
 

 GRAND COUNTY  
Planning Commission 

January 12, 2016 
6:00 P.M. Regular Meeting 
Grand County Courthouse 

  Council Chambers 
125 E Center, Moab, Utah 

Type of Meeting: Regular Meeting 

 Facilitator: Dave Tubbs, Chair 

 Attendees: Planning Commissioners, interested citizens, and staff 

 6:00 PM   

 Introductions of newly appointed members Chair 

 Citizens to be heard Chair 

Action Item Election of Officers Chair 

Action Item Sketch Plan review for Sage Creek Estates Staff 

Action Item Approval of December 9, 2015 Meeting Minutes Chair 

 
   Future Considerations  Chair 

 

Community Development Department Update 
2016 Work Plan 

LUC amendments: Facilitating affordable housing development 

Overview of Process and Procedure, upcoming events 

Staff 

 County Council Update – Mary McGann Council Liaison 

 ADJOURN  
 

DEFINITIONS: 
Public hearing = a hearing at which members of the public are provided a reasonable opportunity to comment on the subject of the hearing. 

 Public meeting= a meeting required to be open to the public pursuant to the requirements of Title 52, Chapter 4, Open and Public Meetings; the public 
may or may not be invited to participate.   

 Legislative act = action taken by the County Council or Planning Commission; amending ordinances, adopting general plan, Annexations, zoning and 
rezoning; a reasonable debatable action that could promote the general welfare of the community.  

 Administrative act = action taken by the Planning Commission, County Council or staff interpreting ordinances and regulations, conditional uses, 
approving subdivision, site plans, issuing building permits; an administrative decision must satisfy the requirements prescribed under state law or the 
County Land Use Code, whichever is stricter. 

 Citizens wanting to submit information to the Planning Commission for inclusion in the Planning Commission record regarding any application will 
need to provide 10 complete copies to the Grand County Community Development Department by 5:00 PM the Thursday before the Planning 
Commission meeting.  All documents, including electronically transmitted material, shall be submitted directly to the Planning office.  Materials sent 
to individual commission members will not be considered.  



 

     S T A F F  R E P O R T  

MEETING DATE: January 12, 2016 

TO: Grand County Planning Commission 

FROM: Planning Staff 

SUBJECT: Sage Creek Sketch Plan 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION:  
 
Approval with conditions to be met prior to preliminary plat submissions 
 
STATED MOTION: 
 
I move to approve the Sage Creek sketch plan subject to the following conditions prior to preliminary 
plat approval: 

1. SETBACKS.  Adequate setbacks for all buildings and parking (Sec.  3.2.); 

2. LANDSCAPING. Adequate landscaping along Highway 191 (Sec. 3.2); 

3. DRIVEWAYS.  16 foot, minimum, driveways shall be shown on the plat  (Sec. 6.2); 

4. PUBLIC ACCESS.  Official UDOT approval (Sec. 6.2.4);  

5. COMPATIBILITY STANDARD.  Submission of a site plan illustrating the required screening 
and building siting (Sec. 6.10. 1 D. E.)  

6. ENGINEERING.  Submission of a preliminary drainage report including proposed storm 
drainage collection and delivery system (Sec. 7.7);   

7. PHYSICAL CONSTRAINTS.  All physical constraints located on the property shall be 
identified on the preliminary plat (Sec. 6.8 and Sec. 6.9); 

8. UTILITIES.  Submission of utility letters indicating service commitment and adequacy of 
proposed easements (Sec. 7.6);   

9. FIRE PROTECTION.  Fire Chief approval of the adequacy of proposed access and the 
location and number of fire hydrants (Sec. 7.9); and 

10. PUBLIC WATER and SEWER.  Grand Water and Sewer approval letters for ability to serve 
and needed easements.  (Sec. 7.8 and 7.10) 
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6.3.3 D.  Review by Commission 
Items for consideration by Commission 

The Planning Commission shall, in its action on the Subdivision Sketch Plan, consider: 
1. The physical arrangement of the subdivision,  
2. The adequacy of street rights-of-way and alignment given the existing street pattern and 

Grand County street standards, 
3. Utility service and surface drainage, and 
4. Adequacy of lots size given the minimum requirements of the underlying zone district and 

the type of sanitary sewage disposal proposed. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
Introduction 
This sketch plan application is submitted by Black Oak Development Group.  The property is located 
at 2811 South Hwy. 191 and zoned Highway Commercial (HC).  The Applicant proposes division of 9 
acres into 120 Condo Units.  Surrounding properties are zoned Large Lot Residential and consist of 
single-family residential to the east (LLR zone district), and HC to the north and south with single 
family homes on large lots.   

Sketch Plan Sec. 9.3 
Submittal requirements shall include conceptual plans for the entire parcel.   

A. A preliminary title report from a licensed title company or attorney listing the name of 
the property owner(s) and all liens, easements and judgments of record affecting the 
property.  provided 

B. Conceptual drawing provided – Minimum setbacks in the HC zone district are shown, 
but they may need to be modified based on the compatibility standards of Section 6.10.  
A final determination will be made based on the building plans submitted during 
preliminary plat review. Landscaping is not addressed. 

C. A conceptual drawing of the lot and street layout drawn at a scale of not less than 1 inch 
= 200 feet and including the following: 

D. Proposed number of lots and the approximate area of the individual lots; provided 

E. Topographic contours at 5 foot intervals and all easements or rights-of-way necessary for 
drainage within or without the boundaries of the subdivision; provided 

F. Significant natural features of the site including streams, lakes, natural drainage lines, 
vegetation type, and other similar features;  see Physical Constraints below  

G. Man-made features such as existing buildings, irrigation ditches, utility lines and 
easements, bridges, culverts, drainage systems, mines or mine dumps; see Physical 
Constraints below 

H. Zone district boundaries; shown – see building height standard below 
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I. General land use divisions into residential types, commercial, industrial, community 
facilities, and open space including proposed boundaries of public use or common areas; 
parking area, total number of dwelling units and total square footage of non-residential 
space; provided –see “project tabulations”  on plat 

J. Type and layout of water supply and sewage treatment system proposed;  shown  

K. Acreage of the entire tract and the area to the nearest one-half acres and percent of total 
area to be devoted to open space; provided – shown on “project tabulations” on plat. No 
open space is proposed or required.  

L. The name and location of a portion of adjoining subdivisions shall be drawn to the same 
scale and shown in dotted lines adjacent to the tract proposed for subdivisions in 
sufficient detail to show actually the existing streets and alleys and other features that 
may influence the layout and development of the proposed subdivisions; where adjacent 
land is not subdivided, the name of the owner of the adjacent tract shall be shown; 
provided 

M. A vicinity-topography map (which may be a USGS one (1) inch equals 2000 feet scale) 
shall locate the property relative to surrounding areas; and  provided 

N. A filing fee shall be submitted to cover the cost of review and processing with every 
subdivision sketch plan in accordance with the fee schedule adopted by resolution of the 
County Council. paid 

 

Physical Constraints 

There are two large historic drainages on the property. The applicant has provided an excavation and 
grading application to the County Engineer. The Applicant will be modifying the drainage on the 
property to permit the buildings. While the initial grading is separate from subdivision approval, it is 
related to the drainage plan that will be required at preliminary plat review. The applicant shall 
indicate on the preliminary plat the existence of any physical constraints on the property that remain 
after the initial grading work currently under review. County Engineer approval of the final drainage 
plan will be required prior to preliminary plat approval. 
 
Utilities 
All utilities must be installed underground. Letters shall be submitted with the preliminary plat 
application to indicate the availability of water and sewer service, gas and electric service, and the 
adequacy of easements proposed. The applicant has shown the conceptual water and water lines on 
the sketch plan. An attached letter from Sunrise Engineering to Grand Water and Sewer Service 
Agency indicates the improvements needed to facilitate the proposed development. Beyond the 
improvements noted in this letter, downstream improvements within the Moab City boundaries may 
be required for both water and sewer. Necessary improvements, and the Applicant’s associated and 
proportionate share of costs, must be determined prior to preliminary plat approval.   
 
Roads & Connectivity 
Access to the subject property is from Highway 191. UDOT shall provide an encroachment permit 
prior to preliminary plat approval.  The Applicant is proposing an extension of Mesa Road, a County 
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right-of-way that bisects the property and continues to Desert Road.  The County Road Department 
and the County Engineer recommend Mesa Road be developed to County road standards at the 
Applicant’s expense.  The existing road is inadequate, yet the Sage Creek development will create 
additional traffic and use.  See street connections below. 
 
Sec. 7.3.3 Street Connections 
The system of streets designated for the subdivision, except in unusual cases, must connect with 
streets already dedicated in adjacent subdivisions, and, where no adjacent connections are platted, 
must in general be the reasonable projection of streets in the nearest subdivided tracts. Streets 
designated fro the subdivision must also be continued to the boundaries of the tract subdivided, so 
that other subdivisions may connect when developed. 
 
Sidewalks or Trails 
Sidewalks shall be required within the subdivision, Sec. 7.4 
 
Fire Protection 
Prior to preliminary plat approval, the Fire Chief shall review and approve the adequacy of proposed 
access, fire hydrants, and water pressure.     
 
Lot Standards 
Multifamily residential development standards: 

 HC ZONE DISTRIT 
 Primary Use Condominiums 

Accessory Use Normal 
Acreage 9 acres 
Number of Units 120 
Building Height 35 ft. 
Parking off street 2 per unit 
Setbacks – see below 
for additional 
requirements  

Front = 20 ft. 
Side = 10 ft. 
Rear = 20 ft. 

 
Multifamily Dwellings Sec. 3.2 (B) and (C) 

1. At least 70 percent of the area contained within a required front yard or street side yard shall 
be landscaped in accordance with the requirements of Sec. 6.4, Landscaping and screening; 

2. Landscape screening shall be required along the entire length of any street or highway 
frontage, except access points, in accordance with the requirements of Sec. 6.4;  

3. All highway access shall be subject to the issuance of a highway access permit from UDOT; 
4. No parking space shall be located in a required yard, except for the rear yard. 
5. No off street parking space shall be located closer than 10 feet to any residential building 

wall. 
6. For developments of 40 or more dwelling units, a divided ingress – egress driveway with a 
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landscaped median for all entrances from public streets shall be provided for all 
developments. 

7. Sidewalks shall be constructed with the interior of the development to link residential 
buildings with other destinations such as, but not limited to: parking, adjoining streets, 
mailboxes, trash disposal, adjoining sidewalks or greenways and on-site amenities such as 
recreation areas.   

8. The minimum spacing between multifamily dwellings shall be 20 feet, with an additional 10 
feet provided between buildings for every story over 2 stories.   

 
Building Height – Sec. 6.10. D. 
No structure shall exceed 28 feet in height within 150 feet of the lot line of property that is in a 
Protected Zone District (residential zones) pursuant to Section 10.1. A, or that contains a single 
family or duplex use which is less than 28 feet in height. 
 
Buffer and Screening Standards – Sec. 6.10. E. 
Development shall be screened from property in a Protected Zone District, pursuant to Section 
6.10.1E.  Such visual screening shall be accomplished through siting and layout, the use of opaque 
fences, vegetative buffers, and berms or a combination of such techniques along the lot line that is 
adjacent to a property in a protected zone, or contains a single-family or duplex use.  
 
Drainage 
The sketch plan shows a planned detention basin on the east side of the property.  An approved 
drainage report will be required prior to preliminary plat approval indicating the proposed storm 
drainage collection and delivery system.  The County Engineer recommends a letter from DEQ 
regarding stream alterations regarding the historic drainage on the property.   
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December 21, 2015 
 
Re: Sage Creek Development DRT Response Letter 
 
 
To: Zacharia Levine 
Community Development Director 
Grand County, UT  
435-259-1371 
 
Thank you for the review team comments dated December 7, 2015. Below are our responses in 
RED.  
 
Roads and Parking:  

As per the Grand County LUC (Sec. 7.3) and Construction Standards (Sec. 1), Mesa Rd. shall be 
improved between US-191 and Desert Rd. to current designated road standards. We have updated 
our plans to reflect Mesa Road extending all the way to Desert Rd.  

Parking improvements may be required to accommodate the types of vehicles and recreational 
equipment used by visitors to Grand County. We have had discussions with Phillip regarding this 
and have updated all parking stalls to accommodate the largest pickup truck (19.3’ long) and a 26 
foot wide drive aisle for fire truck hammerhead dimensions. Now all of our parking spaces are at 
least 9 ft wide x 20 ft long with a 26 ft drive aisle. The 20 ft length is from face of curb to the end 
of striping. We have also run a turning analysis of AASHTO vehicles including fire trucks, 
busses and trailers to ensure that internal circulation can be accommodated.    

Fire:  

The fire chief indicates the proposed parking areas are too long given the ingresses/egresses 
shown. The fire chief will require a maximum distance of 150 feet between each ingress/egress 
and structure accessed by it. Turnarounds within the parking areas shall be approved by the fire 
chief. Emergency access could be provided along the exterior boundaries of the property, which 
could double as the required 20 foot setback along the north property line. We have updated the 
plans to show hammerheads for fire trucks for any distance over 150 feet and have worked with 
Phillip to ensure that we are meeting current IFC requirements. Each hammerhead will have a 
crash gate so that residents are not able to use the hammer heads as parking, potentially blocking 
the hammerhead during an emergency. The hammerheads do come close to the adjacent building 
corners, however, the buildings have been designed to have an 8 inch thick reinforced foundation 
wall that extends 6 feet above ground.  These walls, especially at the corners, could withstand a 
collision with a truck. As a result, we are not concerned about a firetruck accidentally damaging a 
building during an emergency situation.  

As a multi-story condominium building, R-2 construction standards will be required by the 
building official, which means fire sprinklers are to be included in your construction plans. These 
buildings will be sprinkled.  

Drainage: 
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Two major drainages cross the parcel. The County Engineer suggests working with him early in 
the planning process to ensure adequate storm drainage is provided. We are planning on piping 
the two drainages mentioned through the development, and back to their historical flow channel. 
All increases in onsite flow, due to development improvements, will be restricted using detention 
ponds.   

Water & Sewer Utilities:  

Grand Water and Sewer Service Agency (GWSSA) suggests you bore underground to access a 
12” water line located underneath US-191. The alternative connection would require you to travel 
along Desert Rd. to Spanish Trail Rd., and eventually hook into Spanish Valley Dr. 1500 gallons 
per minute will be required. Sewer access is available immediately north of your property along 
Spanish Valley Dr. Mark Sovine is the appropriate contact at Grand Water and Sewer Service 
Agency. On-site and off-site improvements will be required to adequately serve your project.  

We have discussed all sewer and water issues with GWSSA. They confirmed that we will connect 
into the current sewer location that we have shown to the North East. Furthermore, after further 
analysis they have found that the water fire flow requirements will require a 10 inch diameter 
waterline to connection to an existing high pressure main at the intersection of Spanish Valley Dr. 
and Spanish Trail Rd. Approximately 2000 feet away. We will include the design of this in our 
final engineering plans, and we have asked GWSSA to issue an updated will serve letter.  

Thank you again for your comments and direction.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

 
Mitch Mortensen, P.E. 
Engineering Manager 
Outlaw Engineering, Inc. 
435-272-4362 
mitch@outlaw-engineering.com 
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THESE DRAWINGS, OR ANY PORTION THEREOF, SHALL NOT BE USED ON ANY

PROJECT OR EXTENSIONS OF THIS PROJECT EXCEPT BY AGREEMENT IN WRITING

WITH OUTLAW ENGINEERING, INC.

P.O. BOX 1800

ROOSEVELT, UTAH 84066

(435) 232-4321

BLUE STAKES OF UTAH

1-800-662-4111

BEFORE YOU

NOTICE!

THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE

RESPONSIBLE FOR THE LOCATION,

PROTECTION, AND RESTORATION  

OF ALL BURIED OR ABOVE  

GROUND UTILITIES, SHOWN OR 

NOT SHOWN ON THE PLANS.
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PROJECT TABULATIONS

CURRENT ZONING

PROPOSED USE

ROADWAY/PARKING AREA

TOTAL BUILDING AREA

OPEN SPACE AREA

TOTAL UNITS

TOTAL PARKING SPACES

DENSITY

= HIGHWAY COMMERCIAL (HC)

= MULTI-FAMILY

= 7.81 AC

= 2.69 AC

= 1.81 AC

= 3.31 AC = 42%

= 120 UNITS

= 239 SPACES = 2 SPACES/UNIT

= 15.4 UNITS/ACRE

LOCATED IN THE NORTH EAST

1/4 OF SECTION 21, TOWNSHIP

26 SOUTH, RANGE 22 EAST,

SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN,

GRAND COUNTY, UTAH.

38°31'54" N   109°30'15" W

VEGETATION TYPE: BRUSH

LEGEND



 
 
 
December 2, 2015 
 

Mark Sovine, Manager 
Grand Water & Sewer Service Agency 
3025 East Spanish Trail Rd 
Moab, UT  84532 
 
Re: Sage Creek at Moab – Revision 1 

 
Dear Mark: 
 
I recently received a revised set of plans for Sage Creek.  This revision adds an 
additional 2 buildings, bringing the total residential units up to 121. 
 
I have reviewed the hydraulic model of the existing distribution system in 
anticipation of the proposed Sage Creek Apartment Complex located on Mesa Rd, 
between Highway 191 and Desert Road.  It is also noted that with the recently 
discovered information, we have adjusted the model to include the existing line in 
Desert Road as a 4” line. 
 
It is proposed by the developer that the apartments will be connecting to a new 8” 
line installed along Mesa Road.  This line will connect to the existing 6” pipe located 
adjacent to Highway 191 and the existing 4” line located adjacent to Desert Road.   
 
The complex will consist of 121 residential units and a total irrigated acreage of 4 
acres.   
 
The anticipated peak day demand for the complex is 85 gpm.  This is based upon 
121 residential units at 800 gallons per day per unit and 4 irrigated acres at 4.52 gpm 
per irrigated acre. 
 
By connecting to the existing 6” along Highway 191 and the 4” in Desert Road, 
adequate fire flows cannot be achieved.  Improvements to the distribution system 
will be required in order to connect this complex. 
 
In order to have adequate fire flow and pressure for this complex, a 10” line would 
need to be installed all the way from the complex over to Desert Road, south on 
Desert Road to Spanish Trail Road, then West on Spanish Trail road to Spanish 
Valley Drive.  This is approximately 2,500 lineal feet.  This improvement to the 
existing system will result in an available fire flow > 1,500 gpm and provide a 
working pressure of approximately 100 psi. 
 



Based upon the conditions described above and the hydraulic model results, the Sage 
Creek Apartment Complex should only be connected to the distribution system after 
the recommended improvements have been made. 
 
Please call if you have any questions or concerns. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Robert W. Worley, P.E. 
Sunrise Engineering, Inc. 

 
 

 



Grand County Community Development Department (CDD) 
& Planning Commission (PC) 

2016 Work Plan 

 

 

*Priority groups are determined through a combination of the following factors: level of importance, 
level of impact on service to the community, difficulty of completion, likeness of respective tasks, 
degree of progress, and staff capabilities.  

Priority Group 1:  

• Revisiting the Future Land Use Plan (FLUP) map within the Grand County General Plan (GP) 
• Amending the Grand County Land Use Code (LUC) to facilitate the development of 

permanent affordable housing 
• Creating a state mandated County Resource Management Plan (CRMP) 
• Improving code enforcement effectiveness  

Priority Group 2:  

• Improving GIS functionality within the department and adding ArcGIS online to the CDD  
• Reviewing permitted and conditionally permitted uses within each zone district 
• Reducing the development review time 
• Updating the Grand County LUC to incorporate “Complete Streets” design guidelines  
• Long-range planning for the South US-191 corridor 

Priority Group 3:  

• Improving community engagement and public participation 
• Providing additional training opportunities to CDD staff, PC members, and the public 
• Translating all Grand County LUC applications into fillable .pdf forms  



Amending the Grand County 
Land Use Code to promote 

housing affordability

Zacharia Levine, MCRP
Community Development Director
Interlocal Housing Task Force, Chair



Code enforcement is the foundation

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

Current and 
ongoing code 
violations

Update code 
enforcement 
language & 
protocol

• Council-supported
institutionalization of code
enforcement

• Community recognition of
code enforcement

• New code enforcement protocol and 
violation letters drafted and currently 
under review

• The County is currently missing out 
on a significant amount of tax 
revenue from illegal overnight rentals

• Code enforcement ensures 
regulatory measures to promote 
housing affordability are not 
undermined by code violations 



What is affordable housing?

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

The LUC does not 
have an explicit 
definition of 
housing 
affordability 

Add definitions 
of affordable 
housing: 

• All housing costs, including 
mortgage or rent, taxes, 
insurance, utilities, and 
maintenance or HOA fees, 
amount to less than 30% of a 
household’s income

• Utilize Median Family Income, as 
defined by the most current HUD 
limits (FY’15 = $55,300, adjusted 
for family size), to identify target 
households (e.g. 80% MFI)

• http://www.huduser.gov/portal/d
atasets/il.html

• HUD MFI is the figure used in 
State and Federal housing 
programs. It differs significantly 
from the Census’ ACS figures

• Ex: ACS ‘09-’13, Area Median 
Income = $45,888/yr. vs. HUD’s FY 
‘15 Median Family Income = 
$55,300



Who needs affordable housing?

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

The LUC does not 
define target 
populations 
based on income 
or employment

Add definitions 
of affordable 
housing target 
populations

• Affordable housing is to be 
targeted towards households with 
at least one individual currently 
employed within the boundaries 
of Grand County, or 9 out of the 
last 12 months.  

• Define numerical or percentage 
targets for households according 
to income level (TBD)

• 30% of HUD MFI
• 50% of HUD MFI
• 80% of HUD MFI
• 100% of HUD MFI
• 120% of HUD MFI

• Council could further specify 
employment targets for essential 
service providers (sheriffs, fire 
fighters, nurses, teachers, etc.)

• Income-based targets should be 
based on a combination of the 
number of households per 
income level and current housing 
market (i.e. number of housing 
units available for sale/rent at 
affordable levels for each income 
level). 



Ensuring affordability over time

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

No mechanism 
exists within the 
LUC to ensure 
permanent 
affordability

Require all new 
affordable housing 
to include some 
form of deed 
restriction, and 
designate HASU as 
the monitoring or 
enforcement agent

• Deed restrictions ensure that 
affordable housing remains 
affordable and/or that target 
populations have access to 
housing over time

• Deed restrict based on: 
• Income, employment, 

sales/rental limits, equity 
caps, etc. 

• Allow for project by 
project consideration

• Permanent (or long-term) 
affordability is critical in a housing 
market with limited developable 
land



Promoting compact development

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is 
addressed

Additional info/comment

Low density leads 
to inefficient land 
use, high 
infrastructure 
maintenance costs, 
and high land costs

Current  res. zoning: 
MFR: 8/10/14 du/acre
SLR: 5 du/acre
LLR: 2 du/acre
RR: 1 du/acre

**Most of the valley is 
zoned LLR or RR

Increase maximum 
densities in 
selected areas of 
Grand County, 
especially those 
with affordability 
components

• Density ≠ 
affordability, but it’s 
hard to get 
affordability without 
density.

• Amend the General 
Plan by revisiting the 
Future Land Use Plan 
(FLUP) map

• Increasing densities and granting up-zone 
requests should be supported by impact 
fees and infrastructure master plans: 
water, sewer, drainage, trails, and roads. 

• Currently, Grand County is limited as much 
by infrastructure as it is land. 

• Density increases could be across the 
board or restricted by inclusionary zoning 

• The USGS groundwater study should 
provide additional information on water-
related constraints



2012 Future Land Use Plan



Promoting compact development

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

Inefficient land 
use – open space 
requirement 
keeps land costs 
high

Remove open space 
requirements for PUDs 
utilizing affordable 
housing bonus 
densities 

Allow existing 
subdivisions to develop 
deed restricted units on 
previously required 
open space 

• Land costs are the primary 
barrier to housing 
affordability in Grand 
County

• Without a 20% open space 
requirement, a PUD can 
receive bonus densities 
without losing developable 
land.

• Grand County has more than 2M 
acres of public land (i.e. open 
space)

• HASU can manage the deed 
restrictions on developed open 
space in existing subdivisions, as 
with other deed restrictions



Promoting compact development

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is 
addressed

Additional info/comment

Minimum lot sizes, 
setback requirements, 
buffer requirements, 
height restrictions, 
parking requirements, 
road widths

• Reduce minimum lot
sizes and setbacks in 
higher density zones

• Modify buffer 
(compatibility) 
requirements

• Increase height limits

• Reduce parking 
requirements and 
interior road widths 

• Collectively, these
amendments 
significantly increase 
land use efficiency

• Lot size reduction will also be 
achieved through changes in 
density limits

• Buffer requirements were 
introduced to create compatibility 
between high-density condo 
developments and single-family 
homes. How can we achieve the 
intent without creating too much 
unbuildable land

• Line of sight conditions to protect 
canyon rims can remain in effect



Promoting infill development

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is 
addressed

Additional info/comment

Accessory Dwelling 
Unit (ADU), or 
“mother-in-law,” 
restrictions

• Remove owner 
occupancy requirements

• Reduce or remove 
minimum lot sizes 
required

• Increase maximum 
height limit to match the 
underlying zone district

• Relaxing constraints
on ADUs increases 
the potential for 
efficient land use 

• GWSSA may need to amend 
policy on impact fees for ADUs to 
accommodate additional growth



Preventing housing loss

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

There currently 
is no mechanism 
in place to 
prevent housing 
loss

Require housing mitigation 
plans for demolitions, 
residential to commercial 
rezones, and residential to 
commercial conversions

• Owners/developers may not 
reduce Grand County’s housing 
stock, or land available for 
residential housing without 
mitigating the impact through 
construction or fees-in lieu.

• Exceptions must be defined 

• Exceptions must be defined



Enabling seasonal housing opportunities

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

Dormitories

Group housing in 
residential areas

Seasonal
campgrounds
(non-commercial, 
long-term camp 
parks)

Add dormitory to 
the Use Table 
and define 
conditionally 
permitted zones

Modify definition 
of family/max # 
of unrelated 
individuals

• Temporary residents and seasonal 
employees do not always demand 
or require traditional, permanent 
housing

• Group housing (>5 unrelated 
family members) can 
accommodate temporary 
residents and seasonal workers

• Enables the use of non-IBC 
structures to be used for housing 
without creating liability for the 
County

• Legal review is needed re: non-
IBC structures used for long-term 
stays

• Where should these be allowed?
• How to prevent 

commercial/overnight uses



New development to include affordability

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

Currently, the LUC does 
not have a mechanism 
to ensure all new 
development includes 
affordable housing

Adopt an assured housing 
policy: 

• Housing developers to build a 
number of affordable 
equivalent residential units 
(ERUs) equivalent to 20% of 
proposed density 

• Commercial developers to 
build a number of affordable 
equivalent residential units 
(ERUs) equivalent of 20% of 
new housing demand created

• Assured housing 
policies ensure that 
new development 
includes affordable 
housing

• Required affordable 
units do not count 
against density 

• Exceptions must be 
defined

• Fee-in-lieu options 
must be defined

• It is reasonable to 
require developers 
create their fair share 
of affordable housing



Budgetary decisions: Impact fee waivers

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

Impact fees 
increase
development 
costs

Add explicit language 
to the LUC allowing 
for deed-restricted 
housing to be eligible 
for impact fee waivers

• Waiving impact fees enables 
cost-savings to be passed on 
to buyers/renters

• Deed-restricted housing required 
by inclusionary policies should 
not be eligible for impact fee 
waivers 



Budgetary decisions: Impact fee modifications

Barrier LUC amendment How barrier is addressed Additional info/comment

Impact fees do not 
reflect development 
type or differences in 
long-term 
maintenance costs

Modify impact fees: 
• Decrease fees for high 

density dev’t. & 
housing 

• Increase fees for 
hotels, campgrounds, 
and overnight rentals

• Impact fees incentivize/ 
disincentivize compact 
development or sprawling 
development because they 
don’t differentiate between 
development patterns or 
residential building sizes 

• The 2015 capital facilities 
plan and impact fee 
facilities plan (written by 
Horrocks Engineers) 

• Legal review will be 
necessary



Next Steps

 Hold workshops with the city and county planning commissions, city 
and county councils, and public
 Draft ordinances reflecting code amendments
 Hold public hearings and adopt ordinances 

 Final comments: 
 Discuss the possibility of sunset clauses (i.e. 1 year trial periods)
 Review the Grand County Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP)



PUBLIC NOTICE 
Meeting Schedule for Grand County Planning Commission 

2016 Calendar Year 
  

 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Grand County Planning Commission will meet on the second 
and Fourth Wednesday of each Month.  Meetings will begin at 6:00 P.M. and will be held at the Grand 
County Council Chambers of the County Courthouse, 125 East Center Street Moab, Utah.   
Dates scheduled for the meetings are as follows:  
  
 (One time date change) January 12, 2016,  January 27, 2016, 
 February 10, 2016,  February 24, 2016, 
 March 9, 2016,  March 23, 2016, 
 April 13, 2016,  April 27, 2016, 
 May 11, 2016,   May 25, 2016, 
 June 8, 2016,  June 22, 2016, 
 July 13, 2016,  July 27, 2016,  
 August 10, 2016,  August 24, 2016, 
 September 14, 2016, September 28, 2016, 
 October 12, 2016,  October 26, 2016, 
 November 9, 2016,   November 23, 2016 - No meeting 
 December 14, 2016, December 28, 2016 - No meeting  
 
Individuals with special need requests who would like to participate in the County Council meetings 
are encouraged to contact the County Council office three (3) days in advance of these meetings.  
Specific accommodation necessary to allow participation of disabled persons will be provided to the 
maximum extent possible.  T.D.D. (Telecommunication Device for the Deaf) calls can be answered at 
(435) 259-1347.  Request, questions, or comments can be communicated to: 
 
Mary Hofhine 
125 E. Center 
Moab, Utah 84532 
435-259-1343 
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1 2 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 • County Council Meeting
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10 11 12 13 14 15 16 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 • Agenda Summary Deadline
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 5pm, Wednesdays before Council Meetings
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 28 29 27 28 29 30 31 (unless otherwise noted due to holidays)
31 • Countywide Leadership Meeting

8:30am on the Thursday that follows the 1st 
 Tuesday Council Meeting

• Council Administrative Workshop
S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S 9am, 5th Tuesdays (if needed) 

1 2 1 2 3 4 • County Holiday Observed
3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 • Joint City-County Council Meeting
10 11 12 13 14 15 16 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 11:30am, 5th Fridays (if needed)
17 18 19 20 21 22 23 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 19 20 21 22 23 24 25
24 25 26 27 28 29 30 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 26 27 28 29 30

29 30 31
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2016 Council Meetings, Agenda Summary (AS) Deadlines & Leadership Meeting Dates
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	AGENDA Jan 12
	SR Sage Creek Sketch
	Items for consideration by Commission
	Introduction
	Sketch Plan Sec. 9.3
	A. A preliminary title report from a licensed title company or attorney listing the name of the property owner(s) and all liens, easements and judgments of record affecting the property.  provided
	B. Conceptual drawing provided – Minimum setbacks in the HC zone district are shown, but they may need to be modified based on the compatibility standards of Section 6.10.  A final determination will be made based on the building plans submitted durin...
	C. A conceptual drawing of the lot and street layout drawn at a scale of not less than 1 inch = 200 feet and including the following:
	D. Proposed number of lots and the approximate area of the individual lots; provided
	E. Topographic contours at 5 foot intervals and all easements or rights-of-way necessary for drainage within or without the boundaries of the subdivision; provided
	F. Significant natural features of the site including streams, lakes, natural drainage lines, vegetation type, and other similar features;  see Physical Constraints below
	G. Man-made features such as existing buildings, irrigation ditches, utility lines and easements, bridges, culverts, drainage systems, mines or mine dumps; see Physical Constraints below
	H. Zone district boundaries; shown – see building height standard below
	I. General land use divisions into residential types, commercial, industrial, community facilities, and open space including proposed boundaries of public use or common areas; parking area, total number of dwelling units and total square footage of no...
	J. Type and layout of water supply and sewage treatment system proposed;  shown
	K. Acreage of the entire tract and the area to the nearest one-half acres and percent of total area to be devoted to open space; provided – shown on “project tabulations” on plat. No open space is proposed or required.
	L. The name and location of a portion of adjoining subdivisions shall be drawn to the same scale and shown in dotted lines adjacent to the tract proposed for subdivisions in sufficient detail to show actually the existing streets and alleys and other ...
	M. A vicinity-topography map (which may be a USGS one (1) inch equals 2000 feet scale) shall locate the property relative to surrounding areas; and  provided
	N. A filing fee shall be submitted to cover the cost of review and processing with every subdivision sketch plan in accordance with the fee schedule adopted by resolution of the County Council. paid
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