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Date: June 17, 2020 
 
Re: PLNPCM2020-00215 1639 Devonshire Special Exception 

Special Exception 
 

PROPERTY ADDRESS: 1639 E. Devonshire Drive   
PARCEL ID: 16-14-178-008-0000 
MASTER PLAN: The East Bench Master Plan 
ZONING DISTRICT: FR-3/12,000 Foothills Residential District 
 
REQUEST:  Brad Waltman, on behalf of the property owners, is requesting special exception 
approval to construct a new single-family home that exceeds the maximum permitted building height 
and maximum allowable grade changes in the FR-3/12,000 Foothills Residential District. The subject 
property is located at 1639 E. Devonshire Drive and is currently vacant. The FR-3/12,000 (Foothills 
Residential District) permits a height of 28’ measured from established grade. The requested grade 
changes exceed the allowed 4 feet in the front, side yard and exceed 6’ in the buildable area. The 
Planning Commission has final decision making authority for requested special exceptions. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  Based on the information in this staff report, it is Planning Staff’s opinion 
that the requested special exceptions for additional building height and grade changes in the FR-
3/12,000 zoning district complies with the standards of approval, and recommends approval. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 

A. Application Materials 
B. Site Photographs 
C. FR-3 Lot and Bulk Requirements  
D. Analysis of Special Exception Standards 
E. Analysis of Standards for Additional Height 
F. Public Process and Comments 
G. Department Review Comments 

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
Sunset Oaks Subdivision 
The subject property is vacant lot 6 in the Sunset Oaks Subdivision, recorded in 1979. The Sunset 
Oaks Subdivision encompasses both the east and west sides of Devonshire Drive. Devonshire 
Drive is located within the Foothills of Salt Lake City and has significantly steep slopes. The 
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subject property, which is located on the east side of Devonshire, has an average slope of 24%. 
Please note, the Sunset Oaks Subdivision did not specify buildable or undevelopable area on the 
plat. The subject property is required to comply with the underlying zoning district, which is the 
FR-3/12,000 (Foothills Residential District). 

Sunset Oaks Subdivision Plat 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo of Subject Property 
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Development Pattern 
The western side of Devonshire Drive, within the Sunset Oaks Subdivision, has been developed 
and no vacant lots remain. The subject property is one of 3 vacant lots on the east side of 
Devonshire Drive. In regard to existing grade, the west side of Devonshire slopes downward 
towards the North West and slopes upward towards the South East.  
 
The existing development pattern on the east side of Devonshire includes single-family detached 
structures oriented towards the public street. The east side of Devonshire contains deep steep lots 
with single-family structures placed close to the public street. The base zoning district, FR-3, 
requires an averaging of the provided front yards along the block face. The placement of the 
single-family structures preserves the steeper slopes and grades towards the South East of each 
lot. Even with the closer placement, each lot has substantial grading for the driveway and 
pedestrian access, which is illustrated in the photos below.   

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Aerial of Devonshire Drive with Front Yard Setbacks Indicated by Arrows 
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1599 Devonshire Drive 

 
 

 
1615 Devonshire Drive 
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1663 Devonshire Drive 

 
Proposed Construction of a Single-Family Structure 
The applicant is requesting approval for the special exceptions in order to construct a new two-
story single-family residence that is approximately 4,393 square feet in size. Due to the size of the 
subject lot, 109,400 square feet in size, the proposed construction covers approximately 4% of the 
subject property.  The proposed design complies with the FR zoning district design requirements 
found in Chapter 21A.24.010.P3 which includes exterior building colors, exterior glass, roof 
materials and colors, mechanical equipment, exterior lighting and fence material. 

Street Facing Elevation 
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Site Grading Plan 

 
The Special Foothills Regulations:  
FR-3/12,000 Purpose Statement 

The purpose of the FR-3/12,000 Foothills Residential District is to promote 
environmentally sensitive and visually compatible development of lots not less than 
twelve thousand (12,000) square feet in size, suitable for foothills locations as indicated 
in the applicable community Master Plan. The district is intended to minimize flooding, 
erosion, and other environmental hazards; to protect the natural scenic character of 
foothill areas by limiting development; to promote the safety and wellbeing of present 
and future residents of foothill areas; to protect wildlife habitat; and to ensure the 
efficient expenditure of public funds. The FR-3/12,000 Foothills Residential District is 
intended for application in most areas of foothills development existing as of April 12, 
1995. 

 
The FR-3/12,000 zoning district permits single-family residential development. The permitted 
development is prescribed to follow specific regulations that limit grade changes in the front, 
side and rear yards to 4 feet in dimension and grade changes in the buildable area to 6 feet in 
dimension. All proposed cuts and fills in the FR districts that exceed 2 feet in dimension are 
required to be retained with a retaining wall.  
 
In regard to specified height regulations, the FR-3/12,000 zoning district permits single-family 
residential development to reach 28’ in height with a limited wall height of 25 for the front and 
rear elevations. This zoning district has specific special exception standards for additional height 
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in the Foothills Residential Zoning District. Building height is measured from existing grade and 
wall height is measured from established grade in the Foothills Residential District. 
 
FR-3/12,000 Grade Change Special Exception 

The applicant has submitted elevations and a site grading plan for a single-family residence. Due 
to the existing 24% slope of the property, the proposed construction requires some fill and cutting 
that exceeds the 4’ limitation in the required yard areas. The grade changes that exceed the 
limitations in the required yards are highlighted in tan on the site grading plan. The grade changes 
that exceed 4’ in the front yard are primarily located towards the northern portion of the front 
yard. The front yard grade changes will be retained with 4’ rise and 3’ run boulder retaining walls.  
The proposed grade change in the required northern side yard is located on the driveway. This 
proposed grade change is approximately 6’10”, and will have an exposed 6’ concrete retaining 
wall.  
 
 
 

 
 
The grading to the rear of the single-family structure is generally gradual, with the exception of a 
9’6” grade change. The 9’6” grade change is requested to accommodate a retaining wall to provide 
a level area for a swimming pool. The full height of the wall will not be exposed, as the footings 
are buried. As illustrated in the site section plan, approximately 6’ of the wall will be exposed. The 
wall will not be readily visible from the public way, due to the location in the rear of the property. 
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The requested grade change in the buildable area that exceed 6’ in dimension are located on the 
north western corner and the rear south eastern corner of the proposed single-family residence. 
The area shaded in pink on the site grading plan indicates the two locations that exceed 6 in 
grading. The grade change is approximately 6’8”- 7’8” in both areas. Overall, the grading of the 
subject property is generally gradual in nature and preserves the majority of the natural slope. 
The grade changes eventually step down to the natural grade with boulder retaining walls.  
 
 
Additional Height Special Exception 
The FR-3 zoning district permits a building height of 28’ from established grade. The FR-3 zoning 
district does not distinguish building heights for flat or pitched roofs. Both roof types are limited 
to 28’ measured from established grade. Per the following definition: 
 

HEIGHT, BUILDING - IN THE FR, FP, R-1, R-2, AND SR DISTRICTS: The vertical 
distance between the top of the roof and established grade at any given point of building 
coverage. 
 

Established grade is further defined in section 21A.62.040: 
 

GRADE, ESTABLISHED - grade of a property prior to the most recent proposed 
development or construction activity. On developed lots, the Zoning Administrator shall 
estimate established grade if not readily apparent, by referencing elevations at points 
where the developed area appears to meet the undeveloped portions of the land. The 
estimated grade shall tie into the elevation and slopes of adjoining properties without 
creating a need for new retaining wall, abrupt differences in the visual slope and elevation 
of the land, or redirecting the flow of runoff water. 
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The proposed single-family residence is flat roofed with a number of roof height variations. The 
two areas that exceed the height limitation of 28’ are located on the street facing elevation. The 
height in these areas exceed the height limitation by 1’8” - 2’ in dimension. 

Topo with Proposed Ridgeline Heights 
 
 

Street Facing Elevation 
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KEY CONSIDERATIONS: 
The key considerations listed below have been identified through the analysis of the project. 

1. Third Iteration of Proposal
The second iteration included additional height and grading exceptions. This iteration included a 
height exception of approximately 9 feet, as well as substantial grading. Staff advised the applicant that 
the proposed single-family residence could be modified to lessen the degree of requested exceptions. 
As noted in the applicant’s narrative, the applicant reduced the size of the proposed residence, adjusted 
the driveway, eliminated a garage and modified the pitched roof to a flat roof. These adjustments 
decreased the degree of the exceptions requested.  

2. Sunset Oaks Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions
Through the public process, Staff was made aware of recorded Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions 
(CC&Rs) associated with the Sunset Oaks Subdivision. The CC&Rs for this subdivision were recorded 
in 1979 with the final plat. The CC&Rs established an Architectural Review Committee, as well as 
setbacks, building height, landscaping requirements and accessory structure location. Staff received 
some public comments with concerns about the CC&Rs and whether the proposal aligns. Staff 
acknowledges that the CC&Rs were recorded with the applicable subdivision; however, Salt Lake City 
can only review the proposal in accordance with the underlying zoning district FR-3/12,000. The 
public concerns regarding the CC&Rs are not within Staff’s purview.  

3. The East Bench Master Plan
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 of the vacant parcel located at 1639 S. Devonshire Drive is in compliance 
with the adopted East Bench Master Plan. The proposed development of the single-family residence 
attempts to limit the disruption of the existing grade and significant slope. The development recognizes 
the existing development pattern that characterizes the neighborhood.  

DISCUSSION: 
The request for additional building height in the FR-3 zoning district is subject to two sets of 
standards of approval: the general standards applied to all types of special exception requests 
(21A.52.060), as well as an additional set of standards that are specific to requests for additional 
building height in the Foothills Residential zones (21A.24.P.2).  

The request for grade changes beyond the permitted dimensions in the required yards and buildable 
area are subject to the general standards applied to all types of special exception requests 
(21A.52.060). For the full analysis of the requested special exceptions, please refer to Attachments D 
and D.  

NEXT STEPS: 
If the requested Special Exceptions are approved (Staff recommendation), the applicants would need 
to proceed with applying for a building permit to construct a new single-family dwelling.  

If the requested Special Exception is denied, the applicants would need to redesign the proposed 
single-family structure to comply with all zoning and building regulations.  
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ATTACHMENT A:  APPLICATION MATERIALS 
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Narrative for construction proposal 1639 S Devonshire  
F. Solzbacher and X. Chen 
1063 Oak Hills Way 
Salt Lake City 
UT 84108 
 
For construction at: 
1639 Devonshire Drive 
Salt Lake City  
UT 84108  
 
1. General considerations 
Previous feedback from the planning division and the Salt Lake City FR-3 zoning regulations intent appears to be 
to make sure that construction on the upper hillside of the east bench respects the natural boundary conditions 
and does not cause any destruction of the beauty of the mountains and adjacent neighborhoods through 
overbuilding with residences that would appear to be overbearing.  
 
The petitioners would like to explain that we have been living in the neighborhood for 11 years and are not only 
well aware of the need to retain the beauty of the mountains, we also want to make sure that what we are 
building does not damage or disrupt it. We have walked past pretty much every house and the few remaining 
empty lots in the entire area above foothill and Devonshire and between research park and I-80. We had walked 
past this particular lot with our kids and dogs for over 10 years and had identified this particular lot as the sole 
relatively flat lot and our dream lot that would allow us to build a house backed against the mountain, that 
would allow construction of a house with the flow between the differential functional spaces, as well as the 
orientation of the sun and meeting our requirements. A year ago, the lot came on the market and we were able 
to bid on the lot and acquire it to build our “forever house” for our kids and us from an owner who had moved 
out of state years ago and decided that he was not moving back. The lot was so important to us that we decided 
to not negotiate the price even though the demanded price was clearly over value.  
 
From the onset, our intent was to build a house that would not appear imposing or as if though somebody had 
placed an oversized mansion and carved out the mountain to do so, even though many houses in the 
neighborhood are built that way. We had hoped to build in a transitional ranch style split level house, like the 
one we are living in now, a few streets down the hill in the same neighborhood. We were originally concerned 
that our house, compared to the houses that are already built in particular in the southern part of Devonshire 
could appear a bit small and out of place. Some neighborhoods in Salt Lake City have requirements for minimum 
house sizes for larger lots. And many of the houses have very tall and imposing front facades that are almost 
like a castle and that clearly exceed the 28 feet significantly. Some appear close to 40 feet tall. As we understand 
those were allegedly built before 1995. Nonetheless the neighborhood has a specific look and feel that is 
strongly influenced by those houses.  
 
Our primary objective was to build that house that allows all activities of daily living to happen on one floor with 
the private living space separate (bedrooms/bathrooms/office) from the more public space (kitchen, living, 
dining) and with direct access to a shared backyard yard while having a view into the valley from the main floor. 
As we get older, we did not want to have a house that requires climbing of stairs on the main floor and we 
wanted to have ample light from all sides as possible, but less so from for the north side. We also wanted to 
provide a level of privacy and protection for our private quarters that appears otherwise very difficult to obtain 
on typical ¼ acre lots where neighbors build to within 8-10 foot of the property line and the hillside leads to the 
upper houses being able to look into the houses one street down at night.  
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This, combined with the unfortunately fairly narrow shape of the lot, led us to an L-shaped design for our house 
with the private living quarters offset in the east-west wing, allowing light from the east in the morning and 
south through the day to shine into the rooms. The more public living room and kitchen areas were to be in the 
north south part of the “L” allowing the evening sun and morning sun to shine into the space and to allow direct 
access to the back yard for family or guests from the main floor. The L creates a protected private backyard 
space that in addition embraces the hillside slope.  
 
The downstairs space was designed as separate mother in law apartment. My wife is a single child and we are 
planning to have my mother in law who is divorced and lives alone, stay with us permanently. She is already 
spending 4-6 months per year with us at this stage. Hence, we wanted to create a separate living space with its 
own bathroom and living space that is close, has good light and direct access to the outside (through the garage), 
but is a bit spatially separate from our private living space, by being located in the opposite corner of our living 
space (one level down and on the other end of the house compared to our master bedroom). This meant that 
we ended up with 1 and 1/3 floors of space underneath it as part of the split level. The garage and future buildout 
space would fill the rest under the main floor, since that would have to be built anyways. In addition, we wanted 
to create some space that may allow future expansion if needed, without the need to build out now, which 
would be too expensive, thus requiring the house to be completely two level rather than just in the front (west 
side). The children’s rooms are located in the same wing, facing the street (west side) such as to be close enough 
for us to hear our kids at any time when needed, but far enough that they are not directly adjacent as they are 
now.  
In addition, we did want appropriate and sufficient garage space and to hide that space as much as possible. 
That fit perfectly into using the partially more underground space on the east side of the house footprint and in 
the east – west wing. The garage also needed to be practical, which meant that we would have as many doors 
as possible to make it easy to have access. From looking at the houses on Devonshire it became clear to us that 
quite a few houses have their garage entrances from the side to keep them out of sight from the street and 
retain a more harmonious overall look of the house, in particular given the need to have more than just a normal 
double or three car garage, which for houses in this neighborhood built today is no longer acceptably large. In 
addition, it would not allow space for additional vehicles as our kids grow older.  
 
We wanted to make sure that the house was “future proof” i.e. provide the right level of bedrooms, bathrooms 
and garage spaces that would still make it current in 30 years from now.  
 
In combination of all of the above considerations that led to the presented design. The design was 
predominantly determined by the desire to build a split level entrance for a smaller downstairs living area but 
with full daylight for my mother in law and an upper floor with direct access to a backyard, similar to many other 
split level homes in the neighborhood. In addition the design allowed us to keep the garage out of sight and in 
the part of the lot (partially underground and facing north) that is not very suitable for actual living or bedrooms. 
This appeared the most efficient and logical decision.  
 
Furthermore, the design made use of the natural shape of the grade that is low on the north side (Fig. 2) and 
then ramps up to the south and east (see SG 101 grading plan and Fig. 1), perfectly matching our L with a 
backyard braced by the L that can be made to be fairly level while allowing a driveway for the garage entrance 
from the north with minimal perturbation of the soil and natural grade, that uses the naturally lower grade of 
that part of the lot. When you stand in front of the lot now, pre-construction, it already looks as if though this 
part of the grade was “made” to be used for an access driveway without massive soil movement or the need to 
have a driveway that zig zags diagonally across the front of the property as can be found in some of the hills side 
houses on the street. Most however also have a sometimes steep driveway on one side of the property to 
several garages that are accessed from the North or South side of the property.  
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We understand that the original design as submitted by us without any explanation or narrative left the 
impression of a flat land house being built on a hillside. That was not the intent. But for us to not have to write 
off our savings and investment into the lot, we do want to retain the general flow and design philosophy behind 
the house and the subsequent functionalities, that would otherwise be severely impeded. We have also already 
spent significant architectural cost which would create another hardship. At this point in time we do not see a 
way to change the flow and layout significantly in a way that it would still meet our needs beyond what we are 
proposing here.  
 
While a walk through the neighborhood would easily represent to a reviewer that even if we were to build a 
house with three or four floors and massive roof, it would not look out of place, we do understand that the 
current regulations call for more stringent interpretation of the height and grading requirements and a more 
organic integration into the mountain and grading that exists.  
 
We understand that a consequence of our design was that in the original form, we were exceeding the height 
limitations above established grade by 9 feet in one corner and 3-4 feet in another corner and across part of the 
roof ridge. We were also exceeding the grading changes of +/- 6 feet in the buildable area and were not making 
clear how we would remain beyond the 4 foot limit outside the buildable area and how it would connect with 
the adjacent lot grading. We also ended up with some very large retaining walls in some areas.  
 
In response we have made significant changes to the original plan which include:  

1. Shortening the house by almost 7 feet in east-west direction, reducing the overall size by 400 sqft. This 
does impact our master bedroom and one of the bedrooms significantly, but we wanted to signal that 
we seriously want to consider the concerns and felt this would be a compromise we would be willing to 
make to retain the overall flow of the house.  

2. Eliminating one garage 
3. Reducing the ceiling height on the upper floor by 1 foot.  
4. Terracing the foundation and lower floor in three steps (A201) such as to follow the contour of the 

mountain while trying to retain the need to keep living spaces level without steps.  
5. Lowering/dropping the lower floor and part of the garage by 1 foot (A201), reducing the change from 

existing grade to within 7 feet. The garage doors are not visible from the street. The overall slope and 
distance make it almost impossible for somebody walking or driving on the street to see the garage doors 
of houses facing north or south, unless one purposefully tries to get a visual line to them (see figures 
below). There is precedent for using this garage access from the side of the house in the neighborhood. 
In our case, there is additional sight protection since the driveway and garages are lower in elevation 
than the adjacent north property which further shields them from view.  

6. Reducing the ceiling height in parts of the garage by 1 foot 
7. We were able to retain the main floor without steps which was critical to the suitability  
8. Changing the roof from the previous ranch style vaulted roof we liked to a more modern flat/slanted 

roof that can more organically follow the shape of the mountain grade. We would love to be able to get 
back to that style, if we were to get a sufficient height exception, but did not see another way of being 
able to accomplish the reduction to 28 feet otherwise. 

9. Changing the terracing in the backyard to a more amphitheatre style with rounded edges tapering into 
the mountain and reducing the number of terraces to three upon which the natural grade of the 
mountain takes over.  

10. Reducing the ceiling height and roof level by another foot in the south west corner of the house on the 
upper floor.  

11. Frontyard retaining now follows the grade to within 6 foot/4 foot of change. We have also reduced the 
slop of the driveway compared to the original drawings and confirmed its compliance with the 
department of transportion (Michael Barry).  
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12. Importantly: soil movement within the site and importantly AWAY from the site is minimized. The 
deepest cutouts are now 6 feet into the mountain from natural grade with a fill that with exception of 
one corner does not go beyond 6 feet above grade. The fill from those areas can be used to fill in part of 
the backyard to make it more suitable and flat (while staying within the FR-3 constraints) and to allow 
some limited filling of soil in the front yard. This will also significantly help our construction budget to 
the tune of 50-60 k USD and it will allow keeping the soil on the mountain it came from instead of carrying 
it away.     

In consequence the roof and foundation now largely follows the contour of the mountain/grade  
 
2. Specific considerations/issues 
 
1. Height limitation 
Now compliant everywhere, except for two minor (<2 foot) spots in the middle of the house).  
 
Summary: 
Request for 2’ height exception above the 28’ maximum height measured from existing grade. Previous iteration 
requested 9’ height exception. 
 
The two major corners of the house that were exceeding the height limitation in the most severe fashion by 5 
and 9 feet and now UNDER the limitation at 27.6 feet and 25.4 feet. The center part of the house has two roof 
sections that would exceed the 28 foot limitation by 1ft 8” and 2 ft respectively) (see SG 101). The drawings and 
cross sections highlight those two areas where parts of the roof slightly exceed the 28 feet. We hope that these 
may be small enough that they may even allow an administrative approval. Height to finished grade is also in 
compliance across the entire house in all elevations.  
 
2. Grade changes 
Now compliant, except for one minor <1ft 8” gap in one corner of the house and one retaining wall. 
 
Summary: 
-Request for grading exceptions to the 4’ and 6’ cut and fill maximum allowed from existing grade.  Noted areas 
on the site grading plan.  Lower level exceeds the maximum allowed fill amount by only 1’-8” in the NW corner 
of the home and 0’-8” of cut in the SE corner of the lower level. 
-Footprint of the home was reduced by 6’-5” in the east west direction to facilitate less impact on grading and 
retention in the driveway area.  The home was thus moved from the minimum setback per averaging of 42’-6” 
to 48’-11” to reduce building height and minimize excavation and retention. 
-We have adjusted our roof design to mirror the natural landscape stepping down from South to North.  By 
adopting a low sloped roof design we have improved our resulting roof heights and reduced our request for a 
roof height exception from 9’ to 2’.  
-We have placed our primary concrete retaining wall found in the rear yard in line with the building footprint to 
prevent it being seen from Devonshire Drive.  The neighboring property to the North has a similar condition to 
facilitate an area for a swimming pool and we have verified it cannot be seen from the public way.  
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-We have utilized the FR-3 standard retaining wall designs of 4’ height with 3’ of minimum horizontal surface, 
using primarily rockery walls to minimize visual impact within the natural landscape. We are utilizing concrete 
walls selectively on the driveway, with a 6’ wall height maximum and in the rear yard for only one (!) wall, with 
a 9’-6” wall height maximum, that is not visible from the public way. 
- We have reduced the slope of our driveway from 24% down to 20% and been in discussions with Michael Barry 
with the transportation department in Salt Lake City to ensure a solution he is ok with.  
 
The reduction of the house length and elimination of one garage space has allowed us to transition with a 
minimal retaining wall (see AS 102 and A201: sloping up along the driveway from 1 ft to 6 ft) into the natural 
grade and build stairs that allow access to the backyard from the garage.  
All grade changes now fall within the 6 foot within the buildable area with the following exceptions:  

a. The north west corner is about 1 ft higher than the 6 ft above existing grade. As one transitions further 
south, that difference is quickly picked up by the upwards sloping grade (see images) 

b. The shortened house allowed us to keep the cutout into the mountain at below 6 feet in the east most 
corner of the house (below the master bed and bathroom).  

c. The foundation and floor of the house on the lower floor now largely follows the contour of the grade 
d. We require one retaining wall (the first level) in the backyard that would exceed the 6 feet by 3 feet in 

order to allow us to have sufficient space for a future pool that needs to be at least 12 foot away from 
the house for safety and engineering reasons and that allows sufficient width (21 feet) for three parallel 
competitive lanes for swimming. I have been a competitive triathlete and swimmer when I was younger 
and still swim very regularly. I have also suffered from back problems for many years which depend on 
me being able to swim to continue to strengthen the back muscles as counter measure. Our kids have 
started training regularly as well and one part of our dream house was the ability to build a pool that 
would allow the three of us to swim races and train with each other. The pool also has to be sufficiently 
long to allow actual swimming and we did not want to use up the entire space inside the “L” with an east 
west facing pool which would render the backyard useless and be more expensive. So reducing the 
retaining wall height to 6 feet in the buildable area would shorten the available with by at least 10 feet, 
making it impossible to still place would constitute an unreasonable hardship that I hope will be 
considered when assessing the ability to have the first retaining wall be higher. In consequence we have 
reduced and removed additional retaining and more quickly return to natural grade and vegetation on 
the hillside.  

e. The entrance to the house is now placed as close as possible to the house and can follow the slope of 
the hillside to the driveway with a gradual infill (Fig. 10) that starts at 6 ft within the buildable area at 
the north end and tapers off to around 1-2 feet at the south end. This will allow reduction of the height 
appearance of the landing of the main entrance. The fill then tapers off to within the 4ft maximum 
requirement as we reach the 42 ft 6” setback. Shrubs, trees and other vegetation will be planted to 
further conceal the stairs.  

f. Backyard retaining requires only the exception for the one concrete wall that is not visible from the 
street and transitions to rock retaining on the sides and tapers within the buildable area down to 6 ft. As 
the rock retaining wall reaches the easement it will taper to 4 feet and into the natural grade as per SG 
101.  
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3. General look and feel of the house 
Compliant with the spirit of the regulations and organically following the shape of the mountain and grade  
The house now not only implicitly makes use of the natural grade in the selection of the L-shaped architecture 
facing the higher part of the slope, but also tries to follow the natural grade with the foundation, basement floor 
and roof line(s), while retaining the critically important functional features and flow of the space including the 
ability to not have steps on the main living floor. It should thus organically fit into the given environment. The 
house adjacent has a modern flat roof. So even the transition to a more modern flat/slanted roof should fit the 
neighborhood. Ideally, if we construct the roof as slanted roof ramping up in east direction in the north south 
wing of the house and ramping up in south direction on the east west wing of the house, as seen from the street, 
the roof could leave the impression of a vaulted roof, when in fact it just follows the slope of the hill.   
 
4. Supplemental Image Materials: 
 
 

  
 

  
Fig. 1: (top left): view of property one lot over to the North, street view coming from the north; (top right): view 
from the street in front of the house (south end); (bottom left): top view with pool and backyard retaining wall; 
(bottom right): view from the south showing our property (1639 S Devonshire: from the green telephone pole 
to the white car) and giving an impression of the natural grade elevation the south side of the property. This 
documents that from the street, the backyard is not visible, nor would any retaining walls or garage doors.  
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Fig. 2: north end of 1639 S Devonshire showing the lower grade compared to the properties to the north and 
south (and the elevation of 1639 S south end), naturally lending itself to a driveway. 
 
 

 
Fig. 3: Google map view of 1636 S Devonshire Drive lot with adjacent properties showing roof styles, house 
dimensions, retaining, etc.  
 
 

 
Fig. 4: Continuation of Devonshire further south  
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Fig. 5: Street views of houses south of 1636 S Devonshire drive commensurate with Google map view. 
 
 
 
 

  
Fig. 6: Google map further north on Devonshire drive showing house sizes, setbacks and retaining conditions  
 

  
 
Fig. 7: Google map view of selected houses on Devonshire with side access to garages 
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Fig. 10: Conceptual gradual fill of 6 ft of soil next to the house within the buildable area, tapering off into the 
natural grade on the south reducing the height of the landing.   
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ATTACHMENT B:  SITE PHOTOGRAPHS 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Devonshire Drive Looking North East 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Devonshire Drive Looking South East 
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1639 S Devonshire Drive 

 
 

Devonshire Drive Looking North East 
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ATTACHMENT F:  PUBLIC PROCESS AND COMMENTS 

Public Process: 

 Notice of Application mailed on April 10, 2020 

 Public hearing noticed mailed on June 12, 2020 

 Public hearing notice posted on the City and State websites on June 12, 2020 

 Public hearing sign posted on property on June 12, 2020 
 
 
Public Comments: 
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ATTACHMENT G:  DEPARTMENT REVIEW COMMENTS 

Building Services/Zoning (Anika Stonick): 

Note: The front yard setback is: Front Yard: The minimum depth of the front yard for all principal 
buildings shall be equal to the average of the front yards of existing buildings within the block face. 
Where there are no existing buildings within the block face, the minimum depth shall be twenty feet 
(20'). Where the minimum front yard is specified in the recorded subdivision plat, the requirement 
specified on the plat shall prevail. For buildings legally existing on April 12, 1995, the required front 
yard shall be no greater than the established setback line of the existing building.  
 
A complete review for zoning compliance will take place upon and based on out come of special 
exception approval process. 

Building Services/Building Code (Jason Rogers): 

Retaining walls measuring from the bottom of the footing to top of wall 4 feet or more requires 
engineered documents with wet stamp. To be done per chapter 4 –foundations (403 -/section404.1 
FOUNDATION AND RETAINING WALLS/R405 FOUNDATION DRAINAGE of the 2015 IRC Code 
cycle. 
 
Stairs or steps taller than 30 inches may require guardrail.  Any new concrete work for stairs/steps will 
require a structural elevation detail. 
 

Building Services/Fire Protection (Kenney Christensen): 

No comments at this time.  

Engineering (Scott Weiler): 

No comments provided. 

Public Utilities (Jason Draper): 

No comments provided. 
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