'\ HIDEOUT, UTAH PLANNING COMMISSION
/" PUBLIC HEARING AND REGULAR MEETING
March 18, 2021
Revised Agenda

PUBLIC NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Planning Commission of Hideout, Utah will hold its
Public hearing and regularly scheduled meeting electronically for the purposes and at the
times as described below on Thursday, March 18, 2021

This meeting will be an electronic meeting without an anchor location pursuant to Planning Commission Chair
Anthony Matyszczyk March 7, 2021 determination letter (attached)

All public meetings are available via ZOOM conference call and net meeting.
Interested parties may join by dialing in as follows:

Meeting URL.: https://zoom.us/j/4356594739 To join by telephone dial: US: +1 408 638 0986

Meeting ID: 435 659 4739
YouTube Live Channel: https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCKdWnJad-WwvcAK750QjRb1w/

Regular Meeting

6.00|I.3M Call to Order and Reading of Chair Matyszczyk's No Anchor Site Determination Letter
1. March 7, 2021 No Anchor Site Determination Letter
I Roll Call
I11.  Approval of Meeting Minutes
1. February 18, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes DRAFT
IV. Agenda ltems
1. KLAIM: Update regarding retaining walls (proposed changes from original approval)
V. Public Hearings
1. Public Hearing for Deer Waters Phases 3 and 4 Final Subdivision — Discussion and
possible recommendation
2. Public Hearing for Shoreline Phase 2 (amended) and Phase 3 of the Shoreline

Subdivision (continued from February 18, 2021 meeting) — Discussion and possible
continuation

VI. Meeting Adjournment

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations during the meeting should notify the
Mayor or Town Clerk at 435-659-4739 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.


https://zoom.us/j/4356594739
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCKdWnJad-WwvcAK75QjRb1w/

File Attachments for ltem:

1. March 7, 2021 No Anchor Site Determination Letter
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UTAH

March 7, 2021

DETERMINATION REGARDING CONDUCTING TOWN OF HIDEOUT PUBLIC MEETINGS
WITHOUT AN ANCHOR LOCATION

The Planning Commission Chair of the Town of Hideout hereby determines that conducting a meeting
with an anchor location presents a substantial risk to the health and safety of those who may be present
at the anchor location pursuant to Utah Code section 52-4-207(4) and Hideout Town Ordinance 2020-03.
The facts upon which this determination is based include: The percent and number of positive COVID-19
cases in Utah has been over 9.06% of those tested since March 2, 2021. The seven-day average of positive
cases has been over 517 since March 7, 2021.

This meeting will not have a physical anchor location. All participants will connect remotely. All public
meetings are available via YouTube Live Stream on the Hideout, Utah YouTube channel at:
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCKdWnJad-WwvcAK75QjRb1w/

Interested parties may join by dialing in as follows:

Meeting URL: https://zoom.us/j/4356594739
To join by telephone dial: US: +1 408-638-0986
Meeting ID: 435 659 4739

This determination will expire in 30 days on April 5, 2021.

CoH sy

Tony Matyszyéyk,
Planning Commission Chair

ATTEST:

Kathleen Hopkins, Deput& Town Clerk



https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCKdWnJad-WwvcAK75QjRb1w/
https://zoom.us/j/4356594739

File Attachments for ltem:

1. February 18, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes DRAFT
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Minutes
Town of Hideout
Planning Commission Public Hearing and Regular Meeting
February 18, 2021

The Planning Commission of Hideout, Wasatch County, Utah met in Regular Meeting on February 18,
2021 at 6:00 PM electronically via Zoom meeting due to the ongoing COVID-19 pandemic.

Public Hearing and Regular Meeting

I. Call to Order and Reading of Chair Matyszczyk's No Anchor Site Determination Letter

Chair Matyszczyk called the meeting to order at 6:04 PM and read the no anchor site determination
letter in its entirety. All attendees were present electronically.

1. Roll Call

PRESENT: Chair Tony Matyszczyk
Commissioner Ryan Sapp
Commissioner Glynnis Tihansky
Commissioner Donna Turner
Commissioner Bruce Woelfle
Commissioner Rachel Cooper (alternate)

STAFF PRESENT: Thomas Eddington, Town Planner
Polly McLean, Town Attorney
Ryan Taylor, Town Engineer
Alicia Fairbourne, Town Clerk
Kathleen Hopkins, Deputy Town Clerk

OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE: Mary Freeman, Robert Green, Jeffrey Skovronsky, Grant
Petersen, Sheri Jacobs, Kathy McGlaughlin, Keith Marmer, Kurt Shadle, Frank Pizz, Tom Sly,
Dale Aychman, Larry Goldkind, Amy Cribbs, Brett Rutter, Greg Faulconer, Glen Gabler, Carol
Haselton, Brian Cooper, John Leone and others who may not have signed in using proper names
via Zoom.

I11. Public Hearings

1. Public Hearing for Shoreline Phase 3 Subdivision (continued to March 18, 2021
Planning Commission Meeting)

Chair Matyszczyk stated the public hearing would be continued to the March 18, 2021 Planning
Commission meeting when the developer would make its presentation, but he invited any
members of the public in attendance to either comment at this time or attend the March meeting
which would also be open for public comment.

Town of Hideout Planning Commission Minutes  Page 1 of 8 February 18, 2021
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Mr. Kurt Shadle stated the approval of Shoreline Phase 111 was the first chance an impartial
town leadership would be asked to approve any part of this development. Prior approvals of
Phases I and 11 of the development had been made by the previous conflicted town
administration which led to the approval of a very dense and poorly planned project. He
noted while the interiors of the homes were nice, the exteriors and unit layout violated good
planning concepts.

Mr. Shadle detailed his concerns with density and crowding and a lack of open space in the
proposed Phase 111 development. He requested the Planning Commission carefully evaluate
how the developer arrived at the proposed density calculations and request a complete
redesign of the dwelling units to address these issues. He noted maximizing the developer’s
profits was not in the best interest of the town or its residents. He further noted the
extensive unresolved complaints of homeowners in Shoreline Phases | and 11 and requested
the Planning Commission consider tabling any approvals of Phase 111 until it was satisfied
that these construction deficiencies were resolved and would not be replicated in the new
phase.

Mr. Shadle read a statement from Town Council Member Bob Nadelberg who was unable to
attend the hearing. Council Member Nadelberg’s statement reflected his concerns as both a
Hideout resident and Town Council member regarding the proposed plans for Shoreline
future development. He stated the housing density would adversely impact the community
in terms of the area’s natural beauty, infrastructure, property values and safety. Had he been
on the Town Council or Planning Commission at the time the Shoreline project was in the
approval stages he would have voted against it. He stated when he bought property in
Hideout five years ago, the community was represented to him by the developer as having
open spaces with gorgeous views and a good mix of housing options. After he moved in, the
developer and Town Council conducted a meeting which could effectively be described as
clandestine and changed the zoning to allow more high-density multi-family housing thus
altering forever the original design of Hideout. He added this approval occurred at a holiday
time and with short notice provided so that it was not made known to residents until it was
too late. He felt this was unethical and was part of his motivation to volunteer to join the
Town Council. He stated he would like to see a better mix of housing options to include
more single-family homes of which he believed there was a shortage. Furthermore, and on a
related note, he would like to see Shoreline developer GCD do a better job of honoring the
warranty work on existing homes before embarking on any new endeavors.

Mr. Brian Cooper (Shoreline homeowner and member of the town’s Infrastructure
Committee) read a letter from Shoreline homeowner Mr. Kip Freeman to the Town Council
and Planning Commission (which was subsequently entered into the record). Mr. Freeman’s
letter requested a 30-day moratorium be placed on approval of any new developments or
construction in the town to provide time for the town engineer and committees to review the
current processes for approval of construction, performing intermediary inspections and
issuing occupancy permits. He shared a list of deficiencies within his neighborhood
(Shoreline Phase 1) which suggest a widespread problem in the town’s processes that
warranted a standdown to review the process and institute corrective actions and
mitigations. The letter went on to detail at least four homes with sewer backups, flooding
basements or filling bathtubs on the lower levels. Some findings had suggested material
failure of the pipes or valves, and others were still under investigation. He suggested the
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town should investigate whether it approved original plans that were deficient in design or
material requirements, if items were missed during inspections or if there was some other
cause that appeared to be non-random but a systematic issue.

Mr. Freeman’s letter also noted certain utilities were not installed per the plans approved by
the town. There were manholes and distribution boxes installed in areas originally
designated as parking pads in the neighborhood, and irrigation lines were not installed
consistent with the approved plans. He suggested the town should review its approval
processes to ensure developers follow plans as approved or properly updated prior to
making any deviations from the plans. He also noted concerns regarding low water pressure
in certain areas around town and the convoluted sewer line system currently in place. He
stated his home was issued a certificate of occupancy (CO) with an inappropriately mounted
electrical power box and with wires behind a vanity left hanging behind the wall rather than
being properly installed in an electrical box. These issues remained unresolved after two
years. He suggested that either a CO should not have been issued, or a temporary CO should
have been issued with a sufficient bond posted to cover the costs if the issues were not
remedied prior to the expiration of the temporary CO. He suggested the town should review
and enhance its approval processes prior to moving forward with any annexation. He added
if during this review, the town identified any specific developers who were the cause of such
problems, the town should consider placing a 30-day moratorium on any further project
approvals for these individual developers to provide time for these developers to provide
corrective action plans to address their deficiencies.

Mr. Cooper shared feedback on the Infrastructure Committee’s work with the town engineer
to provide independent inspections of certain Shoreline homes, and noted all homes
(including his own) had similar problems with the wiring behind vanities which did not
meet the electrical code. He added the town engineer would write up the findings of the
independent inspections. He stated GCD had reported it performed video inspections of all
the lateral and main sewer lines of the Shoreline Phase I units, but to date had not shared the
results or copies of the actual videos. Mr. Cooper suggested the town request copies of these
videos and have an independent assessment of the results as he did not trust GCD to
evaluate them properly.

Mr. Cooper added he agreed with Mr. Freeman’s suggestions for the need to improve the
approval process and added he would like to have the builder required to remedy the
outstanding homeowner issues. He noted it was within the town’s rights to require
additional inspections and noted the need for electrical and sewer work to be inspected more
thoroughly and frequently.

Commissioner Cooper noted a house with a complete basement flood in the last week which
damaged most of the lower level. Mr. Cooper suggested the problems stemmed from either
a poor design, improper installations or possibly both, and noted the importance in
understanding existing problems to avoid similar problems occurring in future
developments.

Commissioner Tihansky noted she was not aware of similar issues with her neighbors in
Shoreline Phase Il. She shared her concerns regarding the lack of off-street parking in the
proposed Phase 111 plan as well as the narrow streets and asked if Phase 111 would fall under

Town of Hideout Planning Commission Minutes Page 3 of 8 February 18, 2021
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current or old town code. Town Planner, Thomas Eddington responded Phase I11 would fall
under old code for zoning district and setbacks; Town Attorney Polly McLean concurred.

Commission Tihansky agreed the town should hold GCD's feet to the fire to the extent
possible regarding these fixes before approving any additional development.

Ms. McLean stated she understood these frustrations but noted from a legal perspective,
once certain legal entitlements were granted or vested, they were very difficult to rescind.
She noted the current town administration was working to ensure the developer would
comply with current code to the extent possible but noted certain aspects of the plan were
vested with the original approvals. Mr. Eddington added he was reviewing the overall
Master Homeowners Association (HOA) agreement regarding density counts.

Mr. Shadle asked if, given the structural problems in Shoreline Phases | and 11, could
consideration of Phase 111 be stopped given health and safety issues associated with the
developer's existing work. Ms. McLean noted these issues were somewhat independent of
each other. The new development would be required to meet current health and safety
standards and town code, but unfortunately the builder was still entitled to move forward
based on the original approvals granted regardless of the issues noted regarding the existing
development. She noted the town could set bonding requirements based on prior experience.

Mr. Cooper asked if rules for completion bonds could be changed based on prior experience
and cited evidence of the sewer problems discussed. Ms. McLean responded everyone must
be treated the same, and the town cannot single out this developer. She stressed the current
town administration would be seeking to ensure adherence to the building code to a higher
degree than it appeared was done previously.

Town Engineer, Mr. Ryan Taylor added while it would not be possible to arbitrarily treat
this subdivision differently than others, the current inspection and bonding program was
more robust than under the previous town administration. He expected to see larger and
more bonding requirements moving forward.

Mr. Cooper noted the Infrastructure Committee and town engineer were working with an
independent geo-tech engineer to review the issues with slope erosion and raveling issues
along Shoreline Drive and Shoreline Court and would provide options and cost estimates for
remediation to be presented to GCD. Mr. Taylor noted Phase 11 did not have the same slope
issues as Phases | and 1.

Mr. Dale Aychman, (Shoreline Phase | homeowner) shared his experiences with sewer
backups, roof leaks with resulting mold remediation and water infiltration from his garage to
the bonus room, all of which he attributed to a combination of poor design and
workmanship. He stated his concerns with the plan for Phase 111 to be built on fill dirt and
asked whether it would be stable, as well as how the stability of the fill would be evaluated.
He noted a neighbor had experienced problems with sinking. Mr. Aychman also shared his
concerns regarding density, open space and parking within the proposed plan. He added the
developer GCD had not been responsive in addressing a host of issues including ongoing
sewage odor in his home and suggested the town would not want new residents of Phase 11l
to have similar problems in the future. He stated it seemed that GCD was more interested
selling additional units than in addressing problems of existing customers.

Town of Hideout Planning Commission Minutes  Page 4 of 8 February 18, 2021
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Ms. Mary Freeman reiterated the comments shared in Mr. Kip Freeman’s letter and
suggested the town look inward at its policies and procedures to learn from past mistakes.
Mr. Taylor responded his firm assumed responsibility for engineering review between
construction of Phases | and 11 and noted significant improvements and more involvement in
conducting inspections than was done previously. He noted the Phase 111 plans were the first
his team was involved in reviewing and noted the report prepared for the Planning
Commission which included their comments and concerns. He stated in the past it seemed
that changes were made in the field and accepted after the fact, but this was no longer the
process. He added his team would be on-site throughout the construction process and would
monitor any changes to the approved plans and escalate them to the Planning Commission
for approval as necessary. Mr. Eddington added since Phase | was approved, the town had
re-written the entire zoning code and building standards which would be in effect for Phase
I11 construction. He noted the zoning and setbacks were grandfathered in base on prior
approvals, but the new building and development standards would be applied to this phase.

Ms. Freeman asked for assurances that proper staffing would be in place to monitor all
aspects of the new development to insure adherence to the approved plans. Mr. Taylor stated
there was regular on-site monitoring and inspection for all construction.

Mr. Shadle asked if the builder had the right to build on the soil currently moved onsite for
Phase Ill. Mr. Taylor responded a permit was granted for mass excavation and he was
involved in reviewing the reports on the status of the work. He added the issuance of
excavation permits was an administrative matter that did not require Planning Commission
review. Mr. Shadle suggested the Planning Commission take a role in approval of such
permits.

Mr. Cooper asked if two years was sufficient time for proper settlement of fill. Mr. Taylor
responded it depended on various factors including soil type, moisture content and
compaction and added this would be evaluated by the firm’s geo-tech engineer as part of the
approval process.

Mr. Bret Rutter stated he understood the issues with grandfathered approvals and suggested
future buyers should be warned regarding potential deficiencies such as narrow streets,
parking, compacted soils and other problems under discussion. He suggested the town
should be an advocate to future potential residents, and hopefully this would put pressure on
the builder to address existing issues and design a better development.

Town Council Member Carol Haselton noted the town was working to improve its
reputation and hoped GCD would take the appropriate steps to address these issues to
improve its reputation as well. In addition to all the items already discussed, she added there
were ongoing health and safety issues associated with water heater and furnace installations
resulting in gas and odor problems within some homes. She stressed GCD’s reputation was
at stake as well as the town’s.

Mr. Tom Sly noted his familiarity with the GCD issues discussed and shared his frustrations
with the design review approval process which could also negatively impact the town’s
reputation. He shared his experience building in Hideout and noted design approval took
five months in Hideout versus 4-6 weeks in other towns. He noted this had resulted in
falling lot prices and could cause potential residents to question whether it was worth
building in Hideout. He suggested the community should address this problem. Mr.
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Eddington noted the design review committee (DRC) fell under the town’s Master HOA and
Chair Matyszczyk added unfortunately there was no representation of the town council,
planning commission or homeowners on DRC. Commissioner Woelfle added future
developments would be created with DRC’s with representatives of the town, and input
from the town planner.

Mr. Sly also shared his experience building in Longview and the incorrect water/sewer plans
the town provided which resulted in extensive additional excavation costs. He asked the
Planning Commission to consider obtaining all such plans so future homeowners did not
experience the problems he did. Mr. Taylor noted the town was working to locate all “as-
built” plans for existing properties, and currently required them for new development.

Mr. Larry Goldkind stated he was a five-year resident of Hideout and was happy in town
even with the frustrations discussed. He asked what potential legal options the town had
regarding Phase 111, given the constraints discussed that might form a legal basis to prohibit
it’s moving forward. He noted this discussion was futile if in fact the town had no recourse
to stop the project as proposed. Ms. McLean responded most of the issues discussed
regarding problems with Phase | and 11 were between the homeowners and the developer;
the town had taken steps to ensure that prior inspections were done properly. However, the
town did issue CO's to these homes and at this point she did not see evidence that would
give the town any cause of action against the developer, although homeowners and the HOA
possibly did and should consult their attorneys. Chair Matyszczyk added the HOA was still
controlled by the developer and would not be transferred until all problems were fixed.

Commissioner Cooper asked if Phase 11 homeowners had been surveyed to determine
whether they had experienced similar issues. Mr. Taylor responded his firm was not
involved in any 90-day inspections but was involved in building code inspections where
they were catching problems and issuing fails where problems were found. He noted they
could not catch everything but felt the current inspection program was as good as that of any
municipality. He also stated inspections were made to the international building code
standard, not necessarily to the highest "well built" standards.

In response to a question from Commissioner Turner, Mr. Taylor responded his firm did not
conduct the inspections on most of Phase I. His firm assumed responsibility midway
through construction but did have copies of the previous inspections.

Commissioner Tihansky noted her experience with the developer where she had an
approximately ten item punch list from the 90-day inspection. She stated all but two items
were minor and properly fixed, and the remaining items outstanding could not be addressed
until the spring.

Commissioner Turner asked about a legal process for having warranties addressed and noted
her personal experience with multiple leaks and outstanding cosmetic issues. She asked if
there was basis for a class action lawsuit. Mr. Shadle commented these issues were related
to inspections more so than for the Planning Commission’s consideration. He urged the
Planning Commission, when GCD appeared next month, to use all the issues discussed here
to come up with a solution to force GCD to re-design Phase 111 to be less dense, provide
more open space and to improve the quality of the town and neighborhood. He suggested if
the development of Phase 111 was significantly slowed down with potential legal action, bad
publicity, and loss of new construction, perhaps the developer would take these comments

Town of Hideout Planning Commission Minutes Page 6 of 8 February 18, 2021
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on the proposed development into consideration and fix the historical problems in order to
move forward.

Commissioner Woelfle thanked the commenters for their input and agreed to take their
comments into consideration.

There being no further comments, the public hearing was closed at 7:09 PM.

1VV. Approval of Meeting Minutes

January 21, 2021 Planning Commission Minutes

There were no comments on the minutes.

Motion: Commissioner Tihansky made the motion to approve the January 21, 2021 Planning
Commission Minutes. Commissioner Turner made the second. Voting Aye: Commissioners
Matyszczyk, Sapp, Tihansky, Turner and Woelfle. Voting Nay: None. The motion carried.

V. Agenda Items
1. Recommendation of Dark Skies Ordinance for Town Council

Commissioner Woelfle led the review of the updated draft of the Dark Skies ordinance. He
discussed the process for potential Dark Skies certification including on-going education
requirements. Commissioner Sapp stated it would be worthwhile to attempt meeting the
certification standards

Commissioner Tihansky asked who owned and operated the golf course. Commissioner Woelfle
responded it was the Master Developer, not the town. Commissioner Woelfle noted the
certification process was 1-3 years and would start with adoption of the ordinance. Other steps
would be completed over time. He added if the annexation was completed, perhaps the town
could partner with a future school on the ongoing education component. Mr. Eddington
suggested the University of Utah might also be a good potential partner for this.

The commissioners discussed various items within the draft ordinance. Ms. McLean noted town
ordinances were meant to be living documents and could be amended in the future to
accommodate changing needs of the town.

The Planning Commission accepted questions and comments from members of the public:

Ms. Kathy McGlaughlin noted the HOA’s controlled the outside lights in certain communities
and shared her thoughts on the proposed enforcement terms.

Mr. John Leone asked if the existing lights in Shoreline Phases | and 11 would be in violation if
continued to be on all night.

Mr. Rutter agreed with the desire to promote dark skies but asked how to practically balance the
proposed penalties and enforcements for inadvertent, one-time violations versus for repeat
offenses. He noted with proper community education, any issuance of fines should be a last
resort. Ms. McLean noted the enforcement procedures could be revised in the future if necessary.

Town of Hideout Planning Commission Minutes Page 7 of 8 February 18, 2021
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Mr. Sly noted he had lived in communities with Dark Skies ordinances and stated good
communication was a key to success. He agreed some level of friendly neighbor support would
be beneficial in getting the program established. He volunteered to help with the community
education program when the time comes. Ms. McGlaughlin also volunteered to help with this
initiative.

Mr. Leone suggested the consideration of dimmers to lower the HOA controlled lighting after a
certain hour. He asked about any potential safety tradeoffs if minimizing certain security lighting
and whether potential liability risk was being considered. Commissioner Woelfle noted the
suggestions for dimmers, timers and motion sensors would provide sufficient security lighting
while adhering to the dark skies objectives. Ms. McLean stated she did not have liability
concerns regarding the proposed ordinance. Mr. Cooper volunteered to identify the existing
Shoreline light sensor locations and research potential dimmer and motion sensor options.

Commissioner Tihansky left the meeting at approximately 8:30 PM and Commissioner Cooper
assumed a voting role.

Motion: Commissioner Turner made the motion to forward a positive recommendation to the
Town Council of the proposed Dark Skies ordinance to include the amendments as discussed.
Commissioner Woelfle made the second. Voting Aye: Commissioners Cooper, Matyszczyk,
Sapp, Turner and Woelfle. Voting Nay: None. The motion carried.

2. General Planning Updates

There was no discussion on this topic

V1. Meeting Adjournment

There being no further business, Chair Matyszczyk asked for the meeting to be adjourned.

Motion: Commissioner Woelfle made the motion to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner
Turner made the second. Voting Aye: Commissioners Cooper, Matyszczyk, Turner, Sapp, and
Woelfle. Voting Nay: None. The motion carried.

The meeting adjourned at 8:39 PM.

Kathleen Hopkins, Deputy Town Clerk
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1. KLAIM: Update regarding retaining walls (proposed changes from original approval)



Staff Review of Proposed Changes to Retaining Walls

To: Planning Commissioners
Town of Hideout

From: Thomas Eddington Jr., AICP, ASLA
Town Planner
Re: KLAIM
Date: March 16, 2021
Materials: The Applicant met with the Town Engineer and Planner on site to discuss the

proposed changes to the retaining walls; photos included from that visit

The Applicant is requesting a change to the retaining walls for the KLAIIM project — from
stacked rock to gabions with rock. The Town Planner and Engineer agree that this proposal
meets the intent of the original approval but determined the change warranted an update to the
Planning Commission. The Town Planner and Engineer met with the Applicant and his team
(including the structural engineer) on site in February to ensure the proposed wall meets all
structural requirements of the Town Code as well as to ensure the aesthetic character of the
Town is maintained.

integrated planning & design @  po box 681127 park city ut 84068 @ 609.335.2850 @ thomas@inplandesign.com
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1. Public Hearing for Deer Waters Phases 3 and 4 Final Subdivision



Staff Review of Subdivision Plans Submittal

To: Planning Commissioners
Town of Hideout

From: Thomas Eddington Jr., AICP, ASLA
Town Planner

Re: Deer Waters — Phases 3 & 4 Plan Review

Date: March 15, 2021

Submittals:  The Applicant submitted the following plans:

e Phase 3 - Construction Plans dated/stamped March 3, 2021
e Phase 4 - Construction Plans dated/stamped March 3, 2021

| have completed an initial review of the Deer Waters Phases 3 & 4 Final Subdivision plans
and offer the following Conditions of Approval:

Phases 3 & 4

1. Sheet G1.3 of construction plan set should be corrected to indicate a Phase 3 that
includes 22 units and a Phase 4 that includes 22 units. The current submittal does not
include a Phase 4 count. The total/maximum number of units for all Deer Waters
development (Phases 1 — 4) is 102 units.

2. All streets are indicated at 26’-0” wide; a paved bike lane shall be incorporated into all
new streets per Town code.

3. Sheets G1.10 and G1.11 of the construction plan set should be updated to include
retaining wall locations and sizes (including top of wall/TW and bottom of wall/BW
elevation points).

e Perthe Town’s zoning ordinance:

o No retaining wall shall be greater than six feet (6°-0”) tall and no more than
two retaining walls may be terraced. If two (2) retaining walls are terraced,
each wall shall have a maximum height of five feet (5’-0”) and a minimum
of five feet (5°-0”) horizontal distance between each wall, with this
horizontal space planted with native vegetation (or other materials as



approved by the Town Planner). A third terraced wall is not permitted on
the same parcel and shall not be located closer than 25’ to any other wall
(or set of two terraced walls), measured horizontally on a topographic
survey (plan view).

o The Applicant shall adhere to the Town’s code and provide a detailed retaining
that must be approved by the Town Planner.

o A structural analysis of these walls must be provided once a final retaining wall
plan is accepted by the Town Planner and Town Engineer.

o A section of a typical tiered wall must be provided including materials, planting in
the horizontal breaks, etc.

Location of the Proposed Subdivision

4. Park/Playground: The Applicant must define when the construction of the park will be
completed. Staff recommends the park shall be completed prior to the Applicant
obtaining the final twelve (12) building permits for Phase 4 construction.



a. The proposed amenities and detailed site design for the park have not been
provided and shall be included in the construction plan set. Final design must be
approved by the Planning Commission. At minimum, this park shall include:

i. Two (2) sports courts
ii. A playground
iii. Covered seating and picnic areas
iv. Landscaping including shade trees
v. If fencing is required, this must be approved by the Town Planner. No
chain link fencing is permitted.

5. Trails: Proposed trails (and surface type) to be completed as part of Phases 3 & 4 shall

be included on the construction plan set and noted on the proposed subdivision with an
easement to allow public use for pedestrians and bikes.

Streetscape amenities; lighting, signage, etc. should be provided — construction details,
sign type (if proposed), and materials/colors.

A Landscape Plan shall be provided for all of Phases 3 and 4 prior to commencement of
any construction (and prior to issuance of any Building Permits) on Phase 4. This plan
must include street trees, common area and yard landscaping, entry features, and slope
stabilization plantings where necessary — slopes greater than 50%. This plan must be
approved by the Town Panner.

In addition to these Conditions of Approval, the Town Engineer recommends inclusion of
the following:

1.

All retaining walls shown on the proposed plans greater then 4 feet in height will need to
be designed, submitted to the town, reviewed and approved prior to construction.

A subdivision construction permit, improvement agreement, and all fee’s and bonds, will
be required prior to any construction.

A final plat (mylar) is subject to review may require additional notes and corrections.

Recording of the subdivision will require a performance bond in accordance with current
Town code, or formal acceptance of all improvements prior to recordation.
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PLAT NOTES:

1. No Townhomes will bo permitted to hove
no more than 360 sq, fi. of sprinklered
londecoping.

2. No buliding permit will ba Issued by the
Town of Hideout without written natles from
the Jordonslie Speclal Service District.

3. All Common Areas are Public Utliity
Eagements.

4. Building roof and drip lines may
overhong [ot lines Into common oreas
discharging runoff onto common areqs. An
Eassment to both overhang and dischergs
cnto the common creas cre herein gronted
by this note.
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, and he . gral convey
mm«pmnadwidbc of kind desl

i
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trect DETR WATERS RESORT, PHASE
The Town of Hideout, Uloh, all those
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3
8

153
E58

public ulity cnd drainage purposss os shown horson, In witness we have hereunto

sel our Eignatures,

Signed thia, day of. 2621,

Oeer Waters 2, UC
gY: Natt (e

A 8 K. ls Manog

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

STATE OF UTAH sS.S
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE "=

On the day of 2021, personaily appoared bofara me, the
undersigned Notory, in ond for ecid County of Soit lake, in soid State of Uigh,
Nathan A. Brockbank the signer of the above Owner'a Dedicotion, one (1) in
fumber, who duly acknowiedged (o me thot he eigned I fresly and voluntarBy
for the purpossy therein mentionad,

Notary Public My Commisaion Expires
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2. Public Hearing for Shoreline Phase 2 (amended) and Phase 3 of the Shoreline Subdivision
(continued from February 18, 2021 meeting)



Staff Review for Planning Commission

To: Chairman Tony Matyszczyk
Hideout Planning Commission
From: Thomas Eddington Jr., AICP, ASLA
Town Planner
Re: Shoreline Phase 3 (and Amended Phase 2)
Date: March 15, 2021

Submittals:  The Applicant uploaded the required submittal materials on January 4", January
5" and January 15" for Town review.

A. Project Background

The Applicant has submitted the following plans:

Phase 2 (Amended)

O

Amend Phase 2 Subdivision and move lots 2 — 16 from Upside Drive (uphill
lots) to Sailwater Lane (downhill lots) to accommodate increased desirability
and increased sale prices associated with downhill lots.

Phase 2 (Amended) has 46 lots dispersed on 9.5 acres.

Phase 2 is located in the Resort Village Medium Density (RVMD) zoning
district.

There is a Master Development Agreement (MDA) for this project, dated
March 11, 2010.

Phase 3

O

Phase 3 is a new submittal for Shoreline; the Planning Commission has not
previously reviewed this phase.

Phase 3 has 46 lots dispersed on 9.7 acres.

Phase 3 is also located in the Resort Village Medium Density (RVMD) zoning
district.

There is a Master Development Agreement (MDA) for this project, dated
March 11, 2010.
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Town Map - Location of Proposed Subdivision



Immediate Site Context Map

B. General Planning Notes

An initial review of the proposed Phase 2 (Amended) and Phase 3 Subdivision
indicates the following issues must be addressed:

Phase 2 (Amended) and Phase 3

1. The Applicant previously submitted a subdivision application for Phase 2 and, with
the changes proposed, is submitting an amended Final Subdivision Application for
Phase 2 (Amended). The Applicant submitted a Preliminary Subdivision application
for Phase 3 and received approval for that preliminary submission on December 8,



2016 from Town Council. This application/review is therefore for Final Subdivision
review for both Phase 2 (Amended) and Phase 3.

2. The Open Space Tabulation Chart on the proposed Phase 3 Subdivision needs
clarification. The calculations indicate:

Open Space Area: 234,246 SF Some of this is Common Area, some is
presumably Park/Open Space, etc. To be
clarified.

Impervious Area: 189,684 SF  Does this include both structures and
roadways?

Total Area: 423,970 SF 9.7 acres total

3. The width of the proposed roads (pavement/cart way) as well as right-of-way area
should be clearly noted on the supporting plans.

a. For Phase 3, the roads appear to be 18’-0” of asphalt and 5’-0” of curb and
gutter for a total of 23’-0” in width. The Applicant must confirm that is correct
for all roadways proposed. The Applicant must further confirm that curb and
gutters be provided for all proposed roads.

b. No right-of-way width is illustrated.

c. Where is visitor parking proposed to be located? None is illustrated on the
plans. Possible ‘bump out’ areas with signage? Additional visitor spaces
such as those incorporated into Shoreline Phase 1? How many are
proposed?

d. Pursuant to the Town’s code, all roads shall have a 4’-0” wide painted
bike/pedestrian lane incorporated to ensure safe accessibility for non-
vehicular users.

e. The Phase 2 (Amended) Subdivision is missing any reference to road widths
and rights-of-way widths. These must be provided.

4. Open space, parks, and trails must be clearly noted on the plan for the Parks, Open
Space & Trails (POST) committee to review and provide input and, ultimately, sign-
off.

a. Section 13.1.1 of the MDA requires 25% of the Project shall be Open Space.



b. This dedicated Open Space shall be clearly and definitively illustrated on the
plans and shall meet the Town’s Open Space requirements:

e Code: Open Space. An area of open land, with little or no land
disturbance, preserved, enhanced and/or restored in order to
maintain the natural, scenic, ecological, cultural, hydrological,
geological, or agricultural values of the land. Open Space may
include trails and park bench style seating; interpretive signage and
kiosks for educational purposes; and agricultural activities.

c. The preliminary plans submitted to the Planning Commission in 2016 included
6.7 miles of pedestrian-only trails and/or sidewalks along proposed roads.
These must be clearly delineated on the subdivision plans.

d. The total area of the MDA ‘density pods’ or project areas or subdivisions
(nomenclature varies by document reference) is 1305 acres. 25% of this total
equates to: 326 acres. A Town-wide review of the existing status of the
following subdivisions that make up this 1305 acres is necessary to ensure
the 326 acres are adequately dedicated and protected as Open Space:

Name: Acreage per MDA:
e Shoreline (all phases; except phase 17?) 46.439 +11.585

e Plumb ---

e Silver Sky 12.824

e KLAIM ---

e Soaring Hawk 72.567

e Golden Eagle 123.224 + 106.738
e Hideout Canyon (all phases) 9.800 + 27.559

e Gilistening Ridge 45.890

o Rustler 18.055

¢ North End of HOA Project (unnamed) 106.803

581.484 Acres (Total)

e. The total acreage of the MDA ‘density pods’/subdivisions is 581+ acres
according to the above noted calculations taken from the MDA. The
Applicant will need to explain how the total of 1305 acres was derived while
the Town undertakes a review of the MDA to assess the accuracy of acreage
calculations.



f.

The MDA, at signing, included 280 acres of area owned by the developer but
out of the Town of Hideout limits. A review of whether this land was/is under
the jurisdiction of the Town and/or MDA should be conducted.

The issues noted in ‘d, e, and " will have an impact on the total acreage of
Open Space required.

The Applicant submitted the following chart indicating the open spaces
requirements of the MDA. Staff will conduct a review of this submittal and
compare to the other approved subdivisions included in the MDA/Master
HOA to ensure overall compliance with the minimum open space
requirements. The MDA appears to define ‘open space’ as any space not
covered by a building, road or parking. While this does not meet the Town’s
Zoning Ordinance definition, the Applicant may be vested pursuant to the
MDA. Staff will research alternatives. See #9 below for a detailed review of
the density tables submitted by the Applicant.

5. The topography map illustrates existing conditions and proposed conditions but is

6.

not clear on areas of cut and fill. These should be shaded on the map and color
coded. The contour lines on the northern property line do not appear to match those
on the adjacent property. These connections must be revised significantly.

The plans illustrate only two (2) proposed retaining walls for Phase 3 and none for
Phase 2 (Amended). The Applicant shall confirm whether this is accurate or if more
are proposed:

a. One is located on the north side of the proposed Phase 3 (between

Deepwater Drive and Recreation Drive.

o The Applicant shall confirm the maximum height of this wall; it
appears to be approximately 4’-0” high at its highest point.



b. The other is along Deepwater Drive, along the southernmost area near the
loop.

o The Applicant shall confirm the maximum height of this wall; it
appears to be between 6’-0” to 8’-9” high at its highest point.

c. The northern and southern loops of Deepwater Drive, Sailwater Lane, and
Upside Drive appear to have very steep slopes and may require retaining
walls. The Applicant shall provide the slope in these areas as well as the
proposed slope stabilization mechanisms.

d. The following is the Town’s new ordinance requirement for retaining walls:
e A structural analysis of these walls must be provided.

o A section of a typical tiered wall must be provided including materials,
planting in the horizontal breaks, etc. The finish for all retaining walls
shall be natural rockery (stacked boulders).

e Code: No retaining wall shall be greater than six feet (6’-0”) tall and no
more than two retaining walls may be terraced. If two (2) retaining
walls are terraced, each wall shall have a maximum height of five feet
(5°-0”) and a minimum of five feet (6’-0") horizontal distance between
each wall, with such intervening space being planted with native
vegetation (or other materials as approved by the Town Planner). A
third terraced wall is not permitted on the same parcel and shall not be
located closer than 25’ to any other wall (or set of two terraced walls),
measured horizontally on a topographic survey (plan view).

7. A final Landscape Plan must be provided for review and approval by the Planning
Commission. This must include the location for all proposed trees, shrubs, and
planting beds including the botanical names, quantities, and size at the time of
planting:

a. Code: All required deciduous trees shall have a minimum of two-inch caliper
in size. All evergreen trees shall be a minimum of six feet in height. All shrubs
shall be a minimum of five gallons in size.

8. The Applicant has only three (3) distinct building elevations. No more than 20% of
the units in the development can have the same elevation. With 46 units proposed,
the Applicant will need a minimum of nine (9) distinct building elevations:



a. Code: Major Subdivisions (6 lots or more) shall not have greater than twenty
(20%) of the structures with the same elevation and, in no case, shall any two
(2) similar structures be located adjacent to each other or directly across the
street. The differentiation of each structure shall be a combination of unique
roof lines, garage step backs, entry/porch location and canopy, fenestration,
building materials, and colors.

b. A detailed set of building elevations must be submitted to ensure compliance
with the Town’s Building Design Standards.

9. Density: Pursuant to the MDA, the overall allowed density within the Master HOA
Association area is 1.5 ERU (Equivalent Residential Units). At 1305 total acres, the
maximum ERUs is 1958 for the entire Master HOA Association area (AKA Community
Preservation Association). This maximum density is derived from the total ERUs that
make up the following subdivisions (or density pods in the MDA):

Name: Acreage per MDA:
e Shoreline (all phases; except phase 17?) 46.439 +11.585

e Plumb --

e Silver Sky 12.824

e KLAIM ---

e Soaring Hawk 72.567

¢ Golden Eagle 123.224 + 106.738
¢ Hideout Canyon (all phases) 9.800 + 27.559

e Gilistening Ridge 45.890

o Rustler 18.055

¢ North End of HOA Project (unnamed) 106.803

581.484 Acres (Total)

b. The total acreage of the MDA ‘density pods’/subdivisions is 581+ acres
according to the above noted calculations taken from the MDA. The
Applicant will need to explain how the total of 1305 acres was derived while
the Town undertakes a review of the MDA to assess the accuracy of acreage
calculations.

c. The MDA, at signing, included 280 acres of area owned by the developer but
out of the Town of Hideout limits. A review of whether this land was/is under
the jurisdiction of the Town and/or MDA should be conducted.

d. Theissues noted in ‘9. b and ¢’ will have an impact on the total density
allowed within the Master HOA.



e. The Applicant submitted the following tables outlining current density
allocations for the MDA/Master HOA area:

f. Staff will review these numbers and compare to the Town’s records to ensure
accuracy. The issues regarding acres included in the initial calculations for
density determination in the MDA remain unanswered at the current time.



Phase 2 (Amended) - Specific Planning Issues

1.

Note #1 in the ‘Notes’ on the Phase 2 Amended Subdivision states that ‘all common
area is to be considered a drainage and public utility easement.’

a. The Applicant has not illustrated the existing Public Utility Easement(s) on the
proposed subdivision plan. This should be shown on the proposed
subdivision.

b. This note should be revised to identify the areas that are common areas for
HOA use vs. those areas that will be designed for green drainage
infrastructure and those that will be used as parks and open space.

2. The original submission for Phase 2 approval included a Landscape Plan with an

Aspen Grove that was to be preserved and incorporated into a park and integrated
trail system. Per a site visit in January, all of the trees included within this area to be
preserved have been removed. The Applicant shall explain this deviation from the
previously approved Phase 2 subdivision plans and how this oversight will be
resolved.

C. Master Development Agreement for the Hideout Canyon Master Planned
Community (dated March 11, 2010) — Additional Documentation Needed

1.

The RSPA map is referenced several times relative to the overall MDA approvals but
is not included in the MDA document. The Applicant should provide a copy of that
map for the Planning Commission.

Pursuant to the MDA, the following plans were submitted for a public hearing to the
Town Council for Preliminary Plat approval on December 8, 2016. The plan
illustrates the following amenities that the Applicant should discuss the timeline to
develop:

Community swimming pool, amphitheater, bocce ball courts, etc.
Splash pad, event lawn, etc.

Proposed park area, trails, open space, etc.

The Aspen Grove Recreation Park

The Canyon Recreation Area

®00 T



General Location of Phases 2 & 3 per the Concept/Preliminary Submittal in 2016

D. Code Requirements for Subdivision Review
The following submittals and/or revised documents are outstanding and required
pursuant to Section 11.06.21.01 (Subdivision Application Submittals) of the Town
Code:
1. Trails, open space, and park area designated areas

2. Easements: public, private, access, etc.

3. Landscape Plan for Phase 2 (Amended) and Phase 3



4. A Traffic Study

5. An Evacuation Study

6. Sensitive and steep slope (greater than 30%) analysis — color coded

7. Sections for proposed retaining walls

8. Visitor parking plan

9. Street lighting plan; fixtures, dark sky compliance (including color temperature)

10. Architectural plans and elevations (full suite)



SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE
UNIT # ADDRESS UNIT # ADDRESS MH Mﬁ @ W TJ Q.ﬁ Mﬁ \ A @ Mﬁ Mﬁ\}y @ TJ : \‘\Mmo_ﬂ_.%»ﬂ ommmzm_wmm , DAVID F. HUNT, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR,
s ’ s AND THAT | HOLD CERTIFICATE NO.22432543-2201AS PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
2 11479 N. SAILWATER LANE 27 11483 N UPSIDE DRIVE l& l& l& L @ w_lmmn—s UTAH. | FURTHER CERTIFY BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, | HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF
3 11485 N. SAILWATER LANE 28 11479 N, UPSIDE DRIVE LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED BELOW, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT OF LAND
4 11489 N. SAILWATER LANE 29 11467 N.  UPSIDE DRIVE Y R INTO LOTS, BLOCKS, STREETS, AND EASEMENTS AND THE SAME HAS BEEN CORRECTLY SURVEYED AND
5 11495 N. SAILWATER LANE 30 11461 N. _ UPSIDE DRIVE @ %ﬁg\} E \}y AAL Mﬁ @ Mﬁ @ / STAKED ON THE GROUND AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND THAT THIS PLAT IS TRUE AND CORRECT.
6 11505 N. SAILWATER LANE 31 11457 N. _ UPSIDE DRIVE - BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
w ““MW_”_ M"%Mmm ”Mnm ww ““Mwﬂ mmw_m_uumm%”cmm%zm BEGINNING AT A POINT LOCATED NORTH 00'19'21” WEST ALONG THE SECTION LINE 837.12 FEET AND WEST 3169.68 FEET FROM THE EAST QUARTER
CORNER OF SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 5 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN; THENCE SOUTH 231802 EAST 52.08 FEET; THENCE
9 11525 N. SAILWATER LANE 34 11449 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE GRAPHIC SCALE A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT S SOUTH 55°35'38” EAST 23.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 50.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 47.99 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 06°54'34” W
10 11535 N. SAILWATER LANE 35 11457 N.  PERSPECTIVE DRIVE LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER 46.17 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 20°35'14” EAST 27.41 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 345.50—F0O0T RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 37.44 FEET (CHORD S
11 11541 N. SAILWATER LANE 36 11463 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE 80 0 w0 80 160 320 23°41'29” E 37.42 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 26°47°44” EAST 157.21 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 654.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 76.57
12 11547 N. SAILWATER LANE 37 11475 N.  PERSPECTIVE DRIVE OF SECTION 17/, T2S, R5E, SLB&M FEET (CHORD BEARS S 23°26°'38” E 76.53 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 20°05'33” EAST 70.03 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 345.50—FOO0T RADIUS
13 11553 N. SAILWATER LANE 38 11481 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE CURVE TO THE LEFT 47.52 FEET (CHORD BEARS S N\ﬁoéﬂ_ﬂ: E 47.48 FEET); THENCE SOUTH m#@mv.mm__ EAST 27.74 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A
488.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 115.41 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 34°44'28” E 115.14 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 4506°49” WEST 97.85 FEET; THENCE
14 | 11563 N. SAILWATER LANE 39 | 11487 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE ( IN FEET ) Z SOUTH 67°33'54” WEST 41.41 FEET, THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 34.47 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 18'11°45" W
15 11565 N. SAILWATER LANE 40 | 11495 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE 1 inch = 80 ft. o 30.36 FEET): THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 250.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 254.61 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 60°21°01” E 243.75 FEET);
16 11569 N. SAILWATER LANE 41 11509 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE = THENCE SOUTH 89°31°37” EAST 70.72 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 28.99 FEET (CHORD BEARS N
17 11555 N.  UPSIDE DRIVE 42 11517 N.  PERSPECTIVE DRIVE <, 48'57'18” E 26.51 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 261.50—-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 280.95 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 38'12'56” E 267.63
18 11545 N.  UPSIDE DRIVE 43 11523 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE N FEET); THENCE NORTH 68°59'39” EAST 31.44 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 31.42 FEET (CHORD BEARS N
19 11541 N. _ UPSIDE DRIVE 44 11531 N.  PERSPECTIVE DRIVE 3 23'59'39” E 28.28 FEET); THENCE NORTH 21°00°21” WEST 36.84 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 363.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 234.89
50 11535 N UPSIDE DRIVE 25 1541 N PERSPECTIVE DRIVE = FEET (CHORD BEARS N 02°29'37" W 230.83 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 29.77 FEET (CHORD BEARS N
26°37'03” W 27.09 FEET); THENCE NORTH 20°54'08” EAST 24.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 29.72
21 11525 N. UPSIDE DRIVE 46 | 11549 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE BUILDING COORDINATES N FEET (CHORD BEARS N 6810°08”" E 27.06 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 363.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 13.81 FEET (CHORD BEARS N
22 11519 N.  UPSIDE DRIVE 47 11555 N. PERSPECTIVE DRIVE # | NORTHING EASTING POINT OF. Y o 26°40'26” E 13.81 FEET); THENCE NORTH 27°46'03” EAST 140.28 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 220.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 323.69
23 11513 N.  UPSIDE DRIVE 48 11561 N.  PERSPECTIVE DRIVE JOE, BEGINNING 2 0 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 69°55'04” E 295.27 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 67°55'55” EAST 26.49 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 136.50—FOOT RADIUS
24 [ 11507 N. UPSIDE DRIVE m Ammm.mm ﬁwwwﬁ fmo,\%zomfxxmm 2, o CURVE TO THE LEFT 122.62 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 86°19°'59" E 118.54 FEET); THENCE NORTH 60°35'54” EAST 16.32 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A
25 11493 N. UPSIDE DRIVE 2 82312 1049.35 0 ~0020_ N o 24.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 27.21 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 28°07°08” E 25.78 FEET); THENCE NORTH 89°23°'57” EAST 33.39 FEET; THENCE
56 | 11487 N, UPSIDE DRIVE ADDRESSES =T 66134 154 06 159 o >, SOUTH 2924'06" EAST 134.70 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 327.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 104.10 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 2016'54"
) 298 04 197 47 . @ WEST E 103.66 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 11°09°42” EAST 300.26 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°08'26” EAST 141.24 FEET; THENCE NORTH 11°09'42” WEST 438.90 FEET;
5 942.24 817.30 N 89°23'57" E  427.42 THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 300.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 95.50 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 20%16°54” W 95.10 FEET); THENCE NORTH
6 768.48 880.83 _— Y — — — = — COMMON AREA 3169.68 \/\ 29°24'06” WEST 85.94 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 24.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 37.70 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 7424°06" W 33.94
7 609.40 961.55 _l 11.5" _ s8925'52’W _ __ 232.26' UPSIDE DRIVE %> 1] 7 S FEET); THENCE SOUTH 60°36’54” WEST 16.32 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 163.50—FOO0T RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 146.87 FEET (CHORD
8 435.50 1023.94 8 1.5~ 12649 " 105.77_ o%& BEARS S 86°19'59” W 141.99 FEET); THENCE NORTH 67°55'55" WEST 26.49 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 193.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE
NOTES: 9 881.72 659.35 7 oG z 94.99 A\ ol8 g2 TR T % 5 Em.»oi, LEFT 283.96 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 69°55'04” W 259.04 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 27°46’03" WEST 140.28 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A
10 702.64 /17.79 o o R o \\\ 55 Z 336.50—F0O0T RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 6.74 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 27°11'38” W 6.74 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS
1. ALL COMMON AREA IS TO BE CONSIDERED A DRAINAGE & 11 546.96 803.35 <. %m N lgm “ \\ 00 % CURVE TO THE LEFT 33.47 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 21°19°00” E 29.70 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 20°56’07” WEST 24.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A
PUBLIC UTLITY EASEMENT. @ 12] 37431 873.18 7 3 R Common ARE “ H =2 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 33.42 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 62°52'50" W 29.66 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 336.50—FOOT RADIUS
oM THE HIDEOUT CANYON. PHASE & SUBDIVISION. DLAT AND = N o . i -, © CURVE TO THE LEFT 211.55 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 02°59'45” E 208.08 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 21°00°21” EAST 99.84 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 68°59’39”
THE RECORD OF SURVEY MAP #1546(WASATCH COUNTY 7 * mq».ﬂ.ou ‘~ N w WEST 27.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 31.42 FEET AOIOEU BEARS N 66°00°21” W 28.28 ﬂmmd“
RECORDS) AND FIELD SURVEY DATA. = \\ ﬁwm T 6 THENCE SOUTH 68°59°39” WEST 31.44 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 238.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 123.95 FEET (CHORD BEARS S
SREVIOUS PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS. ARE VACATED AND THE 7 N |5 \\\\k\ = X 54°06'20" W 122.56 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 10.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 16.67 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 08°32'44” E 14.81
NEW PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENTS SHOWN HEREON ARE & ﬁ = FEET); THENCE SOUTH 33°41°31” WEST 24.00 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 10.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 16.67 FEET (CHORD BEARS S
ACCEPTED. ™ \ /) S 75°55'46” W 14.81 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 238.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 139.78 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 11°22'37" W 137.79
7 N g (T N FEET; THENCE SOUTH 84°35'12” WEST 23.00 FEET, THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 29.36 FEET (CHORD BEARS N
ﬂ‘ \»g : \ & 47°28'12" W 26.79 FEET); THENCE NORTH 89°31'37" WEST 70.12 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 273.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 36.61
7 f\ % FEET (CHORD BEARS N 85°41°08” W 36.58 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 30.82 FEET (CHORD BEARS S
BROWNS CANYON RD ‘\\\\ﬁ\\ 54°00'27” W 27.86 FEET); THENCE NORTH 68°00°30” WEST 23.53 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 27.69
7 % FEET (CHORD BEARS N 29°48'06” W 25.53 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 273.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 191.44 FEET (CHORD BEARS

N 49°22'24" W 187.54 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 29.03 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 70°51'35" W 26.54
FEET), THENCE SOUTH 67°33'54” WEST 86.12 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 36.36 FEET (CHORD BEARS
S 15°29°15” W 31.55 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 86°27°41" WEST 27.09 FEET, THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 28.52
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. .%_oaa > FEET (CHORD BEARS N 76°07'10” W 26.16 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 200.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 75.17 FEET (CHORD BEARS S
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PREPARED BY: OWNERS STATE OF UTAH s ACKNOWLEDGEMENT AOOW@OW>%HV NOTARY PUBLIC SEAL TOWN CLERK SEAL CLERK—RECORDER SEAL CORPORATE SEAL SURVEYOR'S SEAL COUNTY RECORDER

COUNTY OF WASATCH
ON THE _DAY OF . A.D. 20_, PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME

%ﬁ/\ﬁ% ©ﬁ ﬁ@ @ém %Z@ AND , WHO BEING BY ME DULY SWORN DID SAY EACH FOR HIMSELF, THAT HE, THE
3

GCD, INC. SAID IS THE PRESIDENT AND HE THE SAD____ IS THE SECRETARY OF
3914 NORTH UNIVERSITY AVE. ___ CORPORATION, AND THAT THE WITHIN AND FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS SIGNED

IN BEHALF OF SAID CORPORATION BY AUTHORITY OF A RESOLUTION OF ITS BOARD OF DIRECTORS
/534 Last 7150 South PROVO, UT 84604 AND SAID AND FACH DULY ACKNOWLEDGE TO ME THAT SAID CORPORATION

Spanish Fork, Utah 54660 EXECUTED THE SAME AND THAT THE SEAL AFFIXED IS THE SEAL OF SAID CORPORATION.

(801) 319—5447

ENTRY # DATE

FEE BOOK

LICENSE NO. FOR

5243543-2201 By

NOTARY PUBLIC WASATCH COUNTY RECORDER

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES

RESIDING AT




SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE

S S T D - GRAPHIC SCALE
XA XA [, DAVID F. HUNT, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR,
u 0 40 80 160 320 AND THAT | HOLD CERTIFICATE N0O.2243543-2201AS PRESCRIBED UNDER THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF
Dl _ Dl Dl > _ v _ UTAH. | FURTHER CERTIFY BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNERS, | HAVE MADE A SURVEY OF THE TRACT OF
BROWNS CANYON RD LAND SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND DESCRIBED BELOW, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT OF LAND
INTO LOTS, BLOCKS, STREETS, AND EASEMENTS AND THE SAME HAS BEEN CORRECTLY SURVEYED AND
JORDANELLE > Tﬁ>zzm© dzgﬁ% @m/\ﬁ%cﬁgﬁz‘% A IN M.HH.H_V STAKED ON THE GROUND AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT AND THAT THIS PLAT IS TRUE AND CORRECT.
1 inch = 80 ft.
PARKWAY LOCATED IN THE NORTHWEST QUARTER
OF SECTION 17/, T2S, RbE, SLB&M BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
PARK
CITY BEGINNING AT A POINT LOCATED NORTH 00°19'21” WEST ALONG THE SECTION LINE 849.60 FEET AND WEST 1979.32
mi %m UNIT # ADDRESS UNIT # ADDRESS FEET FROM THE EAST QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 5 EAST, SALT LAKE BASE
AND MERIDIAN; THENCE SOUTH 89°23'57” WEST 1190.36 FEET, THENCE SOUTH 23418'02” EAST 52.08 FEET; THENCE
K[ iy n St we | V| oo e ctowareR bave SaUm 85353 EAST 2300 TEET THENGE ALono INE AR o 4 5005 7007 RADUS SURE o e L 7
SHORELINE B 11461 N. SAILWATER LANE 7 603 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE ARC OF A 345.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 37.44 FEET (CHORD S 23'41'29” E 37.42 FEET); THENCE
B oRvE C__ | 1451 N. SALWATER LANE | AA | 599 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE by Feot (CHORD BEARS © 3596°38" F 36,85 FEE D THENCE SOUT 500530 EAST 7003 FEET, THENGE
HM LONGVIEW D 11447 N. SAILWATER LANE BB 597 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE NORTHEAST CORNER ALONG THE ARC OF A 345.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 47.52 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 24'01'57" E 47.48
578 E.  SAILWATER LANE 593 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE FEET); THENCE SOUTH 27°58'22” EAST 27.74 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 488.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO
¥, DRIVE E CC SECTION 17, T2S, RSE, A “EET V 0—F
THE LEFT 115.41 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 34°44'28” E 115.14 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 45'06'49” WEST 97.85 FEET;
- F 576 E.  SAILWATER LANE DD 591 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE SLB&M THENCE SOUTH 67°33'54” WEST 41.41 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE
& G 572 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE EE 588 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE LEFT 34.47 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 18'11'45” W 30.36 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 250.00—FOOT RADIUS
CURVE TO THE LEFT 254.61 FEET (CHORD BEARS S 60°21°01” E 243.75 FEET); THENCE SOUTH 89°31’37” EAST
H 568 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE FF 592 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE — 70.72 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 28.99 FEET (CHORD BEARS N
_ 564 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE GG 596 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE 48'57'18” E 26.51 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 261.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 280.95 FEET
(CHORD BEARS N 38412'56” E 267.63 FEET); THENCE NORTH 68'59'39” EAST 31.44 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC
HIDEQUT J 562 . DEEPWATER DRIVE HH 598 £, DEEPWATER DRIVE OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 31.42 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 2359°39” E 28.28 FEET); THENCE
TRAIL K 558 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE I 602 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE NORTH 21°00°21" WEST 36.84 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 363.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT
L 554 . DEEPWATER DRIVE JJ 656 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE 234.89 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 02°29'37” W 230.83 FEET); THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS
CURVE TO THE LEFT 29.77 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 26°37°03” W 27.09 FEET); THENCE NORTH 20°54°'08” EAST 24.00
M 548 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE KK 654 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE - FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 20.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 29.72 FEET (CHORD BEARS N
N 546 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE LL 648 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE S Amm.a_om: E 27.06 FEET); THENCE >hozovfm ARC OF A 363.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 13.81 FEET
CHORD BEARS N 26°40'26” E 13.81 FEET); THENCE NORTH 27°46°03” EAST 140.28 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC
0 542 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE MM 646 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE w OF A 220.00-FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE RIGHT 323.69 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 69'55'04" E 295.27 FEET);
/N% @ %Z%%% Z%% P 538 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE NN 642 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE © THENCE SOUTH 67'55'55” EAST 26.49 FEET; THENCE ALONG THE ARC OF A 136.50—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE
% LEFT 122.62 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 86'19'59” E 118.54 FEET); THENCE NORTH 60°35'54” EAST 16.32 FEET; THENCE
M 536 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE WW 638 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE N ALONG THE ARC OF A 24.00—FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT 27.21 FEET (CHORD BEARS N 28°07°08” E 25.78
534 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE 641 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE " FEET)TO THE POINT OF BEGINING.
LAk, S 627 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE QQ 643 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE =
P 3
LINE TABLE ARCE, oop\\%oﬁ%mﬂﬂmm n Derg Wa T 625 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE RR 647 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE AREA = 9.7142 ACRES
LINE LENGTH BEARING ~8159  ~-C PARcE, oomwmw 2 LLe U 621 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE SS 651 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE 46 UNITS
L1 41,41’ N67°33'S4E omoJmS V 619 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE 11545 N. RECREATION DRIVE N
1 1T POINT OF-
/ © / " 9
L23 24.00 S20°54/08"W W 613 E.  DEEPWATER DRIVE Uy 11447 N. RECREATION DRIVE BEGINNING = A -
L24 26.49’ S67°35'55E X 611 E. DEEPWATER DRIVE .Qu OH OL. mH bﬂ(i\\&@\.
L2S 16.32’ N60°35'S4E @ nOH_ DATE SURVEYOR
Leé 33.39 S89°23'37"W * BASIS OF BEARING:
L27 16,32’ S60°35'54°W 035" W 1190.36’ WEST
58 56497 NG 7°55/557,/ » S 8923 ; — - 1979 37 NORTH 00°44'20” WEST ALONG THE SECTION LINE FROM THE SOUTHEAST CORNER TO
55 52.00° SP0°56/07"y - ”IW\M “‘<‘<“‘4‘.‘<‘§“““‘0& ‘\““‘N’M’”‘M‘M‘V“l¢ ON ///l \\\\ / C104 WﬂmHmWMMmO%%WMWM @MWZ@WMZOﬂ SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP 2 SOUTH, RANGE 5 EAST,
L30 99.84’ S21°00°21"E 2 0. %99.9.9.9.9.9.9.9.9.9.9.9. CRICLICLILLLCD c\ N L — X /
00 QQOQOOOQQOOOOQQOQQQQOA 00?0» »0}000000 ) - — g A%
L31 27.00° N68°59'39°E 2.2, \KK&x AL AN - / S0 >
L32 3144’ S68°59'39°W A Y \ S5O\ \\\ - . ® 8
L33 31,44 N68°59'39"E \ \AA“OM, \\ % > =
/ o / " X “ "z 3 ’
L34 £4.00 N33°41°31"E \) 4 |l N OWNER’S DEDICATION
L35 23.00’ N84°35'12°E Ss. NN 2 oON
36 5353 S68°00'30°E o (NWMW «’“‘) .= KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS THAT WE, ALL OF THE UNDERSIGNED OWNERS OF ALL OF THE
L _ 3 A U5 OO M,. PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN THE SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE HEREON AND SHOWN ON THIS MAP,AND SUBJECT
‘On. AN TO ANY CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS STATED HEREON, HAVE CAUSED THE SAME TO BE SUBDIVIDED
m/ <\ INTO LOTS, BLOCK, STREETS, AND EASEMENTS AND DO HEREBY DEDICATE THE STREETS
o %%\ AND OTHER PUBLIC AREAS AS INDICATED HEREON FOR PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC.
CURVE TABLE ZO / N W IN WITNESS HEREOF WE HAVE HEREUNTO SET OUR HANDS THIS ____ DAY OF __________ , AD. 20__
CURVE |LENGTH | RADIUS |[TANGENT|CHORD BEARING|CHORD LENGTH| DELTA 7“1%.;
C1 115,41’ | 488,50’ | 57.98’ S34°44'28"E 115.147 13°3e212” \W..\Mv
ce 34.47' 20.00’ 23.31" S18°11'45"W 30,361 98°44'19” *
C9S 254.61' | 230,00’ | 139,59/ S60°21'01E 243,75 o8°21'12” «
Co6 28.99’ 20.00’ 17.71 N48°57/18"E 26.51’ 83°02'10”
€98 | si4c | c0.00' | 20007 | Ne3'o9/39°E c8.28 20"00°00" THE ___ TOWN oF ___ HIDEOUT COUNTY OF WASATCH, APPROVES THIS SUBDIVISION
€99 234,89 | 363.90" | 121,71 S02°29'37°E 23083 37°01'27” \W\/@WQ SUBJECT TO THE CONDITIONS AND Emwjﬁ_ojozm STATED ImmmO? AND HEREBY ACCEPTS
C100 29.77' | 20.00" | 18.41 N26°3703"W 27.09’ 85°16'19” e THE DEDICATION OF ALL STREETS, EASEMENTS AND OTHER PARCELS OF LAND INTENDED FOR
C101 P9.7p/ 20.00’ 18,38’ N68°10'08“E 27.06' 85°09/19” A«WWQ\AM, MIUm mmwzo PURPOSE OF THE PERPETUAL USE OF THE PUBLIC THIS DAY OF
Cl102 |323.69'| 220.00" | 199.14" | S69°55'04"W 295.27’ 84°180e2” ﬁ%«x EAST QUARTER CORNER -
C103 12262’ | 136,50’ | 63.80’ N86°19'39"E 118,54 51°28117 @ SECTION 17, T2S, R5E, SLB&M
C104 27.21 24.00’ 1528’ N28°07/08"E 25,78’ 64°57'32" ATTEST
MAYOR TOWN CLERK
C105 104.10" | 327.00" | 52.49’ N20°16'54"W 103.66’ 18°14'24” (See Seal Below)
C106 95.50” | 300.00° | 48.1¢’ N20°16'54"W 95,10’ 18°14'24”
C107 37.70" | 24.00’ 24.00’ N74°24'06"W 33,94’ 30°00’00”
C108 146,87 | 163,50’ | 78.81’ N86°19'59"E 141,99/ 51°2811” TOWN OF HIDEOUT PLANNING COMMISSION
C109 |28396'| 193.00° | 174.70' | S69°55'04'W £959.04 84°18'0e2” APPROVED THIS___ DAY OF ___ AD. 20__ BY THE PLANNING DIRECTOR.
C110 3347’ | 20.00’ ee.l6’ S21°19°00"E 29.70’ 95°52'25
Ci11 33,42’ 20.00’ 2211’ S62°32'50"W 29.66’ 95°43'535”
Clle | 211,55" [ 336,50 | 109.40' | S02°59'45°E 208,08 |36°01'13 STARMAN. PLANNING COMMISSION
C113 31.4¢e’ 20.00’ 20.00’ N66°00°'21"W £8.28’ 90°0000”
Cl14 12395 | 238,50 | 63,41’ S$54°06'20"W 122.56’ 29°46'38”
C113 16,67’ 10.00’ 11.017 S08°32'44"E 14.81’ 95°31'30” TOWN OF HIDEOUT ENGINEERING
mmw H%w_mww@ mmum_womq M_Mw\ Nwwwww(«« wamw@\ Mwoww%wmi APPROVED THIS DAY OF ___ AD. 20__WITH THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS:
C118 £9.36’ 20.00’ 18.04' N47°28'12“W 26.79’ 84°06'49” m /ﬂz mw Q h hm O m Z U
C119 36.61" [ 273.00° | 1833’ $85°41'08“E 36,258’ 7°40'358"
C120 30.82’ 20.00’ 19.41’ $54°00'27"W 27.86' 88°17'48" PRIVATE AREA
C121 2769 | 20.00’ 16.58’ N2S°4806"W 25,93’ 79°19'18” 0!00 0‘“‘ SRECTOR ENCINEERING DEPARTENT
Clee 191,44’ | 273.00' | 99.84’ S49°22'24E 187.54’ 40°10°41” 000’40‘%00 7 _
N\ s s LIMITED COMMON AREA (SUBJECT TO CHANGE (See Seal Below)
ey R AR e e T /OWQNWQV g e - BUILDING COORDINATES BUILDING COORDINATES A v -
Cle4 65.66' | 261.50° | 33.00/ S82°20'02"E 65.49' 14°23'10” N 7/
: : \ == \ o \ COMMON AREA QZOﬁCUmw ALL AREA NOT DEFINED APPROVAL AS TO FORM
Cl125 2831’ | 230.00" | 14.17 S02°10°07"E 28.30 6°29'21 y / # | NORTHING EASTING # | NORTHING EASTING AS PRIVATE AREA OR LIMITED COMMON >Em>v
Clz2é 296.35" | 250.00 168.37 $35°02'06"W 279.30 67°595°05 C A 1000.00 1000.00 AA 1000.00 1000.00 APPROVED THIS __ DAY OF A.D. 20__ BY THE HIDEOUT TOWN ATTORNEY.
Cl27 |297.94'| 350,00" | 158,67 | S03°22'51"W 289.02'  |[48°46'24" T T o973 51 000 T8 993 51 100040 SRIVATE STREET
Cl28 |303.83"| 206.50' | 186,92’ | S69°5504"W 27715’ 84°18'02” \/ C 916.58 1086.45 CC| 916.58 1086.45
C129 [134.75'| 150.00' | 72,30’ | N86°19'59"E 130,26’ 51°28711" D | 863.30 95702 | DD| 863.30 957.02
OHHWD @@ mD\ “w”_.“w wD\ mD “wnw\ ZmDo”_.m\wL.\\{\ @@ “wm\ ”_.mo”_.L.\mL.\\ E 786.50 Aowmmwm EE 786.50 Aowumm >H%OEZW<_ %O<<Z Oﬁ T:UWOC%
_ _ _ _ F 786.50 1000.42 | FF| 786.50 1000.42
C131 | 674 |33650°| 337 | S27°11'38°W 6.74’ 1°08'50” G | 916.58 1086.45 | GG| 916.58 1086.45 ® SET NEW REBAR & CAP
C132 | 13.81" |363.50°| 690" | S26°40'46'W 13.81° 2°10'34” H | 863.30 937.02__| HH| 863.30 937.02 (OR FOUND EXISTING REBAR & CAP) COUNTY SURVEYOR
/ / / =V v / °=q/ v , 786.50 1053.68 Il 786.50 1053.68
C133 | 47.99" | 50.00’ | 26.02' | S06°54'34'W 46.17 54°59'35 S 586506 00042 T 00T 786 50 1000.45 (NOTHING SET ALONG STREET R.O.W.) APPROVED AS TO FORM THIS ___DAY OF ___ AD. 20___
C134 | 59.03 | 6L50° | 3201 | S06°54'34"W 5679 |54°59'35" T oas e Tk 51658 086 45
C135 70,07’ 73.007 38.00/ S06°54'34"W 67.41 54°59'35” L 863.30 937.02 LL 863.30 937.02 .G. FOUND SECTION MONUMENT
C136 37.44' | 34350’ | 1874/ SP3°41'29"E 37.42' 6°12'31” S 89°31°37” E M 786.50 1053.68 MM| 786.50 1053.68 COUNTY SURVEYOR
- - - — == - = 7072 © S 0 | 916.58 1086.45 | 00| 916.58 1086.45 PHASE 3
C138 | 39.93' | 368.50"| 19.98' | S23°41'29°E 39.91 6°12'31 2%, 553 53760 TPl 86530 535 62 1] BUILDING COORDINATE
C139 76.357' | 654,50’ | 38,33’ Se3°26’38E 76,53 6°42'12” AW@W \maq/% Q 786.50 1053.68 QQ| 786.50 1053.68 R R
C140 75,23’ 643.00’ 37.66’ S23°26’38E 75,187 6°42’12” \/Q\MVQAAJQ \A\W\Q&\P R 786.50 1000.42 RR 786.50 1000.42 > mlﬁmmmlﬁ ZOZCZWZ% @ E @ z QT Qlﬁ MH / QT
C141 | 73.88" | 63150’ | 36.98" | S23°26'38'E 73,84 6°42'12" <R & T isso0 55750 | TT] 86530 55750 4 -
Cl42 | 5068 | 368,50 | 25.38" | S24°01'S7°E 5064’ 7°52'49" AL TR T e ed : :
C143 4910”7 | 357.00' | 24.59/ S24°01'37'E 49,06’ 7°32'49" «© v 786.50 1000.42 A PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
Cl44 47.52' | 34550’ | 23.80/ S24°01'S7'E 47.48' 7°52'49" W 916.58 1086.45
M wmw.wm wmwwommm TOWN OF HIDEOUT WASATCH COUNTY, UTAH
: . SCALE: 1”7 = 80 FEET
7 728.62 1007.66 SHEET 1 OF 1

CLERK SEAL CLERK—RECORDER SEAL CORPORATE SEAL SURVEYOR'S SEAL COUNTY RECORDER

PREPARED BY: OWNERS STATE OF UTAH <5~ ACKNOWLEDGEMENT (CORPORATE) NOTARY PUBLIC SEAL
COUNTY OF WASATCH ~
ON THE _DAY OF . AD. 20_, PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME
7 AND , WHO BEING BY ME DULY SWORN DID SAY EACH FOR HIMSELF, THAT HE, THE
LEVEL OF FOC > 9 GCD, INC. SAID IS THE PRESIDENT AND HE THE SAD____ IS THE SECRETARY OF

CORPORATION, AND THAT THE WITHIN AND FOREGOING INSTRUMENT WAS SIGNED

DATE

BOOK

LICENSE NO.
5243543-2201

5214 NORTH UNIVERSITY AVE.
IN BEHALF OF SAID CORPORATION BY AUTHORITY OF A RESOLUTION OF ITS BOARD OF DIRECTORS
\(w%x Last 7700 South PROVO, UT 84604 AND SAID AND EACH DULY ACKNOWLEDGE TO ME THAT SAID CORPORATION
Spanish Fork, Utah 54660 EXECUTED THE SAME AND THAT THE SEAL AFFIXED IS THE SEAL OF SAID CORPORATION.

(8071) 319—5447

BY

NOTARY PUBLIC WASATCH COUNTY RECORDER

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES

RESIDING AT
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‘asaTcii Fire Did

10420 N. Jordanelle Blvd. Heber City, UT 84032
435-940-9636

STRICT

Ryan,

Wasatch Fire has completed the intial review of Shoreline Phase 3 with the following comments.
e Secondary access is still needed for Shoreline Phase 2A as a condition of the final approval granted on
March 8, 2019. The provided access connection on Wake Rider Circle is still only a single point access.
As per the approval letter for 2A, permanent secondary access is required prior to any further approvals.
e Roads must be a minimum of 26-foot unobstructed width for their entirety. Parking must be regulated to
approved locations and not obstruct apparatus access roads.

Wasatch Fire cannot approve the plans as submitted due to the single point of access for Shoreline 2A and
the proposed Phase 3 due to the single point of permanent access onto Recreation Drive. All roads (Deepwater
Drive, Sailwater Drive and Upside Drive) have a single connection point on Recreation Drive. Any emergency
at or near Recreation Drive would render it unusable and impede evacuations.

Also of concern is the winding road of Deepwater Drive, how are these homes to be addressed. It
appears that the potential for a delayed response due to the closeness / similarity of addresses is problematic.
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E T-0 ENGINEERS

January 16, 2020

Mayor Phil Rubin

Town of Hideout

10860 No. Hideout Trail
Hideout, UT 84036

RE: Shoreline Phase 3 Final Review
Dear Mayor Rubin,
We have concluded a review of the plan set for Shoreline Phase |1l and have the following comments:

1. AGEC'sreview of IGES’s geotechnical report is attached at the end of this letter. IGES should resolve
the comments in that letter. Specifically,
a. IGES should review the latest grading plans to determine if the proposed grading is suitable.
b. IGES should observe conditions at the time of construction.
c. Review of the design of proposed retaining systems is required.
2. Onthe grading/drainage plan, please add or modify the following:
a. Therearefill limits extending over the property line. Please address.
b. Cut/fill limits are not clearly shown, please show limits of disturbance (LOD) on the grading
and SWPPP plans.
Onfill slopes 2H:1V and steeper, please provide stabilization details.
Show, at a minimum, 5-ft major contour labels for the existing surface.
Please show slope labels on your areas of mass cut/fill.
The surface flow distance along Upper Lakeview Drive appears to exceed gutter capacity an
additional a storm drain catch basin (SDCB) on both sides of the street at the grade break in
between Units KK and LL would reduce the flow length.
g. Isthere any bypass of the existing SDCB that flows around the curb onto Lakeview Drive from
Recreation Drive? Ensure that this is accounted for if there is.
h. Ensure that proposed contour lines meet daylight at existing contour lines. Ensure that both
the existing and proposed contours are at the same intervals per foot (i.e. 1 contour every 2
feet or 1 contour every 1 foot).
3. Regarding the Street Plans, please add or modify the following:
a. As a health and safety requirement, the roadways must meet current Town roadway cross
section requirements. This includes a minimum of 26 feet of asphalt. Please reference the
Wasatch County Fire Chief's letter.
b. Please identify the roads as public or private.

c. Please show slope labels on all profiles as several are missing centerline grade labels. E.g., PP4
and PP8.

oA o
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d.

Please provide guardrails on slopes steeper than 3H:1V where the drop is greater than 8 ft
(E.g. Lakeview Drive).

The intersection of Lakeview Drive and Perfect Pass Lane should be shown as a 3-way stop
Place a key map on the plan and profile sheets.

Driveway slopes should be limited as much as possible, but 14% is the standard accepted max
grade for adriveway in the area.

4. Regarding the Utility Plans, please add or modify the following:

a.

Show where gas and electrical conduit trench will run or reference the roadway cross section
detail showing location on the gas and power sheet. Please ensure adequate separation
between electric and gas lines.

Show water lines on the profiles as well. Including valve and tee locations on the profiles
Ensure 10’ separation between water and sewer main lines. Please also include a detail
identifying the proper vertical separation and protection of the culinary water lines in the
location of water and sewer main crossings.

A PRV would be required along Deepwater Drive to avoid short-circuiting the existing PRV
along Recreation Drive (shown in the red circle below). In lieu of constructing one along
Deepwater Drive, we recommend that a PRV be installed along Shoreline Drive in the area of
the blue-green circle identified below to create a regional pressure zone.

5. Onthe SWPPP plan, please add or modify the following:

a.

There are downhill slopes without perimeter controls (silt fence, waddle, berm, etc.)
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b. Please show a dumpster location. If a location can be found for the dumpsters off-road, this
could ease the congestion on the roadways.

6. Submit a draft plat and record of survey. It appears that phase 3 will conflict with phase 2A. An
amendment to 2A will need to be submitted concurrently with the phase 3 plat approval. Our
recommendation is add Units 2 through 16 to phase 3. The phase 2 plat would therefore solely include
the residences fronting on Upside drive.

7. Submit a lighting and signage plan including details.

8. Submit a parking plan.

9. Present adesign report for the proposed retaining walls.

10. Stamp and sign the plans as this is final.

Please let us know if you have any questions or if you would like to meet to discuss these comments.

Sincerely,
T-O Engineers

~ Pocn Teptor-

Ryan Taylor, P.E.
Project Manager
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Applied GeoTech

November 24, 2020

T-O Engineers
2175 West 3000 South, Suite 200
Heber City, Utah 84032

Attention: Dillon Bliler
EMAIL: dbliler@to-engineers.com

Subject: Geotechnical and Geologic Review
Proposed Shoreline Phase 3 Development
Perfect Pass Lane
Hideout, Utah
Project No. 1200937

Mr. Bliler:

Applied Geotechnical Engineering Consultants, Inc. is pleased to provide a geotechnical and
geologic review of the report prepared by IGES for Phase 3 of the Shoreline development
located at Perfect Pass Lane in Hideout, Utah. The report is dated July 7, 2020 and has IGES
Project No. 00733-022. We were also provided with plans dated August 6, 2020 prepared
by Excel Engineering.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION
We understand that the site is planned to be developed for townhouses.
REVIEW COMMENTS

Based on a review of the information, the geotechnical and geologic report is generally
suitable for the proposed construction. IGES does not provide recommended permanent
unretained slopes for the project, but indicate “The proposed grading shows that, at its
steepest point, the slope will be 3H:1V”. The grading plans provided for our review show
proposed slopes as steep as 2 horizontal to 1 vertical. IGES should review the latest grading
plans to determine if the proposed grading is suitable. They should observe conditions at the
time of construction, particularly with the significant grading planned for the site.
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Note that the grading plan does not appear to be complete since proposed contours do not
tie in with existing or other proposed contours in many areas. This likely indicates that some
retaining walls will be constructed for the project. Review of the design for proposed
retaining systems is recommended.

LIMITATIONS
This letter has been prepared in accordance with generally accepted geotechnical engineering
practices in the area for the use of the client. The review is based on the information

provided. We have not been to the site or had experience with soil conditions at the site.

If you have questions or if we can be of further service, please call.

Sincerely,
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