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PC September 4, 2018 

ALPINE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

Alpine City Hall, 20 North Main, Alpine, UT 

September 4, 2018 

 

I.  GENERAL BUSINESS 
 

 A. Welcome and Roll Call: The meeting was called to order at 7:00 pm by Jane Griener. 

The following were present and constituted a quorum: 

 

Chairman:  Dave Fotheringham, excused 

Commission Members: Alan MacDonald, John MacKay, Jane Griener (Presiding), John Gubler, 

Sylvia Christiansen, Bryce Higbee excused 

Staff:  Marla Fox, Austin Roy, Jed Muhlestein 

Others: Paul Kroff, Breezy Anson, Mike Russon, Cori Russon, Wade Budge 

 

 B.  Prayer/Opening Comments:   John Mackay 

 C.  Pledge of Allegiance:    John Gubler 

 

II.  PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There were no public comments. 

 

III.  ACTION ITEMS 

 

A.  Major Subdivision Final Plat – The Ridge at ALPINE PRD – PAUL KROFF 

City Planner Austin Roy presented the staff report regarding the request for Final Plat approval for 

Phase 1 of The Ridge at Alpine Subdivision.  The subdivision included nine lots ranging in size 

from 0.46 acres to 3.15 acres on a site that was approximately 15.38 acres.  The development was 

proposed to include approximately 4.26 acres of private open space.  He confirmed that all the 

proposed lost met the PRD requirements for area, width, and frontage.  Regarding trails, Austin 

Roy said that the developer had been working with the Trails Committee on the location of two 

trails in the development, but they had not solidified those locations yet.  One of the trails would 

require a trailhead and parking area, and that area would need to be screened according to the PRD 

requirements. 

 

Austin Roy noted that Lots 69 and 70 had double frontages, which was prohibited unless the 

Planning Commission and City Council approved them.  The lots would have “no access” 

restrictions so that they could not access Elk Ridge Lane.  There was a brief discussion about the 

difference between double frontage lots and corner lots.  Jed Muhlestein added that Lots 68 and 

69, corner lots, would need to have alternate addresses so that the developer could choose which 

road to front.   

 

Austin Roy said that staff was still concerned about Lot 72 because they didn’t feel that the plan 

met the intent of the PRD ordinance. 
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Jed Muhlestein commented that the development would be done in phases.  The City preferred 

that each phase stand alone from the other phases in case the developer went bankrupt and the 

development stopped.   

 

There was a discussion regarding easements, and Jed Muhlestein said that this property was in the 

Wildlife Interface and it was required to have a secondary/emergency access.  The developer had 

proposed to provide an emergency access that would connect to Grove Drive, and they would be 

improving and asphalting the existing dirt road.  The Fire Chief had reviewed and approved these 

plans.  There would also need to be easements for utilities and trails within the development.   

 

Jed Muhlestein noted that the developer would not be required to build the soccer park until a later 

phase.  

 

Alan MacDonald asked for clarification on staff’s interpretation the PRD ordinance in relation to 

Lot 72.  Austin Roy said that the developer was in compliance with the development agreement 

and the requirements of the PRD.  There was language in the ordinance allowing clustering, but 

the intention of the clustering was to keep homes off the hillside.  The developer has proposed the 

building envelop of Lot 72 on top of the ridge.   

 

Austin Roy explained that the open space part of a PRD development could be a park or 

undeveloped land, and it could be public or private.  The City Council gave PRD status for this 

development based on the understanding that the open space would be developed into a soccer 

park and it would be built during Phase 1.  They were not particularly warm to the idea of changing 

to a family park, as suggested by the Planning Commission.   

 

Jane Griener asked who would be responsible for maintenance of the secondary access, and Jed 

Muhlestein said the developer would maintain the access.  

 

Sylvia Christiansen read section 3.9.12.1 of the PRD ordinance, which stated that the Planning 

Commission may recommend changes in the plan in order to fully accomplish the intent of the 

PRD provisions and compliance with the General Plan.  

 

Breezy Anson, from the Trails Committee, confirmed that the developer had been working with 

the Committee on the trails in the development.  He presented a map of the site and said that the 

blue lines were the trails originally proposed by the developer, and the red lines were alternatives 

that they had discussed.  The Committee was against switchback trails because they would be 

difficult to maintain.  Ideally, the trails needed to stay off the ridge and go through the trees to 

avoid runoff issues.  The best plan they came up with crosses a portion of City property and two 

private properties, but they would need to get permission from those property owners to do that.  

He confirmed that neither the Committee nor the developer had spoken with those property owners 

yet.  They had also discussed the location of the trail on the east side of the development, which 

would depend on the fate of Lot 72.  

 

Referencing the map, there was a lengthy discussion regarding potential routes for the trails, the 

topography of the land, and protecting the residences.  
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Jed Muhlestein went over the recommendations listed in the staff report, including the removal of 

the possible septic tank at the old Grant residence. 

 

Sylvia Christiansen asked if the corner lots would have restricted access, and staff responded that 

they would not.  It was explained that the City prohibited accesses that would be unsafe, but the 

City did not have a preference on the frontage of the corner lot homes.  This was the reason for the 

alternate addresses for each lot.  Jed Muhlestein said that they were making a recommendation on 

one of the corner lots because it would have a detention pond over which the access could not 

cross.   

 

The discussion turned back to Lot 72, and it was confirmed that the front of the lot was too steep 

for a building pad.  Jane Griener commented that the question was not about having Lot 72 or not, 

but it was a question of whether the City would allow a long driveway on the lot so that the building 

pad can be up on the hill, or if they would require the home to be in the cul-de-sac.  Sylvia 

Christiansen did not consider the lot to be “clustered” as it was being proposed.   

 

Wade Budget, attorney for the development, said that the proposed plat met all of the requirements 

of the PRD for lot width, size, and frontage.  What they were struggling with was staff’s 

assumption that they were somehow not consistent with the intent of the ordinance.  He addressed 

the code language regarding clustering and explained that they met the code precisely.  The 

language regarding “scenic intent” was subjective. 

 

Jane Griener said that Lot 72 may meet the letter of the law, but it did not meet the intent of the 

law.  She was concerned that this PRD only benefited the developer and the City was left with 

little to nothing.   

 

Sylvia Christiansen spoke about the importance of the wording of an ordinance, and this ordinance 

needed to be revised.  She was worried about setting precedent with this development.  

 

There was a discussion regarding the trails, and the Planning Commission was concerned that they 

hadn’t received solid recommendations from the Trails Committee on trails for the last few 

subdivision proposals.   

 

Cori Russon, a resident, said that the developer was told that the City Council would put in the 

trails after the fact.  The City Council clearly said that they wanted to know where the trails would 

be located before final approval.  

 

There was subsequent discussion regarding the motion and what the Planning Commission would 

like to include.  Several Commissioners felt that Lot 72 met the letter of the law, and that’s what 

the Planning Commission was supposed to determine.  It was the duty of the City Council to decide 

if the lot met the intent of the law.  Most Commissioners agreed that they would rather see the 

home off the hillside, but the proposal did meet the ordinance as it was currently written.  

 

MOTION:   John Gubler moved to recommend approval of The Ridge at Alpine PRD with the 

following conditions: 
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1. Provide alternate addresses for Lots 68 and 69. 

2. Lot 64 would have no access onto Elk Ridge Lane because of the detention pond. 

3. The developer would follow Engineering recommendations, including addressing 

redlines on the plat and construction drawings, working with staff on variable speed 

pumps, provide documentation of the demolition of the old Grant residence and septic 

tank, meet the water policy with Alpine Irrigation, Co. shares, and provide an 

engineer’s cost estimate for all Phase 1 construction items.    

4. Water and sewer easements be included on Lot 72. 

5. Lot 70 would have no access from Elk Ridge Lane. 

6. Any easements required for trails and ponds be included on the plat.  

7. The Planning Commission recommends the trail alignment as presented, subject to 

consent from the Nash and Hamilton families to include trails on their property. 

8. The Planning Commission believes that Lot 72 meets the requirements of the 

ordinance.  

 

Alan MacDonald seconded the motion. There were 3 Ayes and 2 Nays (recorded below).  The 

motion did not pass. 

 

Ayes:     Nays: 

John MacKay    Alan MacDonald                                                                    

Sylvia Christiansen    Jane Griener 

John Gubler 

 

B.  Development Code Review – Article 3.9 – Planned Residential 
Austin Roy said that the objective with the review tonight was to look at the ordinance regarding 

Planned Residential Developments (PRD) and give any suggestions for content and wording.   

 

The Planning Commission was concerned that the existing language provided opportunity for the 

developer to gain a lot from the PRD without having to give much back to the City, which was the 

entire purpose of a PRD.  They wanted the ordinance language to be more detailed. 

 

Jane Griener suggested that they consider not allowing PRDs to be phased.  With the PRD that 

they just discussed, the developer wasn’t being required to include the park on the first phase, so 

the City wasn’t getting any benefit from this phase.   

 

It was suggested that staff and the City Attorney come up with language for an ordinance 

amendment and then present it to the Planning Commission for review.  

 

Staff clarified that David Fotheringham was the one who wanted to have this discussion so that 

the Planning Commission members were more aware of this ordinance and the issues associated 

with it.   

 

Austin Roy was concerned with prohibiting phasing because some PRDs were very large, and it 

would be difficult to control all of the roads and infrastructure while the developer was trying to 

construct so many homes.  The PRD they just discussed included 72 homes.  He suggested 
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including language that required all of the PRD amenities during the first phase.  The Planning 

Commission liked the suggestion.  

 

Jane Griener wanted clarification on what types of things benefitted the City, specifically with 

open space.  Many PRDs came in and provided open space that was unusable to the developer and 

the City because of slope or some other factor: in other words, property that was nice to look at, 

but not functional.  Jed Muhlestein said that staff did consider trails to be a benefit to the City.  

 

Austin Roy clarified that staff had been concerned about this ordinance for some time, but they 

had been unable to take action to amend it because there were active PRD applications.  If they 

had amended the ordinance with an open application, the City would be open to potential litigation.  

There were no other PRD applications, aside from the one just discussed, so staff felt it was a good 

time to start this process. 

 

After continued discussion, the Planning Commission requested that staff and the City Attorney 

specifically address clustering, “scenic intent,” phasing or not phasing, and the location of building 

pads.  Sylvia Christiansen offered to help with crafting the language.  

 

IV.  Communications 

 

V. APPROVAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: July 17, 2018, and August 21, 

2018 

 

There were two corrections made, which were noted by the City Recorder. 

 

MOTION: John Gubler moved to approve the minutes for July 17, 2018, and August 21, 2018, 

with changes by Sylvia Christiansen.  Seconded by Alan Macdonald. 

 

Ayes:     Nays: 

Alan MacDonald    

John MacKay     

Jane Griener 

Sylvia Christiansen  

John Gubler 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 9:30 pm.  


