
 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

September 16, 2021 

 

HEARING NOTICE:   This item has been noticed to property owners within 500 feet of the 

subject area. A physical sign has also been posted on the property. 

 

 

 

REQUEST 

Mr. Joe Salisbury, of DAI, has submitted an application for a preliminary subdivision plat review 

of a proposed development called The Orchard at Farnsworth Farms. This land (approximately 

9.99 acres) is proposed to be subdivided into 96 units (9.6 units/acre) and establish common, 

limited common, and private areas of the development. Those common areas will be maintained 

by a Home Owners Association (HOA). The applicant is also asking for a number of special 

exceptions: 

1. Request for private roads with less than 52’ of right-of-way 

2. Request for a sidewalk narrower than eight feet within the pedestrian mew, and a pedestrian 

mew less than 26 feet wide. 

3. Request for perimeter fencing taller than six feet 

4. Request for lots with frontage onto a private road 

5. Request for a waiver for the requirement of sidewalk and parkstrips on both sides of the 

right-of-way. 

 

 

 

To: 

 

Planning Commission 

From: Community Development Department 

Subject: The Orchard at Farnsworth Farms Subdivision 

(Preliminary Review) 

11237 S. 700 E. 

Community #11, Crescent 

SUB06282021-006091 

SPX06282021-006088 

9.99 Acres 

96 units 

  

PROPERTY CASE HISTORY 

Case Number Case Summary 

ZONE-03-20-5825 
Conditionally Rezoned to PUD(10) by City Council on November 10, 

2020 
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BACKGROUND 

The proposed project is located along 700 East and and approximately 11200 South. It was 

conditionally zoned by the City Council as PUD(10). It is bordered by The Crescent Heights PUD  

condominium project to the north. To the west are single family homes in the R-1-10 zone. To the 

south,  and to the east across 700 East, the property is bordered by single family homes in the R-

1-8 zone. Because the zone is conditional, your review will be based on the conditional zone, 

PUD(10), and your action will be conditional upon publication of Ordinance 20-04. 

 

 

NOTICE 

Notices were mailed to property owners within a 500-foot radius of the subject parcel to notify 

them of the Planning Commission meeting. Additionally, a physical sign was posted on the 

property. The applicant also held a neighborhood meeting on July 26, 2021. There were several 

questions and concerns raised during the meeting. A full report from the meeting is attached to this 

report. 

 

ANALYSIS 

This plat will establish a total of 96 residential units, and delineate common and limited common 

area in a PUD style plat. 16 units are oriented to 700 East with rear-loaded alley access, 36 units 

will front onto private pedestrian streets (mews) and serviced with a series of alleys for vehicular 

access. The remaining 44 lots will front onto the main private loop road that runs around the 

development.   

 

SPECIAL EXCEPTIONS 

 

1. Private Roads with less than 52 feet of right-of-way. [21-21-10(f)] 

Street right-of-way widths shall be as shown on the Transportation Master Plan and, where 

not shown therein, shall not be less than the following (unless modified by a waiver or 

special exception as allowed herein) 

 

Street Type Right-of-Way Width 

Private Street 52 feet (27 feet pavement width minimum) 

 

     Staff Analysis and Recommendation for #1 

The proposed right-of-way for the interior private road is shown on the preliminary subdivision 

plat to be 40 feet, rather than the typical 52 feet. However, the right-of-way contains the same 

amount of pavement as a typical local road (27’). For this reason it will provide adequate 

circulation throughout the site. Staff and the City Engineer supports this request. 

 

2. Sidewalk narrower than eight feet in a pedestrian mew, and a pedestrian mew less than 26 feet 

wide. [21-21-10(f)] 

 

Street Type Right-of-Way Width 

Pedestrian Mew 26 feet (8 feet pavement width) 
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Staff Analysis and Recommendation for #2 

 

There is an extensive walking connectivity system throughout the project. The sidewalk being 

proposed is 6 feet wide, which will be adequate for providing connectivity and access to 

pedestrians. Also, one pedestrian mew is proposed to be approximately 25 ½ feet wide, while the 

other will be approximately 22 ½ feet wide.  The decrease from the typical 26 foot requirement is 

relatively small, and will allow the open space at the center of the development to stay true to the 

concept that was originally shown on the concept plan presented to the City Council. It also will 

allow for two additional rows of trees in the orchard. Staff and the City Engineer supports this 

request. 

 

3. A perimeter wall over six feet in height.[21-28-10(b)] 

(b) Additional Height Request. 

(1) The Director is authorized to approve the installation of a fence up to eight feet in 

height in the side and/or rear yard of any lot or parcel provided the following conditions 

are met: 

a. The Director finds the additional height is justified by the particular 

circumstances of the property, such as safety, lot configuration, building 

placement on the lot, topography, and/or negative impacts to the property from 

adjacent uses. 

b. The proposed fencing is outside of the 60-foot sight visibility triangle and 

other clear view zones for corner lots. 

c. At least two weeks prior to construction of the fence, the affected abutting 

property owners shall be notified of the intent to build an eight-foot fence. Proof 

of this notification shall be provided to the Planning Division as part of the 

building permit application with any response from the abutting property 

owners. 

d. A building permit is applied for and approved. 

(2) If the Director so desires, this type of request may be forwarded to the Planning 

Commission for approval as a special exception. 

Staff Analysis and Recommendation for #3 

 

At the urging of the adjacent neighbors, the applicant is proposing an eight foot stone fence along 

the north, west, and south property lines. There will be no solid fencing along 700 East, as that is 

where 16 homes front onto. The fence will create a more significant barrier between this 
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development and the existing neighbors around it. The Director has forwarded this request to the 

Planning Commission. Staff supports this request. 

 

 

 

4. Private roads and lots without public frontage. [21-21-21(b)] 

 

Except as may be otherwise provided in this title, all lots shall have the required frontage upon 

a dedicated and improved street. Exceptions may include the following: 

(1) Residential building lots that do not have frontage upon a public street shall obtain a 

special exception from the Planning Commission as part of the preliminary review 

process. 

Staff Analysis and Recommendation for #4 

Because staff supports the other special exception requests, and the private road system is at the 

heart of the concept that was presented to the City Council, along with the fact that the lots have 

frontage on the private street system, and there is excellent vehicular and pedestrian circulation, 

staff and the City Engineer supports this request.  

 

5. Waiver to the requirement for sidewalk and parkstrips on both sides of the right-of-way.[21-

21-10(n) 

 

Curbs, gutters, parkstrips, and sidewalks shall be required on all existing and proposed 

public and private street frontage of any lot within a subdivision or legal buildable parcel in 

conformance with the Standard Specifications. The Planning Commission may grant a 

special exception to waive any of these improvements, after considering a recommendation 

from the Director and City Engineer. They shall consider and evaluate the following 

criteria: 

(1) The number of homes within the subdivision; 

(2) The length of a cul-de-sac; 

(3) The precedence of adjoining improvements; 

(4) The configuration of lots;  

(5) Where the only other alternative is a private road design; 

(6) Flood control and storm drainage;  

(7) Pedestrian safety and walkable element demands;  

(8) The proposal equitably balances the needs of the public and presents the most 

efficient use of land; 

(9) The potential negative impacts created by the waiver(s); and 

(10) The cumulative effect of all the waivers and any other exceptions requested for the 

development. 

Staff Analysis and Recommendation for #5 
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The applicant is not asking for an exception for curb and gutter, just for park strips on both sides 

of the street and one sidewalk. There will be a six-foot wide sidewalk adjacent to the curb that 

goes around the entire main loop road through the development. Along with the extensive walking 

paths, there is excellent pedestrian connectivity through the project. Staff and the City Engineer 

supports this request. 

 

 

 

CONCERNS 

Staff has the following concerns regarding this proposal as submitted by the applicant: 

 

1. Pedestrian Mews. 36 units are to be accessed from pedestrian streets and served by 

vehicular alleys. The alleys should not be named and only be shown as part of the common 

area or cross access or public utility easements. The mews being proposed would be less 

than the typically required 26’ width. Also, the current version of the plat shows only two 

pedestrian mews, but four are required. This will need to be reflected on the final plat. 

 

2. The applicant is requesting a decrease in pavement width in the pedestrian mews from 

eight feet wide to six feet wide. However, the two pedestrian mews that are adjacent to the 

central open space are proposed to have a pavement width of only four feet. The Planning 

Commission can add a condition to change this to six feet, or it can allow the four-foot 

width as part of the requested special exception. 

 

3. The number of special exceptions. Six special exceptions are being requested. However, 

because of the conditional zone that was placed on this development, PUD(10), they all 

serve to keep the concept more in line with what was originally presented to the City 

Council. It was stated by the Council that they wanted the plan to stay as close to the plan 

presented to them as possible. 

 

4. The cross section of the primary road that winds through the development is shown on the 

site plan indicating a 38-foot right of way, but the plat shows it as 40 feet. This discrepancy 

will need to be corrected during the final subdivision and site plan reviews. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission find that the preliminary subdivision review is 

complete for The Orchard at Farnsworth Farms Subdivision, located at approximately 11237 S. 

700 E., based upon the following findings and subject to the following conditions: 

 

Findings:  

 

1. That the proposed subdivision is an infill development. 

 

2. That the proposed lot configuration is an efficient use of the land. 

 

3. The City Engineer and other staff have recommended approving the special exceptions that 

have been requested from the City Land Development Code requirements for private roads 
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with less than 52’ of right-of-way, for a sidewalk narrower than 8’ within the pedestrian 

mew and a pedestrian mew less than 26 feet wide, for perimeter fencing taller than six feet, 

for lots with frontage onto a private road, and for a waiver for the requirement of sidewalk 

and parkstrips on both sides of the right-of-way. 

 

Conditions: 

 

1. That the applicant complies with each department’s comments and redlines throughout the 

final review process and that all issues be resolved before the subdivision can be recorded. 

 

2. That all City provisions, codes, and ordinances are adhered to during the review, 

construction and operations process of this project. 

 

3. A private homeowners association shall be established to ensure maintenance of the 

private road and all other common assets or other areas of maintenance for the 

development. A note shall be included on the plat to provide public notice of said HOA 

and maintenance requirements. The developer shall provide a capital reserve study and 

establish a reserve fund for the HOA. 

 

4. That all four pedestrian mews be shown on the plat, and the four pedestrian mews be named 

as streets (as approved by Salt Lake County) and given intersection coordinates. All units 

are to be addressed from those mews or the private street that they front, except for the 

units fronting onto 700 East, which will be addressed from that street. 

 

5. That any additional road dedication as determined necessary by staff be shown with this 

plat.  
 

6. That the Planning Commission approves special exceptions 1-5 above, as listed in this 
staff report. 
 

7. This approval is conditioned upon the City Recorder publishing Ordinance 20-04. 
 

 
 

 

Planner: _____________________  Reviewed by: ______________________  

Craig Evans, Planner    Brian McCuistion, Planning Director 



Neighborhood Meeting: The Orchard at Farnsworth Farms 

Date: Monday, July 26, 2021 

Number of people in attendance: 25 

Comment Summary: 

1. Why did the front loaded townhomes get moved to rear loaded units along 700 East? – For Fire and 

Police safety requirements. 

2. His concern is largely the same as Mark Cuillo’s. As long as changes are mandated only for the City 

Requirements he is fine with them. 

3. Wants to understand everything that has changed and what changes are considered significant? – 

Rear setbacks are increased. The elevations have changed because it is a farmhouse theme.  

4. Wants a detailed list of every change that was made from the original site plan that was shown to the 

City Council. 

5. Supports the project, and he believes Joe and Nate have been great to work with thus far. Doesn’t 

want that item to get lost within the criticisms of the project. 

6. Concerned about wall height. It has been changed from a 6 foot fence to an 8 goot wall around the 

entire project. All homes around perimeter will be ramblers – single level.  

7. Happy for the 8 foot precast wall between the project and the condominiums to the north. 

8. Tried to contact the applicant(s) multiple times, but was never contacted back. 

9. Will the roof height be less than 25’? – Applicant: Currently proposed at around 27’ for perimeter 

units due to the farmhouse theme and roof pitch that accentuates the farmhouse them. In return the 

homes are narrower to allow for more mountain views. Homes have been strategically placed to 

maximize mountain views. Went out with an architect to look at mountain views and maximize them. 

10.  What is on the southwest corner? Applicant: Detention pond with a trail around it. 

11. Setbacks on south perimeter homes appears close? Applicant: they are approximately 22 feet from 

the south property line. 

12. Will grade be raised or lowered on west side? Applicant: They will match grade on existing soil levels. 

13. Concerned with potential flooding to the neighbors. Applicant: They will ensure no flooding exists. 

14. Gates – concerned about stacking of cars obstructing the bike lanes. 

15. What is the exact distance from the sidewalk to the gate? Applicant: Approximately 67 feet he 

believes, but is not completely sure right now. 

16. Width of  roadway around the loop and between rear loaded units? Applicant: Not sure at this 

moment. 

17. Queuing for gates – What type of access for gates and where are the keypads? Very concerned that 

the queuing will not be sufficient.  Wants more details about how the access will work. Will keyfobs be 

used? Applicant: They are still working through those details. They are absolutely thinking about those 

details and working on the final plan. 

18. Wants a copy of the redline comments from the City. 

19. Wants all details before the applicant will go to Planning Commission. 

20. Where the keypad is going could be a significant change that requires going back to City Council 

21. The rear loaded units appear to have less parking square footage than the front loaded units.  

22. This plan does not meet the commitment they made to the City Council. 

23. Is there an island or no island at the entrances. Applicant: No answer yet. 



24. When will in person Planning Commission meetings be allowed? Mayor has not made a decision yet. 

25. Do you know the speed of the gate? Applicant: Doesn’t know yet. 

26. What is the distance up to the gate? Applicant: We’ll get back to you. 

27. What are the turnaround details of the gate? Applicant: Process to clarify is still underway between 

them and City engineers/staff. 

28. Are their vehicle gates? Applicant: yes. Will it be in the site plan that goes to PC? Yes. Are their 

pedestrian gates? Yes. Where are the pedestrian gates? Still working with City staff on details. 

29. Is this still a right in right out? Applicant: They are in compliance with requirement fof a UDOT road. 

30. Brooke: right in right out was discussed as depending whether a median will be constructed. 

31. Gates: He originally requested a 100’ setback from the right-of-way. This appears to be too short. 

32. Water infrastructure – not enough pressure and the pipes keep failing. This will create more demand 

on the system and will cause even more problems.  

33. Terrified as to the access around his neighborhood. Many children in the area.  

34. Worried that a right in right out is not good, and vehicles will use the condo area to the north as a 

shortcut to access this project. Does not want a median put on 700 East. 

35. What fencing is along 700 East? 3 rail fence? Applicant: Yes 

36. What entry monumentation will there be at the accesses? Applicant: Still working through those 

details. 

37. Pedestrian walking path along 700 East? Applicant: Don’t have final details on that as of now. Still 

working with consultants and City staff. 

38. Is there a metal fence along 700 East? Applicant: Don’t have the details on that. 

39. Will there be RV parking for perimeter units? Don’t know yet. 

40. Is the number of gardens still at 26? Don’t have that information at this time. 

41. Height of perimeter houses limited to 27 feet? Yes. 

42. The elevations of the homes – does that remain shiplap siding and board and batten, etc… Are they 

still proposing that. Applicant: We don’t know  at this time. 

43. 8’ wall still committed to be rhinorock or precast stone. Yes – what we’ve discussed before is what 

we are committed to. 

44. Do we have HOA information? Not at this time. 

45. 24’ setbacks were committed to, but this appears to be different. 

46. Why was the City scaling back the amount of guest parking? 

47. Is there going to be a median on 700 East? Brooke: Depends on UDOT – we don’t have the authority. 

48. Not happy with the bait-and-switch, the applicants don’t have the details. The applicant should get 

another public opportunity to get the details. They are not meeting their commitments. 

49. The Council should know that we need details. Also agrees with Mark (the main person asking the 

questions) and furthermore requests that another neighborhood meeting be held before this goes to 

PC. 


