provide sxtensions o stack additional valve boes as
necassary & bring valve bex pitta proper grade.
216 IMPORT BACKFILL
Al mein line pips, lateral live pips and ot het ivigation elements shall be bedded and backfild with elean sl free of
rocks 1 snd arger. € 3 backfil matsrial a5
Trenches and other o andar via
aperations un-usable for

247 OTHER PRODUCTS

i
Debrs from trenching
shal b remosed fram project and disposed of properiy by Cortractor.

A Substitution of squivalent preducts is subject to the 0AR's apprval and must b desisnated as accopted in writing.

. The Contractor shal provie materish to make the system complete and eperational,
PART 2 - EXECUTION
3
21 FRERARATION
&, Contracsar shall repair or replace work damagad by irigation system installstion, IF damagedd work i naw, reglacament
ar the ariginal nsteller of that wark shall perform repsirs. The existing landscape of this Project shell remain in plece.
can protest meterisl, Coordinstion of tieath and value lorations shall b

e out the IR priar to sy excavation accurring. Flant materisl deemed damaged by the DAR shall be replsced with
e plant mutcr\ulatCDntrudvrs:xmn:c‘cvﬂwudw\hu\l not cut existing tlc: reots largsr than 2" ko install this
Praject, Agute pipe, wire and imigation slaments raots.
Contratzon shll v vk g oo o el seonskiy |sms¢ape withaut water for withaut
water far mora than 24 nours at a time,

TRENCHING AHD BACKFILING

=

Pulling of it shall net be permitted an this project. Ouer extavate Lranches both in width and depth, Ensure base of
trench is 1ok or dlebiris free ta protest sipe and wine, Grade trench base to ensurs flat, even suppart of piping. Sacklil
with clean sail ar import material. Contractar shall backfill nc ess than 2” sraund antira pipe with clean, rock fras fill
Main i s and Fittines shal not bs ackfile until QAR has imoxcted and pipa he passed presur ttin,

108l setiling.

SLEEVING

=

slesue all piping
from

pass under paving or Wiring shall e placer] In separate shesving
ng. Sleeves shall be posiioned relative to struccures or obstructions to allow for pipe or wire within to ba
remeved if necessary

24 GRADES AND DRAINAGE

A.Placa irrigatian pips and ather slemants at uniform erades, Winteristion shall ke by svscuation with camprassed air.
o " i

an Construction Drawings.
35 PYCPIPE

Allnstall pipe 1o 2 expansion and

by pipe

Bulnstall main |ine pipes with 18° of cover, lateral line mipes with 12° of cover.

. Dramings show diagrammetic or ranceptual loeation of piping - Contracter shall install piing to minimize changs of
direction, svoid placement under large tress ar large shrubs, sveid placemsnt under hardscaps features.

D.Plsstic pips shall ba cut squarsly. Burrs shall bs rsmovsd. Spigot ends of pipes 3" and largsr shall be bevsled.

E. Pipe shall ne be glued unless o least 50 dagress F

Al salvent we wsing IPS 741 glue and P70 primer acearding to
manufacturer’s spacifiation, no exeaptions. Al workars parforming gfue cparations shall provide svidenc of
esrtification. lued main I pipe shall ure & minifum of 24 heurs prior ta being ensrgired. Laterel lines shall cure &
minimum of 2 hours prier 16 being enargized and shal not remain undler eonstant pressure uniess cursd for 24 hours.

F. Appropriats thrust blacking stall be performed on firtings 3" and larger, All thraaded joints shall bs wranped with
Teflan tape ar paste unless diracted by praduct manuleciure or sealing by a-ring.
26 CONTHOLLERS

Al far shall be a5 diracted

nraller and ASIC guidelines, natto

excand & resistance mading of 5 OHMs

I protactad, plazes, Cacrdinat location of with
Landscape Architect to minimaa wisibilfy.
foye wall electrical service and
future maitenznce needs. Wall mount shell be securely fastanad ta surface. If exteriar mounted, wall mount
comerol P

STANFORD COMMONS

N FOOTHILL DRIVE AND 2100 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UT

E. Contr adjustmant if necassany dus o grada changss during landseapa canstruction.,
3.9 FIELD QUALITY CONTROL
A Main line pipes shll not be backilied or accepted until the system has been tested for 2 hours at 101 psi

E.Nain shall nts Framthe point of th
remote control vales. Test shal Include il manifald companent s under constant pressire. Piping may e testad in
sactions that can b isolated

= Provite PUMpta increass of boast pressum where ekisting statis pressurn is lass
than 100 psi.
D.5cheduls tasting with DAR 48 haurs in advance for approval,

E. Leaks ar deficts shall pramptly be repaired or rectified et the Contraeters expense and ratested uncil sble 1o pass
testing,

F. Graunding resistance at padastal contraller shall slso b tasted and shal nat sxcesd 5 DHM:.
310 ADIUSTMENT

2.5prinkler heards shall be adjusted ¢ proper height when instailed. Changes in grade ar agjustment of hea height sfter
installation shall be censidersd a part of the orignal contract and st Contractor's axpense.

B igjust all sprinklar heads far ave, redius, prapartrim and distribution to cover l lanclscaped areas that ara o be
Irrigated.

c nat water buildings, structures, ar ather hardscane foatures,

. Acijust run times of station Lo meet nesds of plent materialLhe statian servies.

311 CLEANING
A.Contracter shall b raspansible fer cleanliness of jalsits, Work areas shall be swept cleanly and picker up dail.
B. Open tranches or hazards shall be protacted with yellow caution tape

. Contracter is rasponsible for ramaval and dispasal offsita of trash and dabris ganarated as a resuit of this Projact.

D.OAR shall perfarm o amuelza
E. Contracter shall lesve Project in at least 3 'arasm clean’ condtian

END OF SECTION

1" MAINLINE ROUTING ,CONTROLLER AND P.O.C. LOCATION OVERVIEW

DEVELOPER / PROPERTY OWNER / CLIENT

Devalaper /

arty Oaner.

NORTHSTAR BUILDERS

Client f Engineer:

AVENUL CONSULTANT!

TAYLORSVILLE.UT 84713
801-207-7660

6605 REDWOOLD ROAD, ST #200

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER

PK] DESIGN GROUP
PKJ DESIGN GROUP L.L.C.
3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102

LEHI, UTAH 84043 (801) 960-2698
www.pkjdesigngroup.com

LICENSE STAMP

P

JTA
CRawm

KBA

HECKED
™
FLoT DATE
412412019

IRRIGATION PLAN

PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
FOR CONSTRUCTION

|IR-1.0

PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231
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ISDLATIUN YALVE
OR FUTURE P.0.C.
WNER

“FOP Hol

L/OLATIGN VALVE
R FUTURE P.0.C/
FUR HOMEOWNER

COORDINATE IRRIGATION
ONTRGLLER LOC,

ISOLATAON VALVE
FOR FUTURE P.O.C.

ISSUE DATE

09-24-2019

PROJECT NUMBER

UT19053

NO. [ REVISION

DATE

ey

SOHHHRK

Nlo o sl

PLAN INFORMATION

UTILITY NGTIFICATION CENTER, INC

1-800-662-4111

i bluestakes.org

8 1 BLUE STAKES OF UTAH

o 10 20 4 0

PROJECT INFORMATION

STANFORD COMMONS

FOOTHILL DRIVE AND 2100 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UT

IRRIGATION LEGEND

g _ MO S| GPM
SYMBOL MANUFACTURER—MODEL NUMBER PAT. RD.| PSI T T BT T Tal F
S & & [RANDIRD RD0Z-SPRG POP UP 5PRAY G SERES GT.AF [ 5 | 30 [ 10| 15 20 [ na | ra | 40
) ® |RAINBIRD RD04-5-PRS POP UP SPRAY BU-SERIES | QTHF | & | 30 [ 26 | 35| 52 | na | na [1.05
® = e AIMBIRD RD04-S-PRS FOF UP SPRAY 10 U-SERIES | QTHF [10 | 90 | 39| 53| 78 | na | na [158
2 > o AIMEIRD RD04-5-PRS FOP UP SPRAY 12 U-SERIES [QTHITIGH 1 o5 | &7 120 1.74]1.95]260
T v v AINBIRD RD4-5-PRS POP UP SPRAY sgmgs QTATT (15 2 [1.23]1.85 ] 208|278 3.70
= AINBIRD RDN4-S-PRS POP UP SPRAY SST |18 120
n AINEIRD ROD4-S-FRS POP UP SPRAY EST_ |15 &1
=] 51RO 600 IES MPR NOZZLES QTHF fered na | na |rarie:
Q RAINGIRD 6005 SERIES #5_f114, #38 NOZZLES QTHF | 65 65 [126]24.3] na | na jraris:
@ CONTROLLER: RAINBIRD ESP-LXD CONTROLLER WITH LIMR REMOTE KIT, PLACE IN LXMM PEDISTAL,
GONTRACTORTO ADJUST LOCATION WITH OWNER PRIORTO GONSTRUCTION
7 FTowWesTeOR
) [RATNBIRD WR2-RC WIRELESS RAN SHUT OFF DEVICE
I~ IRRIGATION POINT OF CONNECTION AND RPZ BACKFLOW PREVENTION - CONNECT T WATER SERVICE LINE |
AND METER. (SEE CIVIL PLANS) CONTRACTOR LOCATE AND VERIFY EXACT LCCATION ON SITE
e QUICK COUPLER: RAINBIRD 44LRG INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S SPEC__10" RND. VALWE BOX, SEE DETAIL
] ISOLATION BALL WALVE - LINE SIZED INSTALL PER MANUFACTURER'S SPEC.
[ REMGTE CONTROL VALVE: RAINBIRD PESBNP-PRS-B ATOMATIC CONTROL WALVE (SIZE AS NOTED GN PLA
JUMED BOX-PURPLE LID
] CRIP CONTROL ZONE KIT: RAINBIRD XCZ-(PER PLAN)-PRER-COM MED FLOW (SIZE AS NOTED ON PLAN)
¥ DORIP CONNECTION. PROVIDE DRIP IRRIGATION T0r ALL TREES, SHRUSS,AND PERENNIALS IN FLANTER
AREAS, INSTALL FLUSH CAP. SEE DETAIL
= CRIP RS.5.5-1401 (ROOT WATERING SYSTEM) PROVIDE 2 10 EACH TREE | OCGATED [N THE LAWN ARE:
SUE-MAINLINE: SCHEDULE 40 PVC WiTH SCHEDULE 80 FITTINGS, 1" IAMETER 24" WIN. COVER
UATERAL LINE: SCHEDULE 40 PYC WITH SCH 40 FITTINGS, SEE PIPE SIZING CHART
CRIP LINE- RAINBIRD XFSP-09-16-100 OR EQUIVALENT
CLASS 200 SLEEVE PER PLAN
NOT SHOWHN | WIRE CHASE, SIZ= 10 BE TWICE THE DIAMETER OF T HE WIRE BUNDLE WITHIN 1.1/4" DIAMETER MINIMUM
NOT SHOWN | 14 GAUGE SOLID COPPER SINGLE STRAND CONTROL WIRE. INSTALL FER MANUFACTURER'S SPEC,
PROVIDE 2 WIRE LOOP SYSTEN.

DRIP ZONE

TYPE | PART NUMBER [EMITTER FLOW]EMITTER SPACING [ROW SPACING [ROW SPACING
XFS DRIPLINE | XFSP-06-18 | 8 GPH T 18" | 18" | 1821 1N

TOTAL DRIP ZONE FLOW
MAX_LATERAL LENGTH OF TUBING
TOTAL LENGTH OF ZOME DRIPLINE
APPLICATION RATE

IME TO APPLY 1/4" OF WATER
FGOTER PIPE SIZE

DEVELOPER / PROPERTY OWNER / CLIENT

Devalaper /

arty Oaner.

NORTHSTAR BUILDERS

= i

Mote: Begin imigation 4.0C am. enly 1 oyele per day

Regu\a’ rr avcn Svhed.ﬂe (seeSeaqonal Dlﬁerentral Lham

Ty Sun 191 *eranr Fressurs
L T T 1 TBor
[Shrubs [ Shrbs [ 45min | | &min & min

Mote: Begin irigation 4:08 amn. only 1 cycle per day.

[ Seasonal Differential
I Wy | e | 0y | Ame | sepl [ oo
IT:ur(

=
[ Smin | 50 | Bmin W min | 19 in
gomin | 2w | snn | aomn | s0mn |50 w0

IRRIGATION NOTES

2

s I

Client f Engineer:

AVENUL CONSULTANTS
6605 REDWOOLD ROAD, ST #200
TAYLORSVILLE.UT 84713
R01-207-7660

ALLPIPE 0 BESCHETAILE Y PUSFIE GAUBETIER, HO ROLY PIRE SHALL BENOLURET, FIFTING LIET B BCHEDUL E4VOR BETTER G
LATERAL LINES AND SCHEDULE 80 OR BETTER O MAIN LINE

NAIN UNEE SHALL BE 24" DEEP MIN, AND LATERAL UNES 12" DEED 1IN, NO ROCK GREATER THAN 1/2° DIAMETER SHALL BE ALLOWED N
TRENCHES. TRENCHING BACKFILL MATERIAL SHALL BE COMPAGTED T0 PROPER FINISHED GRADE.

CONTRACTOR SHALL HAVE ALL UTILITIES BLUE STAKED PRIOR T® DIGGING, ANY DAMAGE TQ THE UTILITIES SHALL BE REPAIRED AT THE.
EXPENSE OF THE CONTRACTOR AT NO ADDITIONAL COST TO THE QWMNER.

PLACE ALL IRRIGATION IN LANDSGAPE AREAS AND ON THE PROPERTY OF THE CWHER

"

w

@ =

NODIFY LOGATION QF IRRIGATIGN GOMPGNENTS TG AVOID PLAG NG TREES. SHRUBS ANG GTHER SITE ELEMENTS DIRECTLY OVER PIPE, PER
PLANS. G NOT LOGATE VALVE BOKES IN LAWN AREAS UNLESS DIREGTED TO BY LANDSCAPE ARCHITEGT

CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL & QUICK COURLER AT POINT OF CONNECTION IN ORDER TO BLOW OUT THE SYSTEM WITH AN AIR COMPRESSOR
EACH FALL.

CONTRACTOR SHALL USE ONLY COMMWERGIAL GRADE IRRIGATION FRODUCTS AND IS RESFCNSIBLE FOR ENSURING AGCURATE COUNTS AND
QUANTITIES OF ALL IRRIGATION MATERIALS FOR BIDDING AND INSTALLATION FURPOSES

INSTALL DRIP IRRIGATIGN PER DETAILS. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE AGJUSTMENTS AS NECESSARY.

»

A

Y

CONTRAGTOR SHALL PROVIDE AND INSTALL SLEEVES FOR AL PIPES AND WIRES UNDER PAVEMENT AMD SIDEVIALKS, SLEEVES SHALL BE 2
SIZES LARGER THAN PIPE INSIDE. ALL WIRE SHALL BE IN SEPARATE SLEEVES (NOT SHOUWN). ALL CONTROL WIRE SHALL 88 INSTALLED IN CLASS
200 PIPE. PLACE JUNGTIGN BOXES WHERE NECESSARY TO MINIMIZE LONG RUNS OR AT DIRECTIONAL GHANGES. GOGRDINATE WITH ALL
TRADES.

WATER LINESAD B ECTRICAL L NE SIS HOT SHAR EISOHILITS? AL L\WIRE CORECTICHS MUST BEooNTA NEDIRA/ALVE BOXTLOR
WIRE TO BE CONNECTED TQ MAIN LINE PIPE WHERE POSEISLEVTH TARE AT 20' INTERVALS. SLACK IN CONTROL
REQURETAT SVERYLCHANGE OF IREOTION WS LLIST BA/E SEPARATE COLORS POR COMOR, GONTROL aNDSEARE. WINWEM | SPAne
B2 IMSULATEG 14 GAUGE COPPER. ALL SPARE WIRES MUST “HOME RUN"TO CONTROLLER

AN SPARE WIRES AVAILABLE AT ALL VALVE MANIFOLDS AND CLUTERS,

ALL SLEEVES INSTALLED SHALL BF DUCT TAPED TO PREVENT DIRT OR OTHER DEARIS ENTERING PIPE. ALL SLEEVES SHALL BF IDENTIFIED BY
WIOOD OR PUC STAKES AND BE SPRAY PAINTED UTH MARKING PAINT. REWOVE STAKES DNCE IRRIGATICN SYSTEM 1S COMPLETE,

5

=

IRRIGATION SYSTEM MUST CONTAN CHECK VALVES TO PREVENT LOVY POINT CRAINAGE.
13. SPACE ALL SPRAY HEADE 2* AVUAY FROM ANY HARDECAPE,

14, CONTRACTOR SHALL MATCH PREGIFITATION RATES A5 WUCH AS FOSSIBLE FOR ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS, OVERHEAD IRRIGATION MUST HAVE A
RN DU (DISTRIZUTION UNIFORRITY) OF 00%.

15, IRRIGATION COMTRACTOR SHALL PRESSURE TEST MAINLE

FOR LEAKS PRIOR TO BACKFILLING,

16, ALL VUORK SHALL BE IN AGCORDANCE YWITH APPLICABLE GITY ANDIOR GOUNTY GODES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL APPLY AND PAY FOR ALL
NEGESSARY PERMITS

IRRIGATION INSTALLATION TO COMPLY WITH APRLICABLE CITY SPECIFICATIONS AND DRAVINGS.

1B, ACTUAL NSTALLATICN OF IRRIGATION SYSTEN WAY VARY SOMEWHAT FROM PLANS. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESFONSIBLETO MAKE
ADJUSTMENTS S NEEDED TO ENSURE PROPER COMERAGE OF ALL LANDSCAPED AREAS.

E]

19, CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL IRRIGATION SYSTER WITH HEAD TO HEAD COVERAGE IN ALL TURF AREAS. USE HE-VAN NOZZLES AS NECESSARY
TO PROVIDE PROS VERAGE AND TO KEEP WATER OFF OF BUILDINGS AND HARDSCAPES.

20, POWER TG GONTROLLER TO BE PROVIDED BY GVINER. DIWNER TO SPECIFY EXACT LOCATION OF CONTROLLER. INSTALL PER MANUFACTURERS
INSTRUCTIGNS. CONTRAGTOR SHALL INSTALL 4 RAIN SENSOR YTH CONTROLLER UNLESS OTHERWISE DIRECTED BY OWNER OR LANDSCAPE

ARCHITECT

DESIGN AND MSTALL THE BACKFLOW PREVENTOR IN THE PRGPER PLAGE TO ENSURE THAT NG WNATER IS CONTAMINATING THE SYSTEM

LATERAL LINES SHALL BE NO SMALLER THAN ¥4, LANDSCAPE CONTRACTOR T& ENSURE THE FOLLOWING PIPE SIZES DO NOT EXCEED THE
SUGGESTED GPW LISTED BELOW.

B2

el oGP VALVE ID TAG
1 zaem e
. G CONTROLLER MUMEER.
11 30 GPM
i VALVENUMBER
2 rseew VALVE SiZE GALLONS PER MINUTE
» THoam
noTE
180 G POLATLAST 1 UALVEID TAGS ARE LOCATED

HBADSZoNE NEAR VALWES IN THE ORDER THE

VALVES APPEAR ON THE DRAWING

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER LICENSE STAMP
Fre
JTA
~ P
» KBA
! HECKED: T M
A [PLOT DATE:

PK] DESIGN GROUP 2019

IRRIGATION PLAN

PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
FOR CONSTRUCTION

IR-1.1

PKJ DESIGN GROUP L.L.C.
3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102

LEHI, UTAH 84043 (801) 960-2698
www.pkjdesigngroup.com
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ISSUE DATE

09-24-2019

MITES

RAINBIRD CONTROLLER DETAIL

DES AL MOLMIER E6F LXVIE RAINEFD CONTROLLER,

u HOT TO SCALE

LG

GALV. MFPLED

OheA

BACKFLOW DETAIL RAINBIRD QUICK COUPLER

HEAT BT GAL A

— cy
NOT TO SCALE B ~SEE NOT TO SCALE

K ROUKDVALYE BoL
G URERARE

2 Py 50 <0 SIFSYE hGTCHED 70 AIT OVEF vAYE

b

oo

IENT TORG.D FLE 555

@ SURGRAL: LOMFATTRD T0 87

[GREESLS 0

BRASS COVPRESSICN T

STOP AND WASTE VALVE ASSEMBLY

P ShLG GAT

IREARET 2RAGG MP7LE 16" MINY

QDR s - 0 s SLLD
Pize a0 £6H 80 HLZSE R
SRGHDE ¥ALYE G UARER,
MANUAL DRAIN ASSEMBLY GATE VALVE ASSEMBLY s TRENCHING DETAIL H
HOTTO SCALE NOTTO SCALE “7‘*\ \J rorroseac
Flli SR
AR BRASE AT
(S W LA

[0 2 CLLAR OF ALL HAZDGUAPL SLRI ACLE

ST AL BFRAT AR ROT ALY

AL 2 ARAS RO AL AFLE,

SPRAY HEAD DETAIL

2 A7 FRGVED Z0LAL

CONTROL VALVE ASSEMBLY

|
\J Formoons

d RO
— u NOT TO SGALE m—

PROJECT NUMBER PLAN INFORIAATION PROJECT INFORMATION

UT19053

NO. [ REVISION

ey

DATE 8 ‘I
T

Nlo|o sl

STANFORD COMMONS

UTILITY NOTIFIGATION GENTER ING

1-800-662-4111

b imn FOOTHILL DRIVE AND 2100 EAST
SALT LAKE CITY, UT

O AR PRE. OF

CELS 3

POP UP ROTOR DETAIL

NOT TO SCALE

PAYERENT

SHTERD A1 5L
BLYONDL

’; RN B PFACE

NOT TO SCALE

DEVELOPER / PROPERTY OWNER / CLIENT

Devalaper / Preparty Dunr:

NORTHSTAR BUILDERS

Client £ Engineer:

AVENUL CONSULTANTS
6605 REDWOOD ROAD, ST #200
TAYLORSVILLE.UT 84713
R01-207-7660

TYPICAL SLEEVING
NCT TO SCALE ‘—__\_\_‘7
e
—
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER LICENSE STAMP
i
JTA
Y [DRAWH
- KBA
‘ [PLOT DATE:
PK] DESIGN GROUP 972412019

PKJ DESIGN GROUP L.L.C.
3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102
LEHI, UTAH 84043 (801) 960-2698
wvw pkjdesigngroup.com

IRRIGATION DETAILS

PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
FOR CONSTRUCTION

IR-2.5
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ATERA 2l
AL L
vore
T AFFROXIMATELY 34 GFH FER S-RUB
L DRIP CONTROL VALVE ASSEMBLY M DRIP IRRIGATION - IN LINE EMITTERS o N FLUSH CAP BOX o ,DRIP AIR/VACUUM RELIEF VALVE ASSEMBLY
NS rorosons il il A\ worrosene S il N J worosone T\ S rorosae e il
x FIPE LAY ETER UFSTREAY &
T A »('
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NANNE - ENGTH AS EQUIRED
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P MASTER VALVE & FLOW SENSOR )
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ISSUE DATE PROJECT NUMBER PLAN INFORMATION PROJECT INFORMATION DEVELOPER / PROPERTY OWNER / CLIENT LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT / PLANNER LICENSE STAMP
o —— o
) . JTA
09-24-2019 UT19053 S T N F R D C N S NORTHSTAR BUILDERS ™ " S
FEGRED
=] 1) e GANEG OO —~ T N e
1 KXKK HOKA-XXK - - .
PK] DESIGN GROUP 9124/2019
. DiLestakes.arg
i FOOTH | LL D R|V E AN D 2 ] OO EAST B T —— PK.J DESIGN GROUP L.L.C. IRRIGATION DETAILS
4 6605 REDWOOD ROAD, 5T #200 3450 N. TRIUMPH BLVD. SUITE 102 PRELIMINARY PLANS NOT
5 SA LT LA K E C |TY r UT TAYLORSVILLEUT 84713 LEHI, UTAH 84043 (801) $60-2698 FOR CONSTRUCTION
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ATTACHMENT C: PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION PLAT

STANFORD COMNONS /EE SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE A
CALCULATED SOUTHEAST-

AMENDING A PORTION OF "THE TOWNES, A CONDOMINIUM PROJECT" LOCATED IN THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF BLOCK 9, FOUND MONUMENT AT-
SUNNYSIDE PARK SUBDIVISION, BLOCK 27, FIVE ACRE PLAT "¢* INTERSECTIGHN OF
SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN. PURNEé OF BLOCK 8, SUNNYSIDE WICHIGAN AYENUE ARD I, MATTHEW C STONES, A REG ISTERED LAND SURVEYOR HOLDING CERTIFICATE NUMBER 7176711 AS PRESCRIBED UNDER THE
[MEQYQEATEGTNTHE WEST UALE OF SEGRION 10, TOWNELIP scltt, RS UEDIEIoN, BLOGKEA, 2100 EAST LAWS OF THE STATE OF UTAH, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, HAVE MADE AN ACCURATE SURVEY
: ) BASIS OF BEARING N 89°57°20" EAST 510 02 (510.73' REG FIVE ACRE PLAT "C" =5 OF THE TRACT OF LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED HEREWITH AND PURSUANT TO SAID TRACT OF LAND HEREAFTER
e e e — —BAREOFPEARING Y ZE0EReE . T = T @ TO BE KNOWN AS STANFORD COMMONS, AND THAT THE SAME HAS BEEN SURVEYED AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT,

4
e

z))

Avenue Project No, 17-116

T

o 20

FOUND MONUMENT AT
Tt NTERSECTION OF

MICHIGAN AVENUE AND
FOCTHILL DRIVE ) 3081

stae P

i 3373

I

THE T"WI\Eh A CONDOHINIUN PROJECT AWD MATTHEW GSTONES, LS STONES
1610303001 O, 7176711 R*;”r @@A
Z OF o
s

e

TOTAL SQ FOOTAGE OF REMAINING g

PARCEL 15 63,241 8QFT OR 16711 ACRES, MORE OR LESS
=T RECORD LEGAL DESCRIPTION (THE TOWNES CONDOMINIUMS)

CPEN SPAGE AREA IS 63,

BEGINNING AT A POINT 66.0 FEET SOUTH FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF BLOCK 9. SUNNYSIDE PARK SUBDIVISION, A
SUBDIVISION LOCATED IN BLOCK 27, FIVE ACRE PLAT "C", BIG FIELD SURVEY AND RUNNING THENCE SOUTH, 408.50 FEET; THENCE
WEST 128.54 FEET TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF FOOTHILL DRIVE; THENCE NORTH 33°15" WEST ALONG SAID EASTERLY LINE 32049
‘ FEET; THENCE MORTH 56°35' EAST 80.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 24°28'40" WEST, 106.16 FEET; THENCE EAST, 281.34 FEET TO THE

412

-
S
¥

4705
4708
410

POINT OF BEGINNING,
(ACCORDING TO THAT CERTAIN *RECORD OF SURVEY MAF OF THE TOWNES®, RECORDED AS ENTRY NUMBER 2541615 IN BOOK 73-5
AT PAGE 1 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS OF THE SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER OFFICE.§

STANFORD COMMONS DESCRIPTION

BEGINNING AT A POINT 393,14 FEET SOUTH FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF BLOCK 9, SUNNYSIDE PARK SUBDIVISION, A
SUBDIVISION LOCATED IN BLOCK 27, FIVE ACRE PLAT "C", BIG FIELD SURVEY AND RUMNING THENCE SOUTH 81.36 FEET; THENCE
WEST 128.54 FEET. MORE OR LESS TO THE EASTERLY LINE OF FOOTHILL DRIVE; THENCE NORTH 33"15'00" WEST ALONG SAID
EASTERLY LINE £6.13 FEET; THENCE NORTH 64°28'05" EAST 80,12 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 25°45'07" EAST 67.66 FEET; THENCE NORTH
64714'53" EAST 82.24 FEET, MORE OR LESS, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING,

CONTAINING 11,696 SQ. FT. OR 0.269 ACRES, MORF OR LESS,

OWNER'S DEDICATION AND CONSENT TO RECORD

STANFORD COMMONS, LLC, AND THE TOWNES CONDOMINIUM ASSQCIATION, INC, THE OVWNERS OF THE DESCRIBED TRACT OF
LAND, HEREBY CAUSE THE SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED AND TO BE KNOWN HEREAFTER AS STANFORD COMMONS, HEREBY CONSENT
AND GIVE APPROVAL TO THE RECORDING OF THIS PLAT FOR ALL PURPOSES SHOWN HEREON, THERE ARE NO STREETS, EASEMENTS
OR OTHER PROPERTY REFLECTED ON THIS PLAT TO BE DEDICATED TO THE PUBLIC. THE OWNERS HEREBY DEDICATE LOT 4 AS
COMMON AREA TO THE STANFORD COMMONS HOMEQWNERS ASSOCIATION, INC.

4712
4712

\ o /\

2100 E ( 100’ ROW)

LOT1
ARE#= 2383 80 FT OR 0055
ACRES MORE OR LESS

PROPOSED
RESIDENGE

1008 63 (S 00*1130" v 1007 058 REC!

A
-

AREA= 2046 SQ FT OR 0.047
ACRES MORE OR LESS
PROPCSED
RESIDENCE

IN WITNESS WHERFOF, | HAVE HEREUMTO SET MY HAND THIS DAY OF 2020,

S 00412

), ]
STANFORD COMMONS
/ TOTAL SQ FOOTAGE
. 28 IS 11,896 SQ FT
\- t}\_‘ OR 0.269 ACRES MORE OR LESS
U

STANFORD COMMONS, LLE

ar:
PRINT NAME:,
TITLE:,

.

5

LoT4
(OOMMOI\ AREA STAMFGRD COMMONS HOA)
A= 4717 SQFT OR 0108 ACRES

0'E 81

" MOREOR LESS THE TOWNES CONDOMINIUR ASSOCIATION, INC

2
>
AL
o / # &"ﬂ o BY:
£ . & ‘ PRINT HAME:

S0°0001

4709

TITLE:

T3
2539 SQ FT OR 0.058 ACRES
MORE OR LESS
PROPCSED
RESIDENCE

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

4711

STATE OF UTAH )]
-]
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE }
ON THIS DAY OF 2020, BEFORE ME , A NOTARY PUBLIC, PERSONALLY

APPEARED THE OF NORTHSTAR BUILDERS, PROVED ON
| THE BASIS OF SATISFACTORY OWNER'S DEDICATION TO BE THE PERSON WHOSE NAME IS SUBSCRIBEDTO IN THIS DOCUMENT, AND

THE FOREGOING OWNER'S DEDICATION ANMD CONSENT TO RECORD, WAS SIGNED BY HIMYHER ON BEHALF OF SAID NORTHSTAR
BUILDERS AND ACKNOWLEDGED THAT HE\SHENTHEY EXECUTED THE SAME.

COMMISSION NUMBER:
l MY COMMISSION EXPIRE!

PRINT NAE:

NG T 128 54
A NOTARY PUBLIC COMMISSIONED IN UTAH

AT_Starfors Commans clrg

EXISTING %

GARAGE 7
— E

BERJAMIN EMER’ , | STATE OF UTAH 7

DO _PLy

ACON

BRIGETTE EMER
PARCFL: 18105020)
1085 S FOOTHILL DR EXISTING
% RESIDENCE

X ON THIS DAY OF 2020, BEFORE ME A NOTARY PUBLIC, PERSONALLY
APPEARED THE OF THE TOWNES HOMEOWNER'S
| ASSOCIATION, PROVED ON THE BASIS OF SATISFACTORY OWNER'S DEDICATION TO BE THE PERSON WHOSE NAME IS SUBSCRIBED

55
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE }

TO IN THIS DOCUMENT, AND THE FOREGOING OWHNER'S DEDICATION AMD CONSENT TO RECORD, WAS SIGNED BY HIVYHER ON
BEHALF OF SAID THE TOWNES HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION, AND ACKNOWLEDGED THAT HE\SHE\THEY EXECUTED THE SAME.

=

\ T, LEGEND
K S
N THE TCWNES BOUNDARY COMMISSION NUMBER:
O m mmm w m mmmmm STANFORD COMMONS BOUNDARY | MY COMMISSION EXPIRE
—— MONUMENT LINES FOUND MONUMENT AT | PRINT HAME:
INTERSECTION OF A NOTARY PUBLIC COMMISSIONED IN UTAH
EXISTING FEATURES oAt L
PROPOSED FEATURES TALE AVEMUE

emransiD00_CADD0GE_Sure

zﬁ“é
0t

20

avenue consultanTs BENCHMARK UTILITY SERVICE STATEMENT STANFORD COMMONS

Avenue Consultants, Inc C A /I 97.. INL C ¢ ol « ) s WM £
THE BENCHMARK FOR THE ELEVATIONS ON THIS SURVEY IS 4697.24 AT THE FOUND STREET MONUMENT AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL OBTAIN CULINARY WATER, IRRIGATION WATER, AND SANITARY SEWER SERVICE FROM SALT AMENDING A PORTION OF "THE TOWNES, A CONDOMINIUR PROJECT" LOCATED IN THE SDUTII[AST CORNER OF BLOCKS,

6805 South Redwood Road, Suite 101 FOOTHILL DRIVE AND MICHIGAN AVENUE. LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES. SUNNYSIDE PARIC SURDIVISION, BLOCK 27, FIVE ACRE PLAT *
Taylorsville, UT 84123 SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,
= & {ALSO LOCATED IN THE WEST HALF OF SCCTION 10, TOWNSHIP 1SOUTH,
B801-207-7660 RANGE 1 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN)

www avenueconsultants.com

O18\1S-046 - Nerthstar Stanfora

ORM SALT LAKE CITY APPROVAL SALT LAKE CITY ENGINEERING SALT LAKE COUNTY RECORDER

UBLIC UTILITIESDEPARTMENT SALT LAKE COUNTY HEALTH DEPARTMENT APPROVAL AS T¢
= | BEGE IFTEN DATE BV | APSROVED THIS DAY Of AD 2020 | APPROVED AS TO “AN\TAPV SE‘J\ER AND WATER APPROVED THIS DAY OF AD 2020 | APPROVED THIS DAY OF AD 2020 | PRESENTED TO SALT LAKE CITY THIS. DAY HEREBRY CERTIFY THAT | HAVE HAD THIS PLAT ENTRY NC. EE PAID.
TILITY DETAILS THIS____ 20 oF AL 2020,AND 1S HEREBY EXAMINED BY THIS G AND T IS CORRECT AND RECORDEL,

]
CITY SUBMITTAL cs2te 2Y THE SALT LAKE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION U 0 > ICE R D i AT,
PROJECT NO BUILDING FOOTPRINT UPDATE 03106720 AFERENED. it AQCORDANGE WITH INFORMWATION ONFILE 1N BOOK OF THE OFFICIAL RECORDS, PAGE:
P T
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ATTACHMENT D: ADDITIONAL APPLICANT
INFORMATION

May 13,2020

Salt Lake City Planning
451 S State Street
Salt Lake City, UT, 84101

Re: Project Description for Stanford Commons
Dear Planning,

The Townes Condominium Association, Inc. (the “Townes™) is the owner of the property located at 2092
E Michigan Avenue, Salt Lake City, UT, as depicted on the record of survey map of The Townes
recorded on May 23, 1973, as entry number 2541615 in the Salt Lake County Recorder’s Office (the
“Townes Property”). We are submitting a planned development application, along with a plat amendment
for The Townes, a condominium project, and a preliminary plat and site plan application for Stanford
Commons.

The Townes Property includes a swimming pool as part of its common arca on the southern end of the
property. The Townes voted to discontinue use and maintenance of the pool years ago. The pool has
fallen into disrepair. Since that time, the Townes voted to subdivide their common area and sell the pool
area to a developer. Stanford Commons, LLC has entered a contract with the Townes to purchase the
pool area. The application for a plat amendment is to amend the Townes Property to remove the pool
from the common area of the Townes. The plat amendment does not show the individual units because
we are only trying to amend the exterior boundary of common area. The units in the Townes will not
change.

Once the pool area has been subdivided from the rest of the Townes Property, we intend to build three
single-family attached dwellings on that property. The planned development application is for the new
development, which we are calling Stanford Commons. We intend to build high end single-family
attached dwellings. We request an exception to the following zoning requirements as part of the planned
development application:

1) Required minimum lot size of 3,000 square feet; and
2) Exterior stairs are greater than four feet above grade m the front yard setback and a portion of
the second and third floor area extends into the front yard setback.

1) Minimum Lot Size

The property is zoned RMF-30, which requires 3,000 square feet per lot. We request the ability to
subdivide the parcel into three buildable lots that are smaller than 3,000 square feet. The entire Stanford
Commons property, once subdivided, will be subdivided into four different lots—three lots for single-
family attached dwellings and one lot of common area. The entire project will consist of 11,696 square
feet, broken down as follows: (a) Lot 1 (buildable lot) — 2,393 square feet; (b) Lot 2 (buildable lot) —
2,046 square feet; (c) Lot 3 (buildable lot) — 2,539 square feet; and (d) Lot 4 (Common Area) — 4,717
square feet. This development exceeds the overall minimum planned development size (9,000 square
feet) as established in 21A.55.060 of the Salt Lake City Code, but distributes a portion of that land as
common area rather than directly to individual lots. This request meets the planned development
requirements as described below.
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2) Front Yard Setback

We request the ability to build a portion of the front staircase and a cantilevered portion of the second and
third floors of the main structure in the front yvard setback. City code required a twenty-foot front yard
setback. It restricts constructing a staircase in the setback that rises more than four feet above grade and it
restricts the construction of a portion of the main dwelling in the setback. While staircase and main
structures extend into the twenty-foot front yard setback, there is actually a large portion of city owned
land between the property line and the edge of the road. From the edge of the road to the property line is
25.5 feet, consisting mostly of landscaping. While the corner of each residence extends two feet into the
front yard setback, that extended portion is still about 43.5 feet from the edge of the road. Additionally,
given the odd angle of the setback line, a portion of cach dwelling is not built all the way to the setback
Iine. The amount of the building area pulled back from the setback line is actually greater than the
amount of the area pushed out beyond the setback line. Pushing and pulling the front facade along the
setback provides architectural interest.

The requirements of the planned development ordinance are met as follows:

A Planned Development Objectives. This project meets the planned development objectives by (a)
clustering development to preserve open space; (b) including higher density housing types (single-family
attached) that are not commonly found in the Harvard-Yale neighborhood but appropriately match the
density and scale of the Townes next door; and (c) implement the master plan, as further discussed below.
Additionally, this plan meets the objectives of the planned development process by eliminating the
blighted swimming pool area which has been occupied, on occasion, as a living space for the transient
population and using design and architectural features to add to the beauty of the neighborhood. The
swimming pool itself has been unused for years and has pieces of plywood boarding it up. This project
will take this unused area which has become an eyesore and will redevelop it into high end, single-family
attached dwellings.

B. Master Plan Compatibility. This project also meets the stated purpose of the East Bench Master
Plan. Guiding Principle N-03 states that some of the purposes of the area are to “[pJromote .. .
redevelopment of underutilized land,” to “[i]increase the number of medium density housing types and
options,” and to “[a]ccommodate and promote an increase in City’s population.” The Townes Property is
currently zoned RMF-30. This is one of the few opportunities to increase the number of medium density
housing options in this area and provide additional housing for population growth while still fitting the
overall feel of the neighborhood. The exterior of the buildings will primarily be brick, similar to many of
the single-family dwellings in the area, and will be of a similar density to the existing dwellings in the
Townes.

C. Design and Compatibility. By clustering the construction of the homes, the individual lots are
smaller than required by the zoning ordinance, but it leaves a larger open space thereby meeting one of
the planned development objectives. This is compatible with the neighboring Townes development to the
north.

Also, as described above, allowing a portion of the buildings, the decks/patios, and the front entry
stairway to be constructed in the front setback will still provide sufficient open space between the road
and the front of the buildings given the unique layout of the lots and the large existing landscaped area.
As mentioned, the corner of cach residence extends two feet into the front yard setback, but that extended
portion is still about 43.5 feet from the edge of the road. The orientation of the buildings and the setback
from the road will closely mirror the existing attached dwellings in the Townes. Additionally, allowing

PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231 35 September 18, 2020



this construction in the setback will provide for additional variations in the front of the homes and create
greater architectural interest.

We originally planned to make the entrances on the side of the homes rather than having the stairs in the
front setback, but we changed the plans and made the stairway in the front of the homes to meet the
desires of some of the neighboring property owners, including the Townes.

D. Landscaping. Our plans leave as many of the mature native trees in place as possible and include
planting additional trees to replace those trees that are being removed.

E. Mobility. The development incorporates a walkable path that connects the streets on the west and
the cast side of the property. Additionally, the development will not negatively impact the safety, purpose
or character of the street. The main access will be provided along Foothill Drive (to the west of the
property) that ends in a cul-de-sac shortly after the development. The development will only consist of
three, single-family attached homes that should not contribute any significant amount of additional traffic
on the dead-end street.

F. Existing Site Features. To the extent possible, the project attempts to leave as much of the
existing trees and topography in place, and attempts to replace any removed trees and vegetation. The
existing access road (Foothill Drive) is lower in elevation than the top of the existing pool. We plan to
cut into the hill and create drive-in garages that are at street grade with the hill rising around the garages,
creating below grade garages with the main living level at about the grade of the existing pool.

G. Utilities. The addition of three, single-family attached dwellings will not create a significant
burden on the existing utility lines in the area.

The Townes has voted on this project and has fully approved the subdivision and sale of the property.
They have also had the opportunity to review our plans and we have made adjustments to meet their

concerns.

We’re excited to move forward with this project and to add to the beauty of the neighborhood. Please
reach out to me if you have any questions.

Best,

Stanford Bell
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ATTACHMENT E: SITE VISIT PHOTOGRAPHS

Top Left:
Southwest view of

street frontage
along Foothill
Drive

Top Right:

East view of the
discontinued pool
area

Bottom Left:
View of the
neighboring
property to the
northeast

Bottom Right:
North view of the

discontinued pool
area
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Top Left:
Proposed common
area and adjacent
neighboring
property to the
north (left)

Top Right:
Southwest corner
from interior lot
with adjacent
property to the
south (left)

Bottom Left:
Walkway between
The Townes
Condominium
(right) and
proposed
development (left)

Bottom Right:
North view of the

street frontage
along Foothill
Drive
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ATTACHMENT F: MASTER PLAN POLICIES AND ZONING
ORDINANCE STANDARDS

Master Plan

The subject property is located within the East Bench (adopted February 21, 2017) and is
designated on the future land use map as “Neighborhoods”. Below is an excerpt from the
master plan about Neighborhoods and specifically the Foothill/Sunnyside neighborhood:

Neighborhoods

The East Bench Neighborhoods are comprised of predominantly single-family
homes and pockets of multifamily, commercial, recreation, and institutional uses
that complement the low-density residential neighborhood character. Future
development fits into the unique architectural styles and development patterns that
define individual neighborhoods; provides a diverse mix of housing choices for all
stages of life and income ranges; and creates friendly, safe and welcoming
neighborhoods that encourage interaction through all stages of life.

Foothill/Sunnyside Neighborhood

The Foothill/Sunnyside neighborhood is predominantly single-family residential
with some multi-family housing along the Foothill corridor. The earliest developed
areas of the neighborhood follow a grid street pattern but more recently developed
portions of the neighborhood follow a curving street pattern. Street trees line most
of the park strips within the neighborhood and homes generally have similar
setbacks. Activity centers include the Anderson-Foothill Library, Bonneville
Elementary, and the northern portion of the 13th and 21st commercial node.

Policies
- Neighborhood Compatibility: Development and infrastructure
improvements complement the unique architectural styles and development
patterns that define individual neighborhoods.
o Preserve and Enhance Neighborhood Identity (N-1.1)
- Housing Choices: Provide a diverse mix of housing choices for all stages of
life and income ranges.
o No Net Loss in Housing (N-3.1)
o Housing Affordability, Access, and Choices (N-3.2)

Challenges within the East Bench Community
- Maintaining Neighborhood Character
- Meeting the Needs of Future Generations

Staff Discussion: The proposed development provides in-fill housing on underutilized
land. The property is located in an area zoned and intended for multi-family development in
the City but is limited to single- or two-family due to the lot frontage requirements. The
limited modifications promote the redevelopment of this underutilized land to help meet City
growth and housing goals. The project also provides an increase in moderate density housing
type (townhomes) that is not common with the City. Recent planning best practices have
discussed the lack of a “missing middle” housing types in urban areas. The “missing middle”
housing type is generally viewed as multifamily or clustered housing which is compatible in
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scale with single-family homes that help meet the growing demand for walkable, lower scale
urban living. This proposed development helps to meet the goals of the master plan as well as
providing needed housing.

Growing SI.C: A Five-Year Housing Plan

The City recently adopted a citywide housing master plan title Growing SLC: A Five-Year
Housing Plan 2017-2021 focuses on ways the City can meet its housing needs in the next five
years. The plan includes policies that relate to this development, including;:

- 1.1.1 Develop flexible zoning tools and regulations, with a focus along significant
transportation routes.

- 1.1.2 Develop in-fill ordinances that promote a diverse housing stock, increase
housing options, create redevelopment opportunities, and allow additional units
within existing structures, while minimizing neighborhood impacts.

The planned development process is a zoning tool that provides flexibility in the zoning
standards and a way to allow development that would normally pose difficulty. The planned
development process allows for an increase in creative housing stock, housing stock that
would otherwise not be aesthetically creative or not be allowed through the strict application
of the zoning ordinance. This process allows for additional housing options and provides a
way to minimize neighborhood impacts through the review and assurance of the compatibility
standards. The proposed development is utilizing this process to provide new single-family
attached dwelling units on a unique site configuration.

Purpose Statement for RMF-30 (Low Density Multi-Family Residential District)
The purpose of the RMF-30 low density multi-family residential district is to provide an

environment suitable for a variety of housing types of a low density nature, including single-

family, two-family, and multi-family dwellings, with a maximum height of thirty feet (30).
This district is appropriate in areas where the applicable master plan policies recommend
multi-family housing with a density of less than fifteen (15) dwellings units per acre. Uses
are intended to be compatible with the existing scale and intensity of the neighborhood. The
standards for the district are intended to provide for safe and comfortable places to live and
play, promote sustainable and compatible development patterns and to preserve the
existing character of the neighborhood.

Staff Discussion: The proposed project is allowed in the zone and would meet the intent of
the zone with the approval of requested modifications, as it still maintains conformance with
the density and scale/intensity of the neighborhood.

21A.24.120: RMF-30 Low Density Multi-Family Residential District:

Standard Required Proposed Findings
Minimum Lot Area
Single-Family attached 3,000 square feet Approximate Lot Area Modifications
dwelling (3 or more): (square feet) requested through
Lot 1 2,393 SF the Planned
Development
Lot 2 2,046 SF process.
Lot 3 2,539 SF
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Coverage

coverage of all
principal and
accessory buildings
shall not exceed
fifty percent (50%)
of the lot.

Coverage
Lot1 39.2%
Lot 2 43.6%
Lot 3 48.2%
Lot 4 0.0%
Overall 26.1%

Natural open space and No Minimum Approximate Lot Area Complies
conservation areas, (square feet)
public or private: Lot 4 4,717 SF
Minimum Lot Width
Single-Family attached Interior: 25 feet Approximate Lot Width (feet) Complies
dwelling (3 or more): Corner: 35 feet Lot 1 31 feet
Lot 2 27 feet
Lot 3 27 feet
Natural open space and No Minimum Approximate Lot Width (feet) Complies
conservation areas, public Lot 4 6.45 feet
or private:
Maximum Building 30 feet North Elevation: 26’-10” Complies
Height West Elevation: 29’ — 10 ¥8”
The vertical distance South Elevation: 24’ — 8 V2”
measured from the average East Elevation: 23’ — 2 7/8”
elevation of the finished lot
grade at each face of the
building, to the average
height of the gable on a
shed roof.
Minimum Front Yard 20 feet e Approximately 18 feet from Modifications
building facade requested through
the Planned
e Approximately 5 feet from Development
entry stairs process.

Minimum Interior Side | No yard is Lot 1: Four feet (4”) Complies
Yard required, however Lot 2: No interior side yards

if one is provided it | Lot 3: Zero feet (0)

shall not be less

than four feet (4°).
Minimum Rear Yard Twenty-five Lot 1: 20 feet Complies

percent (25%) of Lot 2: 20 feet

the lot depth, but Lot 3: 26.68 feet

not less than

twenty feet (20)

and need not

exceed twenty-five

feet (25°).
Maximum Building The surface Approximate Building Envelope Complies

PLNSUB2020-00230 and PLNSUB2020-00231

42

September 18, 2020




uses where a lot
abuts a lot in a
single-family or
two-family
residential district,
a landscape buffer
shall be provided in
accordance with
chapter 21A.48 of
Zoning Ordinance.

not a multi-family use;
therefore, the landscape buffer
is not required.

Required Landscape The front and The front yards of the double Complies
Yards corner side yards frontage lot will be maintained
shall be maintained | as a landscape yard. Sidewalks
as landscaped and driveways are allowed
yards. through landscaped yards.
However, due to the way the
development is configured, the
townhomes have minimal
landscaped front yards along
Foothill Drive.
Landscape Buffer For multi-family The proposed development is Complies

Standard

21A.36.020B: Obstructions in Required Yards

Required

Proposed

Findings

Changes of [For properties outside of the H The grade change and Modifications
Established [Historic Preservation Overlay retaining walls over four feet | requested
Grade District, changes of established (4) in height along the north | through the
Greater than |grade greater than 4 feet [in any property would encroach Planned
4 feet required yards] are special approximately 4.39 feet into Development
exceptions subject to the standards | the required front yard and process.
and factors in chapter 21A.52 of this | along the driveway for lot 3, it
title [Title 21A Zoning Ordinance]. | would encroach approximately
8.32 feet into the required
front yard.
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ATTACHMENT G: ANALYSIS OF STANDARDS - PLANNED
DEVELOPMENT

21A.55.050: Standards for Planned Developments
The planning commission may approve, approve with conditions, or deny a planned
development based upon written findings of fact according to each of the following
standards. It is the responsibility of the applicant to provide written and graphic evidence
demonstrating compliance with the following standards:

Standards Finding Rationale

A. Planned Development Objectives: The Complies | The proposed planned development would
planned development shall meet the result in three (3) new townhomes.
purpose statement for a planned Townhomes are a low to medium density
development (section 21A.55.010 of this type of development that is called for on
chapter) and will achieve at least one of this property by the associated zoning
the objectives stated in said section: district’s purpose statement and the
number of units is allowed by the zone’s

A. Open Space And Natural Lands density limitations. However, without this
B. Historic Preservation process and associated zoning
C. Housing modifications, the property would be
D. Mobility limited to a single-family detached or
E. Sustainability duplex, due to the minimum lot size and
F. Master Plan Implementation yard requirements. The resulting

development is a more efficient and
enhanced use of land and resources,
providing additional home ownership
opportunities in the City than would
otherwise not be possible through strict
application of the standards, while
remaining relatively compatible with
adjacent property and maintaining
compliance with the zoning district
purposes.

The applicant has stated that the project
meets objective C. (The applicant’s
narrative regarding these objectives is
located in Attachment D). Staff also finds
that the project generally meets this
objective. Only one objective must be met
to go through the planned development
process.

While duplexes, triplexes and other multi-
family buildings are found in this
neighborhood, not many take the form of
townhomes that tend to be a desirable
housing type in Salt Lake City and provide
opportunit